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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, July 14, 1993 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Even as we begin our du ties and re
sponsibilities and with the business of 
the day, we remember those who suffer 
or are in need because of the flooding 
and destruction in our own land. We re
joice in the attitude of cooperation and 
support that people have expressed to
ward each other even as we lament the 
loss of life and goods. O gracious God, 
protect, sustain, and encourage all 
those who face adversity and keep 
them and us always in Your everlast
ing arms and Your sustaining grace. In 
Your name, we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. The Chair will ask 

the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
Goo DLA TTE] if he would kindly come 
forward and lead the membership in 
the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. GOODLATTE 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. 

A SALUTE TO THE HEROES OF 
THE MIDWEST FLOODS 

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to take 1 minute today to recognize the 
thousands of people throughout the 
Midwest of our country who are this 
morning fighting a historic flood which 
has engulfed their homes and busi
nesses and lives. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not rise to give the 
statistics this morning. We have read 
them all in the paper and heard them 
on television. I simply rise to recognize 
the thousands and thousands of people, 
some of whom I have seen over the last 
week, and many that I have not, who 
are fighting valiantly with their fami
lies to put their lives back in order, to 
keep the raging rivers out of their com-

munities and out of their businesses, 
and to now, as the flood hopefully be
gins to subside over the next weeks, to 
put their lives back together. 

In Ste. Genevieve, MO, I saw an en
tire community of 7,000 working to
gether as a unit day and night, chil
dren, mothers and fathers, community 
officials, National Guard officials, 
sandbagging 24 hours a day to save his
toric structures in that very historic 
community. 

I am sure that is being repeated in 
Iowa, Illinois, South Dakota, Kansas, 
Nebraska, and all of the other States 
that are involved. 

All of us in the House of Representa
tives today salute the heroes of thou
sands and thousands of people fighting 
for their lives. 

THE ELECTRICITY TAX, A DECOY 
FOR LAME DUCKS 

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

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, this 
weekend, the chairman of the Finance 
Committee in the other body con
firmed that the tax conferees will take 
a serious look at an electricity tax as 
a replacement for the Btu tax in the 
President's proposed economic plan. 

This is the same tax that the Finance 
Committee looked at and rejected just 
last month. In fact, they rejected an 
electricity tax for the same reasons 
they scuttled the Btu tax. 

There is an old country saying that if 
it looks like a duck, quacks like a 
duck, and waddles like a duck, it must 
be a duck. 

Well, an electricity tax looks like a 
Btu tax, sounds like a Btu tax, and 
waddles like a Btu tax. In fact, its im
pact, when coupled with the other 
body's transportation tax, is virtually 
identical to a Btu tax. 

Like a Btu tax, an electricity tax is 
bad for the American economy, bad for 
jobs, bad for competitiveness and bad 
for every taxpayer, notably senior citi
zens and those on fixed incomes. 

I hope that our colleagues will not 
fall for the Btu tax decoy in the form 
of an electricity tax, particularly after 
the Btu fiasco, lest they become lame 
ducks themselves. 

THE CANDIDATE AND THE 
PRESIDENT 

(Mr. GOODLATTE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 

for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, 
guess who said this: "My plan will not 
add new taxes on small business. I 
know that 85 percent of the new jobs in 
this country are generated by small 
business, and I am committed to help
ing them prosper." 

The answer: Candidate Bill Clinton. 
Unfortunately, as we have seen on 

issue after issue, Candidate Bill Clin
ton is· different entirely from President 
Bill Clinton. 

President Bill Clinton's tax package 
will raise marginal rates on small busi
ness by over 60 percent. 

This tax package will have an addi
tional capital gains tax. 

And it will not have the many small 
business tax breaks that the President 
promised when he first introduced it. 

In other words, President Bill Clin
ton will add new taxes on small busi
ness, despite the fact that 85 percent of 
the new jobs in this country are gen
erated by small business. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to oppose the 
President's package so we can help 
small business prosper and create jobs. 

DIDN'T WORK THEN, WON'T WORK 
NOW 

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

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, de
spite the fact that taxing our way to 
prosperity has never worked, the Clin
ton administration wants us to believe 
that this time it will. The 1990 Budget 
deal should have taught us something, 
since it has cost us so much. Under 
that agreement-an agreement we are 
still supposedly in-deficit spending 
today is over twice what it was in 1989, 
going from $152 billion then to $310 bil
lion now. 

The deficit went up despite the large 
tax hike that deal included. The deficit 
went up because Congress spent all it 
got and more. The deficit went up be
cause of the recession caused by taxes. 
That was true in 1990 and will be true 
in 1993; it didn't work then and it won't 
work now. Despite this, we are still 
getting the tax to end all taxes from 

· the Clinton administration. 
A constituent called my office just 

the other day and asked if the debt was 
$400 trillion. He was told that in fact it 
is about $4 trillion. I am sure he felt he 
had been wrong. My colleagues, he was 
not wrong so much as he was early. 

D_This 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. 



July 14, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 15589 
With the kind of logic that keeps try

ing over and over again on bigger and 
bigger levels, policies that don't work, 
that have never worked, and will never 
work, we will get to $400 trillion sooner 
than you think. 

0 1010 
BUDGET RECONCILIATION 

PROVIDES ASSISTANCE 
SMALL BUSINESSES 

BILL 
FOR 

(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, the 
budget reconciliation bill passed by 
this body takes an important step in 
putting our Nation· back on the road to 
fiscal responsibility while at the same 
time providing real help to the main 
engine of our Nation's job growth
small businesses. I urge our conferees 
to fight hard to hold to the provisions 
passed by the House that are vital to 
our small businesses. 

In the last decade, it was small busi
ness that created the jobs that fueled 
our Nation's prosperity. Throughout 
the decade there was a growing vi
brancy of an entrepreneurial economy 
in America. Small businesses-both 
new and established-were busy creat
ing new jobs. 

But this changed when the recession 
took hold and the small business job 
engine came to a halt. Small busi
nesses in Connecticut, like small busi
nesses elsewhere, are looking for help. 

The House plan answers their plea. It 
extends the kind of investment that 
will make a real difference for small 
businesses. It offers incentives for busi
nesses that reinvest in themselves, 
cuts the capital gains rate for small 
business investments and provides 
health deductions for the self-em
ployed. And 95 percent of small busi
nesses are exempted from tax in
creases. They will see no change in 
their individual or corporate tax rates. 

Small businesses are ready to start 
investing again in new jobs. Let us give 
them the help they need to succeed. 

NEW TAX ON IRRIGATION WATER 
IS UNFAIR 

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

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Speaker, we are all 
aware, because of the significant talk 
around the country, of the important 
new taxes that we are facing; the en
ergy tax, the impact of these taxes on 
small business, and the impact on the 
middle class. But there is a lot of other 
information-there are a lot of other 
taxes in this bill-which are not being 
talked about. 

I want to talk today about one that 
is dealing a significant blow to western 

agricultural interests, the new tax on 
irrigation water. 

Yes, there is a new tax on irrigation 
water proposed that will deal another 
significant blow to irrigation and agri
cultural interests. This one has a spe
cial little twist to it. It has a minimum 
level, but no upper limit. That is right, 
the Secretary of the Interior could im
pose the amount that he deems appro
priate in perpetuity to raise from irri
gation interests in this country the 
amount of taxes needed for whatever 
special purpose may come to be deemed 
appropriate. 

We have got to learn the message 
that the problem in Washington is not 
that there are too many taxes and too 
many ways to find the ways to tax; the 
taxes in this package are real, the cuts 
are not. Let us tell the conferees to 
drop this onerous tax as well as the 
others. 

POLITICAL COURAGE AND FORE
SIGHT DEMAND SUPPORT FOR 
DEFICIT REDUCTION 
(Mr. OLVER asked and was given 

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

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, as we pre
pare to pass the Democratic deficit re
duction package, the economic future 
of our country is at stake. 

Those Members of Congress who 
choose to guard the gridlock and vote 
against $500 billion in deficit reduction. 
Vote against a return to tax fairness, 
and vote against long-term economic 
growth will be taking the easy political 
road, a very well-traveled road the last 
12 years. 

Those Members of Congress who 
stand up and fight for the economic fu
ture of this country will show that 
they are not afraid of the tough choices 
and not afraid to cast the tough votes 
needed to get this deficit under con
trol. 

Only by substantially reducing the 
deficit will we create new, stable jobs 
and get this country on the road to 
long-term economic growth. 

For too long, this Nation has been 
governed with · an eye toward the next 
election rather than the next genera
tion. 

I urge my colleagues to act with po
litical courage and foresight, to cast 
their vote on the economic plan look
ing down the road at the years 2004 and 
2024, not November 1994. 

DEMOCRATS DON'T HAVE A CLUE 
(Mr. SMITH of Texas asked and was 

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
Democrats are talking about whether 
the House or the Senate tax bill will 
cut the deficit more. What they are not 

saying is that none of their plans in
cludes cutting spending. 

The reason is simple. The White 
House doesn't have a plan to cut spend
ing. In fact, the White House doesn't 
even have a clue how to cut spending. 
Under their plan, spending climbs to 
$1.7 trillion in 1998 from $1.4 trillion 
today. That is not a cut and that is not 
deficit reduction. Even worse, that 
doesn't include the administration's 
heal th program. 

The White House plan would not cut 
Federal expenses, but it would gut our 
Nation's defenses. The only spending 
cuts the White House can even imag
ine-and they are imaginary-are sup
posed to come in their plan's last years 
and are supposed to come on top of 
deep cu ts already being made in de
fense. 

The Democrat plan for America's 
economy can be reduced to this: A 
guarantee of new taxes now and a 
promise of unrealistic defense spending 
cuts. No wonder the more Americans 
know about the Clinton plan, the more 
they know they will get more taxes, no 
spending cuts, and no deficit reduction. 

THE MARKETS HA VE RESPONDED 
(Mr. SKAGGS asked and was given 

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

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, through
out the 1980's, we had high real interest 
rates. Even when inflation was tamed, 
interest rates remained high. That is 
because people didn't have sufficient 
confidence about the long-term future. 
The markets knew that high interest 
rates were the only way of attracting 
foreign lenders in a climate of borrow
and-spend policies and huge budget 
deficits. 

But this is changing. After President 
Clinton made it clear he was deter
mined to attack the deficit, the bond 
markets responded favorably. Since 
then, interest rates have dropped to a 
record low, and mortgage rates remain 
at a 20-year low. 

And these low interest rates are good 
news. Businesses large and small are 
better able to finance new invest
ments-the kind of investments that 
create good paying jobs and put people 
back to work. 

Every time mortgage rates go down a 
point, an additional 350,000 families can 
afford to buy homes. And a family who 
refinances their 10 percent interest 
$100,000 mortgage at 7.5 percent saves 
over $2,000 a year, after refinancing 
costs are subtracted. That interest sav
ings is several times the very modest 
energy tax a middle income family is 
likely to pay under this serious deficit 
reduction plan. 

Low interest rates also mean that 
millions of Americans are saving 
money every month with lower car 
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payments, lower small business loan 
payments, lower consumer loans, and 
lower college loans. If interest rates 
stay at this level, an estimated $100 bil
lion in additional money will be 
pumped back into the economy this 
year alone. That's part of what's at 
stake in passing a conference agree
ment on the budget. 

And that is real savings-and hard 
evidence that the Olin ton economic 
plan is getting this country back on 
track. 

RAISING TAXES LOWERS REVENUE 
INTAKE 

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

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, there is a 
dark little secret that the administra
tion and the majority in Congress does 
not want to get out of the closet. It is 
the tax revenue results from 1991. 

Remember 1991? Mr. Speaker, we 
raised taxes on the rich from 28 to 31 
percent, and the just-published tax rev
enue results on the top 850,000 earners 
in this country, those who are making 
$200,000 or more per year, the results on 
them showed that the receipts from 
this group fell by $6.5 billion, or 6.1 per
cent. 

In other words, raising tax rates de
creased actual tax revenues. 

Now, come on, Mr. Speaker, this ad
ministration needs to wake up. Not 
only is this proposed tax increase on 
the rich bad politics, which it is, be
cause remember in general Americans 
do not want to punish the rich, we 
want to become the rich; but it also is 
bad economics. 

As the analysis of the 1991 tax re
ceipts prove, it just will not work; less 
revenue, not more, will be raised. 

THE ECONOMICS OF ILLEGAL 
IMMIGRATION 

(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, ille
gal immigration has gotten so bad that 
Congress is now being asked to pay 
their medical bills. That is right, the 
budget bill provides $300 million for 
health care for people who have jumped 
the fence illegally. This is unbeliev
able. 

Thousands of homeless in the Mid
west battling floods, roads and bridges 
falliug apart, 40 million Americans 
without health care. Mr. Speaker, mil
lions of Americans unemployed, and 
Congress says, "Sorry, Charlie, we 
can't help you." 

Then we raised the taxes and provide 
$300 million to illegal aliens for health 
care. 

Beam me up, ladies and gentlemen. I 
say it is time to take our borders back, 

start bringing some of these troops 
who are falling out of chairs without 
armrests overseas, put them on our 
borders and straighten our country 
out. 

DEMOCRATS PROPOSE $300 MIL
LION ADDITIONAL SPENDING 
FOR ILLEGAL ALIENS' MEDICAL 
CARE 
(Mr. BURTON of Indiana asked and 

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I had another 1-minute that I was 
going to give, but I want to answer my 
colleague, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. TRAFICANT]. He is exactly right; 
we are spending $300 million in this 
bill, in the spending bill, the Demo
crats have put through the Congress, 
for illegal aliens' medical costs. 

Not only that, there were 37,000 ille
gal alien babies born in Los Angeles 
County last year alone, in one county 
in California, that is costing $25 mil
lion a month in AFDC payments. 

I point that out to my colleagues, 
that it is the Democrats who are pro
posing this $300 million additional 
spending for illegal aliens' medical 
care costs. Not only that, in MedCal in 
California they are advertising in 
Spanish on the border, giving out pam
phlets telling illegal aliens they can 
have babies and they will not even be 
reported as illegal aliens. 

0 1020 
Now, the Democrats are in control in 

this body. They are the ones who put 
that $300 million in there for this new 
program. 

The American taxpayers do not want 
their money spent on health care for il
legal aliens. 

The gentleman from Ohio is exactly 
right. So Democrats, get the message. 

LET US GET ON WITH THE 
BUDGET PROCESS 

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

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to state contin
ued support for the President's eco
nomic plan and to encourage the con
ferees to move quickly and decisively 
in their deliberations. As Democrats 
we know that there is no free lunch. 
The Republicans have failed to come 
up with a credible plan, yet they still 
demand more cuts in spending without 
explaining which cuts they want to 
make. 

First of all, the same people who are 
asking us to make cuts are the ones 
who are calling on us, saying we need 
to vote for the RTC. We need to vote 
for the space station. I voted for the 

space station, but I am willing to pay 
for it, and that is what the reconcili
ation is about. 

Today, 100 Members of the Congress 
will be chosen to shape the future of 
our economy by finalizing the budget 
plan. As this process continues it is im
portant that the American people 
clearly understand what the goals of 
the Democratic plan are: 

First, we aim to reduce the budget 
deficit by $500 billion over 5 years. 

Second, we want to encourage the 
growth of small business by providing 
incentives for investment and expan
sion. 

Third, we want the plan to be fair by 
asking those most able to pay their 
fair share. · 

In the Houston area which I rep
resent, this plan will mean more jobs 
by increased investments by small 
business and help for our real estate 
market which is still in recovery from 
the 1980's. 

COSTS FOR LEGAL FEES SOAR AT 
THE RTC 

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

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, the Asso
ciated Press recently reported that a 
New York law firm had received over $4 
million in contracts from the RTC 
since one of the firm's lawyers became 
the Agency's associate general counsel. 

This week we are scheduled to take 
up a bill to give the RTC $18.3 billion 
more to continue the savings and loan 
bailout. · 

Even with a huge surplus of lawyers 
all over the Nation, and with very good 
lawyers willing to take cases at very 
reasonable rates, Government agencies 
continue to hire outside lawyers at ri
diculously high fees. 

Last year we found out that the FDIC 
paid one New York firm $600 an hour 
for legal work. 

The Federal .Government has thou
sands of lawyers. Yet every time they 
get any type of difficult case, they rush 
to hire some outside private firm, usu
ally at exorbitant fees. 

According to the AP story, Sheila 
Cahill of the RTC gave her former firm 
almost $4 million in legal business. 

She probably hopes to go back there 
at some very high salary after she 
leaves the RTC. 

Before Ms. Cahill went to the RTC, 
her firm got just $286,000 in business 
from the Agency. 

The story yesterday said this was in 
violation of Government ethics rules. 

This mess needs to be cleaned up 
now, or we should stop providing bil
lions to an Agency that has given out 
one sweetheart deal after another. 
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IN SUPPORT OF SINGLE-PAYER 

HEALTH CARE SYSTEM 
(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given 

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

Mr. Speaker, let us listen to these 
21,000 citizens and the hundreds of 
thousands of others in middle America 
who do not want the finest military in 
the world used for social experimen
tation. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to alert my colleagues to the re-

. cent decision by the well-respected _ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
New England Journal of Medicine to PRO TEMPORE 
support a single-payer health care sys- The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
tern. · MONTGOMERY). The Chair would remind 

Last month, the Journal announced the gentleman that it is not correct to 
that the single-payer system would direct remarks to the Secretary. He 
slash administrative costs and prevent should direct them to the Chair. 
medical and business expenses from 
being shifted unfairly. 

Mr. Speaker, the single-payer system 
works. The projected United States per 
capita health care cost this year is 
$3,380-45 percent more than Canada, 
and 150 percent more than Britain. We 
are spending far, far more per citizen 
than any other country in the world. 
And still we have 37 million uninsured. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle who are con
cerned with bureaucratic redtape and 
wasteful spending to read the Journal 
article and to sign onto the America! 
Health Security Act-the true fiscally 
conservative health care reform pro
posal. 

DON'T ASK? DON'T TELL? 
INSTEAD-DON'T COMPROMISE 

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

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, this 
morning on WTOP radio, I heard the 
Defense Secretary Les Aspin's staff 
briefed a homosexual rights lobbying 
group on the proposed compromise to 
change the ban on homosexuals in our 
Armed Forces. He wanted to get their 
approval before he moved further. 

Mr. Speaker, please ask the Sec
retary of Defense when he is going to 
brief the veterans' organizations in 
this country? When is he going to brief 
the enlisted personnel currently wear
ing the uniform? Are they less impor
tant than the homosexual rights lobby
ists? I do not think so. 

I have with me here five boxes pro
vided by the Fleet Reserve Association 
containing more than 21,000 signatures 
of Americans vehemently opposed to 
changing the ban. The organization is 
comprised of active duty Reserves and 
retired members of the Navy, Marines, 
and Coast Guard services. Earlier this 
month, my Task Force on Military 
Personnel released a survey of hun
dreds of generals and admirals, the top 
leadership of this country, who are 
overwhelmingly against compromise 
and changing this ban. 

Meanwhile, lobbyists for the homo
sexual rights groups get special brief
ings on a plan that Congress and the 
-American people will have to wait in 
line for. 

LIFTING THE BAN ON GAYS IN 
THE MILITARY 

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

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, as the pre
vious speaker indicated, shortly we 
will be getting word on what the rec
ommendation from the President will 
be on lifting the ban on gays and les
bians in the military. This will be a 
very difficult decision for our Presi
dent, for this Congress and for our 
country. 

Mr. Speaker and my colleagues, I call 
on you and the President to act defini
tively to lift the ban that keeps patri
otic Americans from serving in the 
U.S. Armed Forces because of their 
sexual orientation. Even those most 
vehemently opposed to lifting the ban 
agree that throughout our Nation's his
tory, gay people have proven their abil
ity on the battlefield, demonstrating 
their love for their country. 

Mr. Speaker and my colleagues, the 
policy, "Don't ask, don't tell" will not 
work. First, "Don't ask" must be more 
than removing a question from a form. 
The military would ask be able to in
vestigate the sexual orientation of our 
service personnel. Witch hunts and in
terrogations of thousands of our per
sonnel would continue, wasting mil
lions of taxpayer dollars. 

Mr. Speaker, conduct, not status, 
must be the issue. Please respect the 
gays and lesbians in the military. Lift 
the ban. End discrimination. 

GREAT NEWS 
(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given 

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

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, 
gridlock is over. The President is back 
on track. Those are two battle cries we 
hear almost daily from those of us on 
the left-hand side of the aisle. Fortu
nately, I sit on the right-hand side of 
the aisle. 

Gridlock is over. Great news if you 
like laws. Great news if you think the 
Congress can solve the problems of 

America. Great news if you want more 
Government interference and regula
tions. 

To date, this House has passed in this 
session 214 laws. The Senate has passed 
184. 

Wonderful news. Gridlock is over. 
The Government is now going to come 
in your bedroom, in your living room 
and every sector of your life, the Gov
ernment is there. 

The President is back on track. 
Again, great news if you like what the 
President is doing. Great news if you 
like higher taxes. Great news if you 
want higher taxes on your grand
mother's Social Security. Great news 
is you want more regulation on the 
Mom and Pop businesses on your Main 
Street. 

Great news if you want more welfare 
and more social engineering; but if you 
are a member of the nonpolitical, non
Washington, nonliberal mainstream, 
you may have a problem with this. 

The next time you hear the cry, 
"Write your Congressman," tell us to 
slow it down. 

NAFTA 
(Mr. APPLEGATE asked and was 

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

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, U.S. 
District Judge Charles Richey ruled 
last week that NAFTA, the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement, vio
lates the National Environmental Pol
icy Act, and he forbids the administra
tion from submitting that plan to the 
Congress, at least until certain stipula
tions are made which may take months 
or years. 

Also last week, the Economic Policy 
Institute in a comprehensive study 
says that NAFTA will reduce real in
comes for a majority of American 
workers. 

Only recently it was revealed that 
the National Bank of Mexico through 
an investment fund scheme intends to 
buy companies in America and move 
them south of the border into-Mexico, 
much with borrowed American tax dol
lars. 

D 1030 
Now we will not need any "buy 

American" provisions in law by the 
year 2000 because we will not be mak
ing enough, so it will not make any dif
ference, and I say to my colleages, "If 
you really want to balance the budget, 
real American manufacturing jobs is 
what's going to do it, and NAFTA isn't 
going to do it," and I say that Congress 
and the administration better wake up 
to what the people are saying, and pay 
attention, and give priority to the 
Americans and the American worker. 

REAL PEOPLE LOSING REAL JOBS 
(Mr. BACHUS of Alabama asked and 

was given permission to address the 
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House for 1 minute and to revise and CLINTON TAX PLAN A GUILLOTINE 
extend his remarks.) FOR SMALL BUSINESS 

Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Mr. Speak
er, officials in the timber industry are 
saying that the combination of the 
President's higher taxes on small busi
nesses and his _new plan to limit timber 
harvests in the Northwest may mean 
that Sarah Lewis and thousands of 
Americans like her may lose their jobs. 

Who is Sarah Lewis? Sarah Lewis is a 
millworker at National Woodworks in 
Birmingham, AL. Ms. Lewis coats the 
inside of window sashes with a bedding 
compound and inserts the panes of 
glass into the compound so that they 
won't leak. 

She earns $7.05 an hour. This income 
has allowed her to put two daughters 
through college and buy her own home. 

But a combination of the President's 
higher taxes and his new plan to limit 
timber harvests in the Northwest could 
put an end to all this. Sarah Lewis and 
thousands of Americans like her in the 
woodworking industry may soon be out 
of a job. Real people losing real jobs. 
Mr. Speaker, that's too high a price to 
pay. 

And Mr. Speaker, if you'd pass those 
remarks on to the President, Sarah 
Lewis and I would appreciate it. 

WEALTH PROTECTED BY STEALTH 
(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, the Repub
licans are still protecting the wealthy, 
but now they are doing it in a new 
stealthy way in their opposition to the 
President's economic package, and 
that is by talking about it in the guise 
of protecting small business. Let us 
look at the facts: 

With the Clinton economic package, 
Mr. Speaker, small businesses are cer
tainly going to enjoy the lower borrow
ing costs, the lowest long-term interest 
rates in 20 years. The Clinton-House 
plan includes increased expensing for 
small business. It includes capital gain 
tax cuts for investments in small busi
ness. The Clinton-House plan includes 
relief in the corporate minimum tax 
for capital investment. It includes an 
extension of the 25 percent deduction 
for health insurance for the self-em
ployed. Some 96 percent of the small 
businesses in this country are not af
fected by increased individual tax 
rates, and the increased corporate 
rates to not affect small business at 
all. 

Mr. Speaker, listen carefully to who 
the GOP, the Guardians of Privilege, 
are really protecting in their opposi
tion to this economic plan. They are 
not here to protect the small business 
community. They are here to protect 
the same old wealthy contributors who 
fuel their campaigns. 

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

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to take exception to the remarks of my 
colleague who just spoke, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. FAZIO]. 

Today is Bastille Day, the day that 
France celebrates the beginning of the 
French Revolution. To American small 
business though, Mr. Speaker, Bill 
Clinton must seem like Robespierre, 
the infamous leader of that revolution. 
His tax plan is a guillotine for small 
business. It will cut off the heads of 
many who are struggling to succeed in 
small business. From an increase in the 
capital gains tax, an increase in the 
capital gains tax, to a new 45-percent 
tax rate on small business, small busi
ness is going to take the brunt of the 
President's and the Democrats' new 
tax bill. In fact, small business faces a 
60-percent tax increase in these two 
bills. 

When President Clinton spoke of get
ting America moving, Mr. Speaker, 
most Americans thought he meant for
ward. Now we are starting to wonder. 

If the Democrats' tax plan goes 
through, there will be change all right. 
Many small businesses will go out of 
business. That is not the kind of 
change that I had in mind. 

On Bastille Day, my colleagues, let 
us bust open this tax prison and give 
small business their tax freedom once 
and for all. 

DR. JOYCELYN ELDERS 
(Mr. TOWNS asked and was given 

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

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, once again 
another brilliant, superbly qualified 
African-American women is under a vi
cious character attack. 

Dr. Elders has been .nominated by 
President Clinton for the position of 
U.S. Surgeon General. Dr. Elder's ster
ling record of achievement as director 
of the Arkansas Health Department, 
her accomplishments as a widely re
spected researcher in the study of chil
dren's health, and her work as a pedia
trician, superbly qualifies her to be 
Surgeon. 

Dr. Elders believes that discussions 
of public health must include candid 
and realistic solutions such as school
based health clinics, comprehensive sex 
education, birth control, and AIDS pre
vention. She has been targeted by the 
right wing because she is pro-choice 
and because she supports birth control, 
as do the majority of Americans. 

We must not permit Dr. Elders to be
come another victim of a smear cam
paign. We need a strong and independ
ent voice as Surgeon General who is 

willing to take on the special interests, 
and challenge conventional wisdom 
about our public health policy. This 
Nation needs Dr. Elders. Let your voice 
be heard in a positive way. 

CLINTON TAX PLAN KILLS HOPES 
AND DREAMS 

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

Mr. ZELIFF. Last Fall, Mr. Speaker, 
all we heard was "it's the economy, 
stupid" and "jobs, jobs, we must create 
jobs." 

We do not create jobs by raising 
taxes over 60 percent on small 
businessowners, who are willing to risk 
their capital to create jobs and seek 
profits. 

When taxes take too much money 
away from employers we tax away the 
incentive and the ability to expand the 
business; we tax away the ability of 
businesses to hire people; we tax away 
jobs. 

That is exactly what the Clinton tax 
plan does, Mr. Speaker, it raises the 
taxes on huge corporations 6 percent, 
from 34 to almost 36 percent. It raises 
the taxes on small businesses 60 per
cent from 28 to 45 percent. 

Mr. Speaker, I say to my colleagues, 
you don't help the economy by taking 
away the owners' incentive to expand 
and create jobs. You don't create jobs 
with a tax plan that encourages tax 
shelter investment. You don't create 
jobs by increasing the restaurant tax. 

The Clinton tax plan doesn't soak the 
rich. It kills the hopes and the dreams 
of business owners across America. It 
stops their ability to expand and create 
jobs. 

In short, Mr. Speaker, the Clinton 
tax plan bites the hand that feeds us. I 
know, Mr. Speaker, because I am a 
small businessman that has been in the 
process for 34 years. 

DEFICIT REDUCTION REQUIRES A 
DELICATE BALANCE 

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

Ms. SHEPHERD. Mr. Speaker, let us 
not forget balance and fairness. As the 
conference committee works to rec
oncile the House and Senate reconcili
ation bills, we must remind them that 
deficit reduction requires a delicate 
balance. · 

We must have $500 billion in deficit 
reduction and if we are to have a fu
ture, our children must be healthy, 
well-fed, educated, and secure. They 
need to grow up and believe that hard 
work will be rewarded. They will not 
believe that if their parents work one 
or two jobs and still live in poverty. 
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The final budget reconciliation pack

age adopted by this Congress must in
clude a substantial increase in food 
stamps to keep children from hunger. 
It must include an energy assistance 
increase to keep both the old and the 
young from extreme cold in the winter. 
It must include enough earned income 
tax credit to keep a family of four from 
falling below the poverty line. 

What this Congress must realize is 
that the poverty line is also the hope 
line. A responsible Congress cannot ig
nore the priority of keeping its fami
lies and children safe and secure, be
cause if the children are not secure, 
our future is not secure. I want to ask 
the House members of the conference 
committee on reconciliation to remem
ber balance and fairness. Mr. Speaker, 
it is time to remember the children. 

NORTHERN EXPOSURE 
(Mr. THOMAS of California asked 

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

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, a fresh breeze blew in from 
the north yesterday by virtue of an ar
ticle in the paper entitled "Canada's 
Vox Populi Roars Its Disapproval
Sena tors Surrender Boost in Ex
penses." In response to a recent $5,000 
increase in their expense allowance the 
Senate rescinded these actions because 
as one Senator said that "the Senate 
should not have something that other 
Canadians do not have," and they re
pealed that $5,000 increase. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, this body could 
benefit from some northern exposure. 
This body currently has a $3,000 ex
pense allowance that no other Amer
ican has, and it seems to me that one 
of the things we could do in the rec
onciliation bill, in this tax bill, is to 
remove something that no other Amer
ican has. 

I think we ought to follow Canada's 
model and do away with the $3,000 liv
ing expense allowance available only to 
Members of Congress. 

0 1040 

TAX RATES ON WEALTHY GO UP, 
BUT TAX RECEIPTS GO DOWN 

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

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, the 1990 
budget deal raised taxes on the much
reviled rich to punish them for the sup
posed excesses in the 1980's. 

But, the Internal Revenue Service 
now reports that the rich-those Amer
icans who make more than $200,000 in 
adjusted gross income, paid $6.5 billion 
less in income taxes in 1991 than they 
did in 1990. That is right, after their 

taxes went up, the wealthy paid bil
lions less in taxes. 

Now these are not Dick Armey's fig
ures. These are IRS statistics. 

Mr. Speaker, raising tax rates on the 
rich may help guilt-ridden liberals 
sleep a little better at night. And class
envy politicians in the Democrat Party 
apparently believe it is good politics. 
But it does not bring in more revenue
it brings in less. 

The $125 billion President Clinton 
and Democrat majority plan to squeeze 
out of the rich will never be collected, 
and their plan will not reduce the defi
cit. What it will do is kill jobs and crip
ple the economy. 

Mr. Speaker, Armey's axiom is never 
let your politics define your econom
ics. That is what President Clinton and 
the Democrat majority have done. Go 
back to the drawing board. Mr. Presi
dent, Your plan won't work. 

JOBS AND MANUFACTURING 
(Mr. KLINK asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute, and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, NAFTA 
supporters have maintained that jobs 
lost to Mexico will be low-paying jobs 
that will be replaced by high-paying 
jobs in high-technology companies that 
will then export products to Mexico. 
They could not be more wrong. 

There is evidence that as many as 
500,000 high-paying jobs will be lost to 
Mexico under the NAFTA agreement. 
Currently there are literally thousands 
of Mexicans working in some of those 
high-technology companies, companies 
like Zenith and Sanyo, making some 
very complicated electronic equip
ment. 

Up to a total of 2.9 million jobs would 
be lost to the Mexicans under NAFTA. 
There are thousands of people in my 
district, the Fourth District of Penn
sylvania, who would be willing to work 
at those low-paying jobs or any jobs for 
that matter. We cannot afford to ex
port our jobs anywhere, even low-pay
ing jobs: We have already lost too 
many jobs. 

The northeast and midwest sections 
of this country have lost over 1.5 mil
lion good manufacturing jobs since 
1975. My State of Pennsylvania lost 27 
percent of its manufacturing jobs dur
ing that period. That is almost 360,000 
good-paying jobs that have left the 
Keystone State alone. 

Even some large corporations like 
PPG Industries and others have ex
pressed their concerns about NAFTA. 
They admit that jobs will be lost. We 
must defeat NAFTA. 

A NEW PROGRAM FILLED WITH 
PROMISE, LOADED WITH DEBT 

(Mr. BAKER of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 

House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BAKER of California. Mr. Speak
er, let me say to the Members of Con
gress, that I just learned that they did 
not hold an election last November, the 
public is really happy, the Ross Perot 
movement does not exist, and the pub
lic is demanding a larger, more bureau
cratic Government. 

Take today's vote, for instance, on 
creating a new national service corps 
for students and those that will not be 
enlisting in the Armed Forces. 

The figures are as follows: 25,000 
young adults are to be enrolled and 
will receive $5,000 each that can be ap
plied to college. 

The beginning cost will be $389 mil
lion for the first year or $15,000 per en
rollee. That is two dollars for the bu
reaucracy for each dollar given to the 
enrollee, a typical ratio for the bloated 
Federal bureaucracy. 

What happens to the enrollee when 
their time is up? Do we expand Govern
ment to put them on the backs of the 
taxpayer, or do we dump them back 
out on the streets to join the teams of 
unemployed, a number that will grow 
as the Clinton tax increases are levied? 

How about the $389 million to begin 
this program? Do we have it or should 
we expand the national debt? 

No, Virginia, there is no Santa Claus, 
no national debt, no public anger at a 
Congress and President bound by the 
past Democratic tax and spend philoso
phy. 

Here in Washington, it is business as 
usual: a new multi-million-dollar pro
gram filled with promise loaded with 
debt. 

BLACKSTONE RIVER VALLEY NA
TIONAL HERITAGE CORRIDOR 
AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1993 
(Mr. BLUTE asked and was given per

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

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Speaker, today I 
join my colleagues RICHIE NEAL, RON 
MACHTLEY, and JACK REED in introduc
ing the Blackstone River Valley Na
tional Heritage Corridor Amendments 
Act of 1993. 

The Blackstone Valley Corridor runs 
from my district in central Massachu
setts down into Rhode Island. It is 
home to a number of wonderful State 
parks and forests, and is dotted by nu
merous old mills which tourists love to 
visit each year in order to get a taste 
of the true character of New England. 
The area is rich in cultural and natural 
resources, and its scenic beauty makes 
it a real national treasure. 

In 1986, the Congress enacted legisla
tion that established the Blackstone 
River Valley National Heritage Cor
ridor, and created a commission that 
would work to preserve and protect it. 
The amendments that we are offering 
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today will simply expand on a good 
thing. 

Our bill would reauthorize the Black
stone Valley Commission for a period 
of 10 years, would expand the bound
aries of the corridor to include the city 
of Worcester, in my district, and other 
areas, and would continue the partner
ship between the Commission and the 
National Park Service. These are 
things which must be done in order to 
adequately preserve and protect this 
beautifully historic area. 

I ask all of my colleagues to please 
join us in perpetuating the spirit of old 
New England for generations to come 
by supporting this legislation. 

GOOD NEWS ON BASEBALL, BAD 
NEWS ON THE ECONOMY 

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

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Speaker, first I 
have some good news, and then some 
bad news. They are not related, but the 
good news is that I want to say con
gratulations to Kirby Puckett of the 
Minnesota Twins, who won MVP hon
ors last night at the annual All-Star 
Base ball Game held in Baltimore. 

Now the bad news: Judging by recent 
events, it looks like President Clinton 
and his fellow Democrats are well on 
their way to fulfilling their lifelong 
dream, and that is breaking the all
time record for the biggest tax increase 
in history. While most taxpayers are 
aghast at this dubious distinction, I be
lieve we should give our Democratic 
colleagues credit for all they have had 
to overcome to achieve the distinction. 
First, they have had to overcome the 
landslide rejections of George McGov
ern, Jimmy Carter, Michael Dukakis, 
and Walter Mondale, all of whom 
proudly campaigned under the banner 
of higher taxes. 

They have overcome Republicans, 
Independents, and even Members of 
their own party who oppose the Presi
dent's tax plan. They have also over
come the objections of historians and 
Nobel economists who argue that high
er taxes only lead to increases in Gov
ernment spending, bigger deficits, and 
a weakened economy. 

Finally, they have overcome the 
strong objections of the American peo
ple, who in Texas, Los Angeles, and 
across the Nation have made it clear 
that they do not want higher taxes. 

Yes, Mr. Speaker, our Democratic 
colleagues are having to overcome a 
lot to earn the distinction of being the 
biggest tax increasers in . history. If 
they succeed, I only hope our economy 
will be as resilient as they have been. 

WAIVING CERTAIN POINTS OF 
ORDER AGAINST H.R. 2520, DE
PARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
AND RELATED AO-ENCIES APPRO
PRIATIONS ACT, 1994 
Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, by direc

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 214 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 214 

Resolved , That all points of order against 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2520) making 
appropriations for the Department of the In
terior and related agencies for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1994, and for other pur
poses, are waived. During consideration of 
the bill, all points of order against the fol
lowing provisions in the bill for failure to 
comply with clause 2 or 6 of rule XXI are 
waived: beginning on page 4, line 22, through 
page 5, line 13; beginning on page 14, line 1, 
through " construction" on line 11; beginning 
on page 54, line 1, through line 4; beginning 
on page 58, line 14, through line 22; beginning 
on page 78, line 8, through page 80, line 10; 
beginning on page 85, line 15, through page 
86, line 15; beginning on page 86, line 20, 
through page 87. line 3; and beginning on 
page 89, line 18, through line 21. Where points 
of order are waived against only part of a 
paragraph, a point of order against matter in 
the balance of the paragraph may be applied 
only within the balance of the paragraph and 
not against the entire paragraph. 

D 1050 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MONTGOMERY). The gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. GORDON] is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, during 
consideration of this resolution, all 
time yielded is for the purpose of de
bate only. At this time I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes, for the purpose of 
debate only, to the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN], and pending 
that, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 214 is 
an open rule which waives all points of 
order against consideration of the Inte
rior appropriations bill. 

The rule waives all points of order for 
failure to comply with clauses 2 and 6 
of rule XX! for 13 specific provisions 
which are noted by page and line num
ber in the rule. 

Clause 2 of rule XX! prohibits unau
thorized appropriations or legislativ·e 
provisions in general appropriations 
bills, and clause 6 of rule XX! prohibits 
reappropriations in general appropria
tions bills. 

Finally, the rule provides that where 
only a portion of a paragraph is pro
tected, a point of order may be applied 
only against the balance of the para
graph which is not protected and not 
against the entire paragraph. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to com
mend Chairman SID YATES, ranking 
Republican RALPH REGULA, and the In
terior Subcommittee members for once 
again bringing a very difficult and 

complex piece of legislation to the 
floor. 

Chairman YATES and his subcommit
tee held 34 days of hearings and re
ceived testimony from over 950 wit
nesses, which is recorded in 13 pub
lished volumes totaling over 13,000 
pages. 

H.R. 2520 is the product of hard work, 
long hours, and careful consideration 
of the facts and issues surrounding 
many diverse and intricate subj~cts. 

Chairman YATES and the subcommit
tee are responsible for funding pro
grams and initiatives which range from 
alternative fuels research to national 
park acquisition and management to 
energy conservation to managing our 
Nation's forests and streams to funding 
health and education programs for na:
tive Americans. 

The issues and agencies funded by 
this bill are both dynamic and diverse. 
Considerable time, knowledge, and 
dedication are prerequisites to manag
ing the many demands placed on the 
subcommittee by Members of Congress, 
Federal agencies, and private citizens. 

This year's bill is $253 million less 
than the administration's request, and 
$45 million under the subcommittee's 
602(b) allocation. 

I would like to once again congratu
late Chairman YATES, ranking Repub
lican RALPH REGULA, and the sub
committee's staff for their efforts. 

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

Mr. Speaker, my colleague from Ten
nessee, Mr. GORDON, has thoroughly de
scribed the provisions of the rule, and I 
urge my colleagues to join me in oppos
ing it. 

Mr. Speaker, if we are going to con
tinue this trend of legislating in appro
priation bills, and waiving the rules of 
the House to protect legislative lan
guage, then it's only fair that Members 
be granted appropriate waivers to offer 
amendments to such legislat~ve lan
guage. 

The Interior appropriations bill con
tains a number of legislative provisions 
and unauthorized appropriations, al
though many of these provisions have 
been left unprotected and subject to a 
point of order. However, there were 
some very worthy amendments pre
sented to the Rules Committee that de
served to have been made in order. I 
don't generally favor waiving House 
rules to protect bill language or 
amendments, but again, if we're going 
to provide waivers for a bill, then in 
fairness we should provide them for rel
evant amendments. 

Mr. Speaker, in the Rules Commit
tee, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey offered an 
amendment to set a formula for the al
location of land and water conserva
tion fund moneys between State side 
and Federal side. Mr. SMITH of Texas 
presented an amendment to cut 5 per
cent from salaries and expenses to set 
up a Government reserve account for 
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the purpose of deficit reduction. And 
Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming requested the 
right to offer amendments en bloc to 
simply offset an increase in one pro
gram with a decrease in another. The 
Rules Committee has allowed Members 
to do this on other appropriations bills, 
and I know of no legitimate reason to 
deny Mr. THOMAS that same oppor
tunity. However, all of these amend
ments were voted down in the Rules 
Committee by party-line votes. 

It is time to put a stop to discrimina
tion against Members because of their 
party affiliation. All of us are here to 
represent the American people, and we 
all deserve equal opportunity to exer
cise our legislative rights as Members 
of Congress. This rule does not provide 
equality to Members, and I urge its de
feat. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA]. the 
ranking member on the subcommittee 
on the Interior. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I rise re
luctantly in opposition to the rule. I 
think the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. QUILLEN] has outlined a number of 
reasons why this is not a fair rule. My 
opposition goes beyond that point. It is 
because the rule is deficient in address
ing a substantive policy issue, and that 
is the issue of grazing fees. 

Mr. Speaker, on three previous times 
the rule has protected the grazing fee 
provision, and in one instance this 
body has voted on the BLM authoriza
tion to increase grazing fees. It is clear 
that it is the will, by a very substan
tial vote, of the Members of this body, 
that grazing fees be increased, and we 
provided in the committee bill for a 
modest increase. However, without the 
protection of the rule, this will be sub
ject to a point of order. 

The administration claims to support 
an increase in grazing fees. But what 
are we doing today by agreeing to this 
rule? How are we supporting their ef
forts to not only improve the condition 
of the rangeland, but also to ensure 
that the Federal Government receives 
a fair return for the use of its lands? 
What is our first word to the new ad
ministration about where this body 
stands on the issue of grazing fees? Our 
message is we care more about congres
sional gridlock than protecting the 
Federal rangelands. We are going to 
allow the provision to increase grazing 
fees by a modest 33 percent to be 
struck on purely jurisdictional 
grounds. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to say that my 
concern is this, and the reason I think 
this language needs to be in the bill is 
to protect it when we conference with 
the other body. The Secretary of the 
Interior, and I give him credit for this, 
is working on a program by Executive 
order to deal equitably with the graz
ing issue. It would recognize the pres
ervation of the fragile elements of our 
grazing lands. It would hopefully pro-

vide for distinction between the small 
and large lessees. I think, from what I 
know of his intentions, it would be a 
good balance on the grazing fee issue. 
He feels that he can do this by Execu
tive order. 

However, there might be a possibility 
that it would require some statutory 
change to achieve the objectives of the 
Secretary of the Interior. 

By having the grazing fee language in 
this bill, we preserve a spot in con
ference at which we can address what
ever the needs might be to implement 
the program of the Secretary of the In
terior. I know that the Secretary has 
spent a lot of time meeting with all the 
various interested parties. He toured 
the West, met with ranchers, and is 
making every effort to produce a fair 
solution to what has been a conten
tious issue for many years, and that is 
a modest increase in grazing fees. I no
tice also there is some discussion in 
the Senate about the possibility of 
making changes. I think it is impor
tant we preserve an opening within our 
bill to address this. 

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

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES]. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. · 

Like the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
REGULA], I too would have liked to 
have seen the House presented with the 
question of increasing grazing fees. 
Certainly the country can use the addi
tional income, and the lands on which 
grazing takes place can certainly stand 
an improvement. It seems to me, as the 
gentleman well knows, that we are 
confronted with an agreement which 
we have with the legislative committee 
that we will not propose legislation in 
an appropriations bill without their 
consent. 

D 1100 

As a matter of fact, there is a provi
sion in this bill which is legislative, 
which was inserted at their request. I 
assume that will come out during the 
latter course. But because of that 
agreement, I felt constrained not to 
ask the Committee on Rules for the op
portunity to allow grazing fees to come 
to the floor waiving the rules against 
legislative provisions. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his contribution. 

I understand that and agree. I think 
the point I wanted to make here is that 
we have an opening and, hopefully, the 
Secretary's program will provide a fair 
resolution of the grazing fee issue. If a 
grazing provision were in the bill, it 
would allow us an opportunity to legis
latively deal with it, if that is needed, 
to implement what the administration 
claims to support, i.e., an increase in 
grazing fees. 

In any event, for the reasons that the 
gentleman from Tennessee has outlined 

and also for this reason, I very reluc
tantly oppose this rule and hope that 
the Secretary can address the grazing 
fee issue with an Executive order and, 
if not, that we can give him the sup
port he needs to accomplish that goal. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss], a very 
valuable member of the Committee on 
Rules. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, as we have 
waded deeper into appropriations sea
son, up in the Rules Committee we 
have been witness to a battle royal be
tween the power brokers. The appropri
ators-the people who spend the 
money-have been fighting with the 
authorizers-the people who decide 
where the money should be spent. The 
result has been a series of confusing 
and patchwork rules on spending bills 
that, to borrow from one appropriator, 
has left this House "a little bit preg
nant" on the subject of whether we be
lieve in House rules or not. 

Supposedly we do not legislate on ap
propriations bills or spend money on 
things that are not authorized-except 
sometimes, when the majority leader
ship decides to break the rules. 

No wonder most Americans are less 
than pleased with Congress. Today we 
have the Interior appropriations bill 
with a rule that protects 12 provisions 
from points of order while leaving the 
rest of the bill vulnerable to the rules 
of the House. Al though this rule allows 
for an open amendment process, it is 
another inconsistent application of 
House rules. 

For instance, provisions in this bill 
affecting timber sales were given spe
cial protection, while other provisions 
regarding higher grazing fees on Fed
eral lands were not. Both would be con
sidered legislating on appropriations 
bills and both are disallowed under nor
mal House rules, yet the Democrat 
leadership has decided to treat them 
differently. I find that both puzzling 
and distressing. 

With regard to the underlying Inte
rior appropriations bill, there are some 
noteworthy provisions for which I 
would like to applaud the Committee 
and Chairman YATES. Specifically, I 
refer to the bill's recognition of the na
tional significance of the Gulf of Mex
ico and the dangers of offshore oil and 
gas drilling in the Outer Continental 
Shelf. 

As many people know, for years the 
Florida delegation has worked toward 
a long-term national energy strategy 
including a consistent policy toward 
drilling in the gulf. So far we have been 
unsuccessful and have had to fight for 
annual drilling bans through the appro
priations process, a procedure no one 
enjoys. I implore the administration 
and this Congress to develop a mean
ingful and workable OCS policy. 

The Interior bill also identifies the 
Everglades as a national priority, un
derscoring the commitment we have 
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already heard from the Secretary of 
the Interior, Mr. Babbitt. This is cer
tainly good news for Florida and the 
entire Nation, as the Everglades is 
truly an irreplaceable national treas
ure. 

Finally, I wish to commend the com
mittee for its responsible attention to 
the needs of our Nation's parks and 
wildlife refuges, not just in Florida but 
around the country. Millions of Ameri
cans and foreign visitors enjoy and 
learn from our national parks and ref
uges and it is important that we ensure 
wise stewardship of our Nation's pre
cious resources. 

That being said, Mr. Speaker, I once 
again underscore my concern about the 
erratic way the rules of the House are 
applied on this floor, and I urge the 
House majority leadership to restore 
fairness and consistency to our proce
dures. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, simplicity is not a vir
tue of this particular rule. I want to 
thank the gentleman from Massachu
setts [Mr. MOAKLEY] and the members 
of the Committee on Rules for their pa
tience in terms of working on what are 
very complex and important matters to 
the Members of this body. 

Each provision of this bill has been 
looked at. There has been open discus
sion between the members of the Com
mittee on Appropriations and the lead
ership and members of the various 
committees that are impacted. 

For that, I want to say thanks. In the 
past, there have been a number of is
sues here that are subject to points of 
order, and I will be making points of 
order on those matters. There are 
other issues that are not. 

One which is subject to a point of 
order, which I know will be made, is 
the important issue dealing with the 
fees charged for grazing on the public 
ranges in the West. I want to commend 
and recognize the work that has been 
done by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
REGULA], our ranking member on the 
Subcommittee on Interior of the Com
mittee on Appropriations, and the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] on 
this matter, as well as my good friend 
and colleague, the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR]. 

In the past, the House has made a de
cision to move forward on the appro
priations bill with the modification of 
reform of the grazing fees. That has 
not persisted. The other body has been 
effective in both the appropriations 
process and in rejecting House initia
tives on that matter and in the regular 
authorization process for the BLM, 
where we have chosen to reform the 
grazing fees charged the permi tees in 
the West. 

I hope this year, with the strong sup
port of the administration and Sec
retary Babbitt, that we can move for
ward on that policy. I will bring to the 
House floor as soon as possible a bill 
dealing with BLM authorization, which 
will provide for that. 

Mr. Speaker, beyond that, I notice 
that there are some exceptions in this 
bill with the rule that are legislation 
on appropriations matter, which, 
frankly, are very difficult. But I point 
out that many of these issues or most 
of them really represent a crisis. 

I would like to have the Pacific 
Northwest problem resolved more 
quickly. It obviously has been an issue 
where people are in crisis, where local 
communities depend upon funding, 
where there is a necessity and a jus
tification to continue that particular 
funding so that the crisis does not 
avert to something far worse. 

The President has announced a Pol
icy on that issue. Hopefully, the Con
gress, after the issue has crystallized, 
will be able to take legislative action 
in a more open process than simply the 
continuation. But I would point out to 
Members, it is a crisis. 

This is a good rule. I think it is bal
anced and it does, I think, respond to 
the needs, the many important needs of 
the individual Members from across 
the country in this bill. 

It is a good bill. I hope Members will 
vote for it. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res
olution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re
vise and extend their remarks on H.R. 
2520, which we are about to consider, 
and that I may be permitted to include 
tables, charts, and extraneous mate
rial. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
MONTGOMERY). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO
PRIATIONS ACT, 1994 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consider
ation of the bill (H.R. 2520) making ap
propriations for the Department of the 
Interior and related agencies for the 

fiscal year ending September 30, 1994, 
and for other purposes; and pending 
that motion, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that general debate be 
limited to not to exceed 1 hour, the 
time to be equally divided and con
trolled by the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. REGULA] and myself. 

D 1110 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MONTGOMERY). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Illinois? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, reserving the right to object, I 
would just like to know the sequence of 
events. During general debate we will 
not be going through on points of 
order, will we, or will we not? 

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, would the 
gentleman repeat his question? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I was inquiring, will points of order 
be raised against the bill during gen
eral debate? 

Mr. YATES. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, as I understand it, 
that is not the time for that. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. We will do 
that after general debate? 

Mr. YATES. Yes, points of order may 
be made during the reading of the bill 
for amendment. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair designates the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. GLICKMAN] as Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole, and re
quests the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. GORDON] to assume the chair tem
porarily. 

D 1111 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill, H.R. 2520, with 
Mr. GORDON (Chairman pro tempore) in 
the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the bill was 

considered as having been read the first 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under 
the unanimous-consent agreement, the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes. 
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Illinois [Mr. YATES]. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 8 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, I am proud to present 

to you the fiscal year 1994 appropria
tions bill for the Department of the In
terior and related agencies. This is an 
excellent bill. It includes $13.7 billioIL 
and is below the President's request by 
$240 million. It also is below the 602b 
allocation for budget authority by $45 
million and below the 602b allocation 
for outlays by $2 million. 

This bill is $1.2 billion over the com
parable 1993 level. But there are good 
reasons for this which I would like to 
explain. 

In fiscal year 1993, this bill had $309 
million in program offsets that are not 
available this year. Among these were 
hardrock mining fees of $79.3 million 
and payments to States from mineral 
receipts of $38 million which this year 
have already passed the House through 
the reconciliation process. Other off
sets last year included use of excess oil 
acquisition money of $125.6 million to 
pay strategic petroleum reserve operat
ing expenses and $49 million from the 
biomass energy development account 
to offset Energy Information Adminis
tration costs. Use of these offsets 
helped keep the overall numbers down 
last year while the actual program 
level was higher than reflected in those 
numbers. 

There is $250 million more for clean 
coal technology charged against this 
bill in fiscal year 1994 than in fiscal 
year 1993 al though the actual appro
priation was made in fiscal year.1990. 

An increase of $64.6 million is related 
to payments for Indian water and land 
claims. While these payments officially 
are described as discretionary, in re
ality the Appropriations Committee 
has little discretion unless the Con
gress decides to abrogate these legisla
tive settlements. 

Once the bill has been adjusted for 
the 1993 program offsets and the un
usual circumstances surrounding clean 
coal technology and Indian settle
ments, the program increase is a mod
est 4.5 percent. Where have we put this 
money? It has gone into energy con
servation programs, protecting oil in 
the strategic petroleum reserve, Indian 
health and education, and toward re
ducing maintenance backlogs, protect
ing our natural renewable resources, 
and meeting the demands of increased 
visitation at national parks, wildlife 
refuges, forests, and the public lands in 
the West. 

The President requested, and the 
committee has strongly supported, a 
large increase for the energy conserva
tion programs of the Department of 
Energy. The increase of $124 million, or 
21 percent, will provide an additional 
$28 million to weatherize the homes of 
low income people; an additional $38 
million for development of cleaner al-

terna ti ve fueled vehicles of which $17 
million is for cleaner, more efficient 
battery-powered, fuel cell-powered, or 
hybrid vehicles; an additional $15 mil
lion of more efficient industrial proc
esses; and $23 million more to improve 
the efficiency of residential and com
mercial buildings through both re
search and more stringent standards. 

The Secretary of Energy identified to 
the committee emerging problems with 
the oil stored in the strategic petro
leum reserve. We were told that ap
proximately 200 million barrels of oil 
in the reserve have excess gas content 
and high temperatures making them 
unsafe to ship. Therefore, the commit
tee has recommended an increase of 
$34.1 million to start processing the oil 
to correct these problems. This effort 
will take 2 to 3 years. 

For Indian water and land settle
ments, the committee has included $103 
million. This is an increase of nearly 
$65 million over fiscal year 1993. The 
committee has little, if any, control 
over these settlements. Simply put, we 
are presented with a bill and the bill 
must be paid. 

Where else have we made increases? 
One theme throughout the land man
agement agencies is augmentation of 
operating programs. We agreed with 
the administration that these pro
grams have been shortchanged in re
cent years. Operations for the Bureau 
of Land Management are up by 11 per
cent; Fish and Wildlife Service oper
ations are up by 14 percent; national 
park operations are up by 11 percent; 
and there is an 8 percent increase in re
source/ecosystem management activi
ties of the Forest Service. 

Why have we done this? More and 
more Americans are taking advantage 
of the wonderful natural and cultural 
resources that the National Park Sys
tem and other areas embrace and these 
visits are now spread out over a longer 
period of time. New legislative require
ments related to removal of hazardous 
waste on the public lands have in
creased costs. We are attempting to 
meet the legislative requirement to 
conserve the scenery and the natural 
and historic objects and the wildlife in 
these areas and to provide for their use 
in a way that will leave them 
unimpaired for future generations to 
enjoy. This task has become increas
ingly complex as development comes 
ever closer to the doorstep of our 
parks, our refuges and our forests, and 
as visitation increases. 

The Committee is also proud to es
tablish a new agency within the De
partment of the Interior, the National 
Biological Survey. This new agency 
consolidates in one agency the research 
capability of the Department of the In
terior. It will provide an enhanced ca
pability to inventory the Nation's nat
ural resources and will provide the ca
pability to monitor these resources. 

Another emphasis in this bill is the 
provision of vital services for Indian 

people. The Committee has increased 
Indian Health Service operations by 
more than 8 percent and Bureau of In
dian Affairs operations by 10 percent to 
provide health care, education, and 
other services delivered by these agen
cies. These agencies ha¥e many de
mands on them. The Indian population 
has been growing at a rate four times 
greater than that of the general popu
lation. Bureau of Indian Affairs school 
enrollment is up by 21 percent in just 3 
years. The Indian Heal th Service re
ported to the committee that the level 
of funding for basic Indian heal th serv
ices is only about 75 percent of actual 
needs. Some specific areas are far 
lower, such as public health nursing 
which is at 33 percent of need, dental 
services which are funded at 44 percent, 
and urban Indian heal th programs 
which are funded at 22 percent. 

Unemployment on Indian reserva
tions is also a chronic problem. Nation
wide, the unemployment rate on res
ervations is approximately 35 percent, 
although it is not uncommon to find 
rates exceeding 50 percent on many res
ervations. 

But this bill is not just about spend
ing. The activities in this bill are ex
pected to generate receipts to the 
Treasury of approximately $8.7 billion 
in fiscal year 1994. This goes a long way 
toward offsetting the recommended 
new budget authority. 

This bill also tries to alleviate a seri
ous timber theft problem on the na
tional forests. We have attacked the 
problem in two ways. First, we have es
tablished a separate law enforcement 
authority within the Forest Service 
and second, we have proposed that all 
new sales be tree measurement sales. 
The separate law enforcement author
ity is based on findings by the commit
tee 's surveys and investigative staff in 
its June 1992 report on Forest Service 
administration of timber contracts. 
There have been other reports detailing 
the problem of interference with crimi
nal investigations by non-law-enforce
ment supervisory personnel. According 
to the investigative report, the crux of 
the problem lies with the Forest Serv
ice organizational structure which pre
vents appropriate supervision of the 
law enforcement program, and fosters 
the potential for management inter
ference. 

The investigative staff report also 
found that 80 to 85 percent of all timber 
theft relates to log accountability 
problems associated with timber scal
ing. Accordingly, the committee has 
placed a prohibition on the preparation 
of timber sales using the timber scal
ing method. This provision will begin 
with new sales being prepared during 
fiscal year 1994. 

I think it is also important to note 
that while the overall bill total is high
er than fiscal year 1993, there are sev
eral areas where the committee has 
recommended reductions. They include 
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the Bureau of Mines and the National 
Indian Gaming Commission in the De
partment of the Interior; the Naval Pe
troleum Reserves, economic regula
tion, and emergency preparedness in 
the Department of Energy; the Na
tional Fore~t System; the Smithso
nian; and the construction accounts in 
the Forest Service, the Indian Health 
Service, the Bureau of Land Manage
ment, the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
and the National Park Service. In addi
tion, the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund is reduced by $61.6 million below 
the comparable 1993 level. 

Moratoria on Outer Continental 
Shelf leasing and related activities are 
continued in the bill this year, with 
the same provisions as are in effect 

currently, as requested by the adminis
tration. The entire Atlantic and Pa
cific coasts, the eastern Gulf of Mexico 
off Florida, and Bristol Bay in Alaska 
are recommended for protection from 
any new leasing efforts. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill, a 
bill which will keep our natural re
sources, energy, cultural, and native 
American programs heal thy in fiscal 
year 1994. 

D 1120 
In closing, I want to thank all of the 

members of the committee, particu
larly my good friend, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. REGULA], the 
ranking Republican member, whose 
contributions to this bill were unlim
ited. 

I also want to thank the other mem
bers of my subcommittee, all of whom 
have made contributions to the bill. 

I also want to thank the staff, the 
hard workers who make the Members 
look good, particularly thanks to Neal 
Sigmon, chief of staff, Bob Kripowicz, 
Kathy Johnson, Loretta Beaumont, 
Angie Perry, and Craig Lobdell, and to 
Mary Bain and Adrianne Moss of my 
own staff. Unfortunately, Adrianne is 
leaving the office, leaving my staff this 
week. I say unfortunately because she 
is a person of many, many talents, and 
we wish her the best of luck where she 
goes. 

At this point I ask that a table be in
serted in the RECORD, detailing the var
ious accounts in the bill. 
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FY 1994 INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS BILL (H.R. 2520) 

TITLE I - DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management 

Management of lands and resources ............................................... . 
Fire protection ....................................•.................... ..................••.•..... 
Emergency Department of the Interior firefighting fund .............•..... 

Emergency contingency ............•.•.....•••......................................... 
Construction and access .................•............................ .......•.•.....•.•... 
Payments In lieu of taxes .................•.•............................................... 
Land acquisition ...............•............•................................................... 
Oregon and California grant lands ................................................... . 
Forest ecosystems health and recovery ...........................•........•....... 

Mandatory ....................................................................... ... ........... . 
Range improvements (indefinite) ..••.................................................. 
Service charges, deposits, and forfeitures (indefinite) .. ................... . 
Payments to counties .•...................••.•....•............... .......... .... ............. 
Miscellaneous trust funds (indefinite) ....•..•....................................•... 

Total, Bureau of Land Management.. ..................•....................... 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

Resource management .............•........•••..•..•...•..•............................... 
Construction •...........................•.•....•. ..•.•.••.. ....................................... 
Natural resource damage assessment and restoration fund ........... . 
land acquisition ...............•. •...•..............................•...............••.......... 
Cooperative endangered species conservation fund ...................... . 
National wildlife refuge fund ....•.......•.•..••........................................... 
Rewards and operations ................................................................... . 
North American wetlands conservation fund ................................... . 
Wildlife conservation and appreciation fund .......... .......................... . 

Total, United States Fish and Wildlife Service ............................ . 

National Biological Survey 

Research, inventories, and surveys •....••.............. ..... ...................... ... 

National Park Service 

Operation of the national park system ................ ...... .. ..................... . 
National recreation and preservation ............................................... . 
Historic preservation fund ..................................... ............ ................ . 
Construction ...................................•.••.....•......................................... 
Urban park and recreation fund ...•..•..•......................... ................ ..... 
Land and water conservation fund (rescission of contract 
authority) .•.............................•.•..........••............................................ 

Land acquisition and state assistance ................ ............................. . 
John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts ...... ....................... . 
Illinois a_nd_ Michigan Canal National Heritage Corridor 

Comm1ss1on ..................................•........•............ .... ............... .......... 

Total, National Park Service (net) ............................................... . 

United States Geological Survey 

Surveys, investigations, and research ..........•.................................... 

Minerals Management Service 

Leasing and royalty management... ..............................•. ... ............... 
Oil spill research ............................................................................... . 

Total, Minerals Management Service ......................................... . 

Bureau of Mines 

Mines and minerals ........................•....................... ........................... 

Office of Surface Mining Reclamation 
and Enforcement 

Regulation and technology ............•..•.........•..................................... 
Receipts from performance bond forfeitures (indefinite) ................. . 

Total •.....•.•.........................................••......................................... 

Abandoned mine reclamation fund (definite, trust fund) ................. . 

Total, Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement.. 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Operation of Indian programs .......................................................... . 
Construction ...•.............•••....•••.....•...•..•.............................................. 
Indian land and water claim settlements and miscellaneous 
payments to Indians .......•.......•...•.•....••.••.•......•.•.............................. 

Navajo rehabilitation trust fund ...••....•....................... ........ ................. 
Technical assistance of Indian enterprises ............... ....................... . 
Indian direct loan program account ..•...........•....................•.••....•..•... 

(Limitation on direct loans) ..............••......•..................................... 
Indian guaranteed loan program account ....................................... . 

(limitation on guaranteed loans) ................................................. . 

Total, Bureau of Indian.Affairs ...••..•••....•...................................... 

FY 1993 
Enacted 

540,246,000 
118,296,000 
112,674,000 
(51,200,000) 
15,676,000 

104, 108,000 
27,796,000 
82,415,000 

991,000 
................................. 

10,747,000 
7,932,000 

................................. 
7,380,000 

1,028,261,000 

530,537,000 
81,387,000 

4,645,000 
75,544,000 

6,565,000 
11,748,000 

1,191,000 
9,171,000 

720,788,000 

9i1 ,655,ooo 
35,903,000 
36,617,000 

229,831,000 

-30,000,000 
117,900,000 

20,629,000 

248,000 

1,382, 783,000 

576, 7 48,000 

195,339,000 
5,331,000 

200,670,000 

17 4,235,000 

111,716,000 
1,190,000 

112,906,000 

187 ,930,000 

300,836,000 

1,342,385,000 
149,613,000 

38,609,000 
3,966,000 
1,970,000 
2,479,000 

(11,300,000) 
9,687,000 

(68,800,000) 

1,548, 709,000 

FY 1994 
Estimate 

600,844,000 
117,143,000 
116,674,000 

................................. 
7,167,000 

104, 108,000 
16,377,000 
88,552,000 

................................. 
1,500,000 

10,025,000 
7,932,000 

26,111,000 
7,505,000 

1, 103,938,000 

496,312,000 
78,438,000 

8,760,000 
55,404,000 
10,571,000 
14,079,000 

1,169,000 
13,957,000 

1,000,000 

679,690,000 

179,445,000 

1, 128,667,000 
42,929,000 
40,000,000 

185, 700,000 
5, 000,000 

-30,000,000 
77,600,000 
20,260,000 

250,000 

1,470,406,000 

597,364,000 

196,686,000 
5,331,000 

202,017,000 

153,656,000 

110,009,000 
1,190,000 

111, 199,000 

191,629,000 

302,828,000 

1,473,306,000 
114, 110,000 

204,260,000 
2,466,000 
1,970,000 
2,484,000 

(10,890,000) 
9,690,000 

(69,000,000) 

1,808,286,000 

Bill Bill compared with Bill compared with 
Enacted Estimate 

595,040,000 +54,794,000 -5,804,000 
117, 143,000 -1,153,000 . .................................... 
116,674,000 +4,000,000 . .................................... 

............. .................... (-51,200,000) . .................................... 
7,167,000 -8,509,000 . .................................... 

104, 108,000 ································· . ...... ....... ....................... 
14,877,000 ·12,919,000 -1,500,000 
83,052,000 +637,000 -5,500,000 

................................. ·991,000 . .................................... 
1,500,000 +1,500,000 .. ........ ................. .......... 

10,025,000 -722,000 . ............ ........................ 
7,932,000 ................................. . .................................... 

12,000,000 + 12,000,000 -14, 111,000 
7,505,000 +125,000 . .................................... 

1,077 ,023,000 + 48, 762,000 -26,915,000 

492,229,000 ·38,308,000 -4,083,000 
53,209,000 -28, 178,000 -25,229,000 

7,260,000 +2,615,000 -1,500,000 
61,610,000 -13,934,000 + 6,206,000 

9,571,000 + 3,006,000 -1,000,000 
11,748,000 ................................. -2,331,000 

1,169,000 ·22,000 ..................................... 
11,257,000 + 2,086,000 -2,700,000 

1,000,000 + 1,000,000 ..................................... 

649,053,000 -71,735,000 -30,637,000 

163,604,000 + 163,604,000 -15,841,000 

1,059,333,000 +87,678,000 -69,334,000 
35,606,000 -297,000 -7,323,000 
40,000,000 + 3,383,000 ..................................... 

184,699,000 -45, 132,000 -1,001,000 
5,000,000 + 5,000,000 ..................................... 

-30,000,000 ................................. ..................................... 
89,460,000 -28,440,000 + 11,860,000 
20,629,000 ................................. +369,000 

250,000 +2,000 ..................................... 
1,404,977,000 + 22, 194,000 -65,429,000 

584,685,000 + 7,937,000 -12,679,000 

193,197,000 -2, 142,000 -3,489,000 
5,681,000 +350,000 +350,000 

198,878,000 ·1,792,000 -3,139,000 

169,336,000 -4,899,000 + 15,680,000 

110,552,000 -1, 164,000 +543,000 
1,190,000 ................................. ..................................... 

111,742,000 -1, 164,000 +543,000 

190, 107,000 +2,177,000 -1,522,000 

301,849,000 +1,013,000 -979,000 

1,492,650,000 + 150,265,000 + 19,344,000 
172,799,000 + 23, 186,000 + 58,689,000 

103,259,000 + 64,650,000 -101,001,000 
2,466,000 -1,500,000 ..................................... 
1,970,000 ................................. ..................................... 
2,484,000 +5,000 ..................................... 

(10,890,000) (·410,000) ..................................... 
9,690,000 +3,000 .... ...................... ........... 

(69,000,000) ( + 200,000) ..................................... 

1, 785,318,000 +236,609,000 -22,968,000 
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FY 1994 INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS BILL (H.R. 2520)-Continued 

Territorial and International Affairs 

Administration of territories .........••••....••............................................. 
Northern Marlana Islands Covenant ............................................•. 

Total ................................................ : ........................................... . 

Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands .................................................. . 

Compact of Free Association ........................................................... . 
Mandatory payments ....................................................•................ 

Total ............................................................................................ . 

Total, Territorial and International Affairs ................................... .. 

Departmental Offices 

Office of the Secretary ...................................................................... . 
Office of the Solicitor ........................................................................ . 
Office of Inspector General ...................................... ......................... . 
Construction Management ....•.••••...••••.••...•••.........•............................ 
National Indian Gaming Commission .............................................. . 

Total, Departmental Offices ........................................................ . 

Total, title I, Department of the Interior (net) ............................... . 
Appropriations ................•.........••.........................•............... 
Rescission ........................................................................... . 

(Limitation on direct loans) .................................................... .. 
(Limitation on guaranteed loans) ........................................... . 

TITLE II - RELATED AGENCIES 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Forest Service 

Forest research ................................................................................. . 
State and private forestry ............................................................... ... . 
Emergency pest suppression fund ...................... ............................. . 
International forestry ......................................................................... . 
National forest system ...................................................................... . 
Forest Service law enforcement ....................................................... .. 
Forest Service fire protection ......................................................... .. .. 
Emergency Forest Service firefighting fund .................................... .. 

Emergency contingency ..................... ......................... ................. . 
Construction ............•.................•.. ....•............................................ .... 

Timber receipts transfer to general fund (indefinite) ................... .. 
Timber purchaser credits .............................................................. . 

Land acquisition ............................................................. .................. . 
Acquisition of lands for national forests, special acts ..................... .. 
Acquisition of lands to complete land exchanges (indefinite) ......... . 
Range betterment fund (indefinite) .................................................. . 
Gifts, donations and bequests for forest and rangeland research .. . 
Payments to counties ....................................................................... . 

Total, Forest Service .................................................................. .. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY · 

Clean coal technology ...................................................................... . 
Fossil energy research and development ........................................ . 
Alternative fuels production (indefinite) ............................................ . 
Naval petroleum and oil shale reserves ............................................ . 
Energy conservation ......................................................................... . 
Economic regulation ........................................................................ . 
Emergency preparedness ............................................................... .. 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve ........................................................... .. 
SPA petroleum account. ................................................................... . 
Energy Information Administration ................................................... . 

Biomass Energy Development (Transfer) ..................................... . 

Total, Department of Energy ..................................................... .. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEAL TH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

Indian Health Service 

Indian health services ....................................................................... . 
· Indian health facilities ....................................................................... . 

Total, Indian Health Service ............ ............................................ . 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Office of Elementary and Secondary Education 

Indian education ............................................................................... . 

OTHER RELATED AGENCIES 

Office of Navajo and Hopi ll')dian Relocation 

Salaries and expenses •........................................................ ... ........... 

FY 11193 FY 19'M 
Enacted Eltlmate 

52,223,000 53,237,000 
28,980,000 27,720,000 

81,203,000 80,957,000 

23,051,000 20,338,000 

10,368,000 10,602,000 
10,000,000 10,000,000 

20,368,000 20,602,000 

124,622,000 121,897,000 

63,092,000 64,496,000 
31,457,000 33,709,000 
23,539,000 24,683,000 

2,172,000 2,194,000 
2,040,000 1,500,000 

122,300,000 126,582,000 

6, 179,952,000 6,746,109,000 
(6,209,952,000) (6,776,109,000) 

(-30,000,000) (-30,000,000) 
(11,300,000) (10,890,000) 
(68,800,000) (69,000,000) 

182,715,000 194,383,000 
156,227,000 175,657,000 
(26,000,000) . ................................ 

................................. 36,996,000 
1,307,274,000 1,337,253,000 

································· ................................. 
189, 163,000 190, 108,000 
185,411,000 190,222,000 

(188,000,000) ................................. 
255,259,000 274, 160,000 
(· 75,366,000) (· 71,895,000) 
(110,669,000) (60,000,000) 

62,412,000 63,955,000 
1,180,000 1,212,000 

198,000 203,000 
5,264,000 4,600,000 

104,000 96,000 

································· 25,000,000 

2,345,207,000 2,493,845,000 

-525,000,000 -150,000,000 
418,353,000 398,442,000 

-7,500,000 ................................. 
236,070,000 231,216,000 
578,903,000 778,439,000 

14,441,o6o 12,994,000 
9,168,000 8,901,000 

176, 167,000 173, 110,000 
-125,625,000 . ................................ 

82,341,000 89,373,000 
-49,000,000 ................................. 

808,318,000 1,542,475,000 

1,524, 779,000 1,601,309,000 
333,640,000 278,811,000 

1,858,419,000 1,880, 120,000 

80,583,000 84,006,000 

27,698,000 28,336,000 

Bill Biii compared with 8111 compared with 
Enacted Estimate 

54,387,000 +2,164,000 +1,150,000 
27,720,000 -1,260,000 . .................................... 
82,107,000 +904,000 +1 ,150,000 

24,038,000 +987,000 +3,700,000 

12,102,000 +1,734,000 +1,500,000 
10,000,000 ································· ····································· 
22,102,000 +1,734,000 +1,500,000 

128,247,000 +3,625,000 +6,350,000 

64,111,000 +1,019,000 -385,000 
33,359,000 +1,902,000 -350,000 
24,283,000 + 744,000 ·400,000 

2,494,000 +322,000 +300,000 
1,000,000 -1,040,000 -500,000 

125,247,000 +2,947,000 -1,335,000 

6,588,217,000 + 408,265,000 -157,892,000 
(6,618,217,000) ( + 408,265,000) (-157,892,000) 

(-30,000,000) . ................................ ..................................... 
(10,890,000) (-410,000) . .................................... 
(69,000,000) (+200,000) ····································· 

193,083,000 + 10,368,000 -1,300,000 
155,903,000 -324,000 -19,754,000 
(15,000,000) (-11,000,000) ( + 15,000,000) 
16,996,000 + 16,996,000 -20,000,000 

1,237,272,000 • 70,002,000 -99,981,000 
67,781,000 + 67,781,000 +67,781,000 

190, 108,000 +945,000 . ............ ........................ 
190,222,000 +4,811,000 ..................................... 

································· · (-188,000,000) ····································· 
237,423,000 -17,836,000 -36,737,000 
(-71,895,000) ( + 3,471,000) . .................................... 
(60,000,000) (-50,669,000) ····································· 
56,700,000 -5,712,000 -7,255,000 

1,212,000 +32,000 ........................ ............. 
203,000 +5,000 ..................................... 

4,600,000 -664,000 ..................................... 
96,000 -8,000 ····································· ................................. ................................. -25,000,000 

2,351,599,000 +6,392,000 -142,246,000 

-150,000,000 + 375,000,000 ..................................... 
438, 163,000 + 19,810,000 +39,721,000 

-5,200,000 +2,300,000 -5,200,000 
214,772,000 -21,298,000 -16,444,000 
702,825,000 + 123,922,000 -75,614,000 

12,994,000 -1,447,000 . ...... .............................. 
8,901,000 -267,000 ..................................... 

206,810,000 +30,643,000 + 33, 700,000 
................................. + 125,625,000 . ..... ............................... 

86,053,000 +3,712,000 -3,320,000 
................................. + 49,000,000 .. ................................... 

1,515,318,000 + 707,000,000 -27,157,000 

1,652,394,000 + 127,615,000 +51,085,000 
296,997 ,000 -36,643,000 + 18, 186,000 

1,949,391,000 +90,972,000 +69,271,000 

83,500,000 +2,917,000 -506,000 

26,936,000 -762,000 -1,400,000 
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FY 1994 INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS BILL (H.R. 2520)-Continued 

Institute of American Indian and Alaska 
Native Culture and Arts Development 

Payment to the Institute .................................................................... . 

Smithsonian Institution 

Salaries and expenses ................................................................ ...... . 
Construction and improvements, National Zoological Park ............ . 
Repair and restoration of buildings ................................................. .. 
Construction ......................... : ........................................................... . 

Total, Smithsonian Institution .................................................... .. 

National Gallery of Art 

Salaries and expenses ...................................................................... . 
Repair, restoration and renovation of buildings ............................... . 

Total, National Gallery of Art ...................................................... .. 

Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars 

Salaries and expenses ...................................................................... . 

National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities 

National Endowment for the Arts 

Grants and administration .................... .............................. ..... ......... . 
Matching grants ..................................................... .... .......... ............. . 

Total, National Endowment for the Arts ...................................... . 

National Endowment for the Humanities 

Grants and administration ................................................ ................ . 
Matching grants .................................................... .................. .......... . 

Total, National Endowment for the Humanities ........... ........ ..... .. 

Institute of Museum Services 

Grants and administration ................................................................ . 

Total, National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities ...... 

Commission of Fine Arts 

Salaries and expenses ....................... ............ ..... ............... ... ... ..... .... . 

National Capital Arts and Cultural Affairs 

Grants ............................... ....... ..................... ............................ ......... . 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

Salaries and expenses ...................................................................... . 

National Capital Planning Commission 

Salaries and expenses ............... .... •. ........................ .......................... 

Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial Commission 

Salaries and expenses ..................................... ; ................................ . 

Pennsylvania Avenue Development Corporation 

Salaries and expenses ........................... ....... ...................... .............. . 
Public development ...................................... .............. ...................... . 
Land acquisition and development fund .................. .... .................... . 

Total, Pennsylvania Avenue Development Corporation ............ .. 

United States Holocaust Memorial Council 

Holocaust Memorial Council ............................................ ....... ....... . .. 

Total, title II, Related Agencies ...................... .... ........... .... ......... .. 
(Timber receipts transfer to general fund, indefinite) ............. . 
(Timber purchaser credits) ...................................................... . 

Grand total: 
New budget (obligational) authority (net) .............................. .. 

~~~~f!~~~i~~.~.::: :::: :::::::::::::: : : : :::::::::::::::::: :: ::::::::::: : ::::::::::::: 
(Timber receipts transfer to general fund, indefinite) ............ .. 
(Timber purchaser credits) ...................................................... . 

TITLE I -DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management.. ......................... .. ........... ..... .............. . 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service ............................................ . 
National Biological Survey ............................................................... .. 
National Park Service ........................................................................ . 
United States Geological Survey ........................... ............ .............. .. 
Minerals Management Service ............... ; ......................................... . 
Bureau of Mines .................................................................. .... .......... . 
Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement... .............. . 
Bureau of Indian Affairs .................................................................... . 

FY 1993 
Enacted 

9,312,000 

295,560,000 
7,833,000 

24,193,000 
16,687,000 

344,273,000 

51,188,000 
3,531,000 

54,719,000 

6,252,000 

144,318,000 
30,142,000 

174,460,000 

151,222,000 
26,191,000 

177,413,000 

28,754,000 

380,627,000 

791,000 

7,000,000 

2,757,000 

5,750,000 

535,000 

2,686,000 
4,947,000 
6,445,000 

14,078,000 

21,268,000 

5,967,587,000 
(-75,366,000) 
(110,669,000) 

12, 147,539,000 
(12, 177,539,000) 

(-30,000,000) 
(-75,366,000) 
(110,669,000) 

1,028,261,000 
720,788,000 

1,382, 783,000 
576, 7 48,000 
200,670,000 
17 4,235,000 
300,836,000 

1,548, 709,000 

FY 1994 
Estimate 

9,563,000 

299,649,000 
5,400,000 

24,000,000 
10,400,000 

339,449,000 

51,018,000 
2,831,000 

53,849,000 

6,252,000 

144,451,000 
30,142,000 

17 4,593,000 

151 ,300,000 
26,191,000 

177,491,000 

28,777,000 

380,861,000 

809,000 

7,189,000 

2,809,000 

5,868,000 

49,000 

2,738,000 
4,489,000 
7,193,000 

14,420,000 

21,679,000 

6,871,579,000 
(-71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 

13,617 ,688,000 
{13,647,688,000) 

(-30,000,000) 
(-71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 

1, 103,938,000 
679,690,000 
17~,445,000 

1,470,406,000 
597,364,000 
202,017,000 
153,656,000 
302,828,000 

1,808,286,000 

Bill 

12,563,000 

302,083,000 
5,400,000 

24,000,000 
10,400,000 

341,883,000 

51,908,000 
2,831,000 

54,739,000 

6,352,000 

144,451,000 
30,142,000 

17 4,593,000 

151 ,300,000 
26, 191,000 

177,491,000 

28,777,000 

380,861,000 

805,000 

7,500,000 

2,959,000 

5,868,000 

49,000 

2,738,000 
4,289,000 
7,193,000 

14,220,000 

21,679,000 

6, 776,222,000 
(-71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 

13,364,439,000 
(13,394,439,000) 

(-30,000,000) 
(-71,895,000) 
(60,000,000) 

1,077,023,000 
649,053,000 
163,604,000 

1,404,977,000 
584,685,000 
198,878,000 
169,336,000 
301,849,000 

1,785,318,000 

Bill compared with 
Enacted 

+3,251,000 

+6,523,000 
-2,433,000 

-193,000 
-6,287,000 

-2,390,000 

+720,000 
-700,000 

+20,000 

+100,000 

+133,000 

+133,000 

+78,000 

+78,000 

+23,000 

+234,000 

+14,000 

+ 500,000 

+202,000 

+118,000 

-486,000 

+52,000 
-658,000 

+748,000 

+142,000 

+411,000 

+ 808,635,000 
(+3,471,000) 
(-50,669,000) 

+ 1 ,216,900,000 
(+ 1,216,900,000) 

(+3,471,000) 
(-50,669,000) 

+ 48, 762,000 
-71,735,000 

+ 163,604,000 
+22, 194,000 

+7,937,000 
-1,792,000 
-4,899,000 

+1,013,000 
+ 236,609,000 

Bill compared with 
Estimate 

+3,000,000 

+2,434,000 
............... ...................... 
..................................... 
. ................................. ... 

+2,434,000 

+890,000 
................... ........ .......... 

+ 890,000 

+100,000 

-4,000 

+311,000 

+ 150,000 

-200,000 

-200,000 

-95,357,000 

-253,249,000 
(-253,249,000) 

-26,915,000 
-30,637,000 
-15,841 ,000 
-65,429,000 
-12,679,000 

-3,139,000 
+ 15,680,000 

-979,000 
-22,968,000 
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FY 1994 INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS BILL (H.R. 2520)-Continued 
FY 1993 
Enacted 

FY 1994 
Estimate 

Bill Bill compared with Bill compared with 
Enacted Estimate 

Territorial and International Affairs ................................................... .. 124,622,000 
122,300,000 

121,897,000 
126,582,000 

128,247,000 +3,625,000 +6,350,000 
Departmental Offices ..............................•.....•..•...............••......••..••.. .. 125,247,000 +2,947,000 -1,335,000 

Total, Title I - Department of the Interior ...•.................................. 6, 179,952,000 6,746, 109,000 6,588,217 ,000 + 408,265,000 -157,892,000 

TITLE II - RELATED AGENCIES 

Forest Service ................................................................................... . 2,345,207 ,000 
808,318,000 

1,858,419,000 
80,583,000 
27,698,000 

2,493,845,000 
1,542,475,000 
1,880, 120,000 

2,351,599,000 +6,392,000 -142,246,000 
Department of Energy ........................................... ................ .......... .. 1,515,318,000 + 707 ,000,000 -27, 157,000 
Indian Health ..................................................................................... . 1,949,391,000 + 90,972,000 +69,271,000 
Indian Education ............................................................. ............. ..... . 
Office of Navajo and Hopi Indian Relocation ................................... . 
Institute of American Indian and Alaska Native Culture 

and Arts Development .................................................................... . 

84,006,000 
28,336,000 

83,500,000 
26,936,000 

12,563,000 

+2,917,000 -506,000 
-762,000 -1,400,000 

+3,251,000 +3,000,000 
Smithsonian ...................................................................................... . 

9,312,000 
344,273,000 

54,719,000 
6,252,000 

174,460,000 
f 77 ,413,000 
28,754,000 

9,563,000 
339,449,000 

53,849,000 
6,252,000 

174,593,000 
177,491 ,000 
28,777,000 

341,883,000 -2,390,000 +2,434,000 
National Gallery of Art ....................................................................... . 54,739,000 +20,000 +890,000 
Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars ......................... . 6,352,000 +100,000 + 100,000 
National Endowment for the Arts ..................................................... .. 17 4,593,000 +133,000 ····································· 
National Endowment for the Humanities ................ ................ ......... . 177,491 ,000 +78,000 ····································· 
Institute of Museum Services ........................................................... .. 
Commission of Fine Arts ................................................................. .. 
National Capital Arts and Cultural Affairs ........................................ .. 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation ....... ........................... ..... .. 
National Capital Planning Commission ................ ........................... . 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial Commission .......................... . 
Pennsylvania Avenue Development Corporation ...... .. .................... .. 
Holocaust Memorial Council ................................ ........ .................... . 

791,000 
7,000,000 
2,757,000 
5;750,000 

535,000 
14,078,000 
21 ,268,000 

809,000 
7,189,000 
2,809,000 
5,868,000 

49,000 
14,420,000 
21,679,000 

28,777,000 
805,000 

7,500,000 
2,959,000 
5,868,000 

49,000 
14,220,000 
21,679,000 

+23,000 ····································· 
+14,000 -4,000 

+500,000 +311,000 
+202,000 + 150,~ 
+118,000 ...................................... 
-486,000 ····································· 

+142,000 -200,000 
+411,000 ................................... .. 

Total, Title II - Related Agencies ... ; ....................... .. ................... .. 5,967 ,587 ,000 6,871,579,000 6, 776,222,000 + 808,635,000 -95,357,000 

Grand total .................................................. ................................ . 12, 147,539,000 13,617,688,000 13,364,439,000 + 1,216,900,000 -253,249,000 

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

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, and my colleagues, be
fore I get into the merits of the bill , I 
simply want to say that this has been 
a product of a subcommittee that 
works very well together. It was to
tally nonpartisan, in terms of a sub
committee which had an opportunity 
to participate in the committee delib
erations, and I certainly commend the 
chairman, the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. YATES], for a very evenhanded ap
proach to handling this legislation and 
great patience in listening to hundreds 
of witnesses that appeared before the 
committee in the 34 days of hearings. 
Every effort was made to ensure that 
we could hear the voices of many dif
ferent interested groups that are con
cerned. 

I also want to commend the staff for 
both the majority and minority, and 
particularly today to wish the chief of 
staff of the majority side a happy 
birthday. It is a nice way to celebrate 
a birthday; to pass a bill that is a 
blessing to all the people of America. 

People cherish their public lands, and 
in this bill we attempt to administer 
and to manage these lands in a way 
that will preserve their great values for 
future generations. 

Can you imagine a New York City 
without a Central Park? And yet some
body had to have a vision decades ago 
to save t his oasis of greenery in New 

York City, and likewise in this bill we 
are t rying to preserve and enhance the 
many oases of natural beauty that will 
be enjoyed by both today's and tomor
row's generations. 

We had a lot of Member requests, 
over 300 Members who suggested things 
that they would like to see done in 
their communities. I think this gives 
you an idea of the breadth of public 
lands in the United States and the 
breadth of involvement of communities 
in terms of the public lands assets. 

Most people do not realize that one
third of the United States is made up 
of Federal lands, and it is those 750 
million acres that are covered in this 
bill in terms of management. Perhaps 
to get an idea of how people enjoy 
these lands, I would point out that last 
year 279 million visitors enjoyed the 
367 park areas covered by this bill. 

Likewise an unnoticed secret is the 
asset of the national forests in terms of 
recreation. We think of our national 
forests as a place where we cut timber 
and, of course, that is very important 
because our people today continue to 
need housing. That is one of the 
strengths of America is the fact that 
we have a lot of individual housing and 
ownerships, perhaps the largest per
centage of people of any country in the 
world that have individual family 
homeownership. The resources of our 
national forests are important for that 
reason. 

But they are also very important in 
terms of visitor days. Forty-one per-

cent of the visits to Federal lands, this 
750 million acres, are in our national 
forests, people going out to birdwatch, 
to camp, to hunt, and to generally 
enjoy nature. It is a multiple-use type 
of activity, and this means that people 
can have a diversity of enjoyment, and 
in some areas even four-wheel or off
road vehicles. The forests offer diver
sity that you cannot get in the other 
public lands. 

Likewise, the Bureau of Land Man
agement has under its control the as
sets that are used for grazing. They are 
used for other types of interests on the 
part of people, and as the chairman 
pointed out very clearly in his opening 
statement, the lands that are managed 
under this bill produce $8. 7 billion in 
receipts, and this is offset by approxi
mately $13.4 billion in outlays, so it is 
one of the few, if not the only, appro
priation bill that actually generates 
about 60 percent of the cost. 

So the management of these lands 
becomes extremely important, and 
that is what we have tried to do in this 
bill is to ensure that we do have good 
management. 

I think there is another dimension to 
this that we do not fully recognize, and 
that is that if you read the medical lit
erature today, you note that stress, 
part of this resulting from the urban
ization of America, has become a very 
important element in terms of adverse 
medical impact on our population. I 
think that when we get to a health bill , 
we are going t o hopefully discover that 
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preventive medicine will be a very im
portant part of the policies that will be 
in this legislation. 

Preventive medicine means, in part 
at least, an opportunity to get away 
from the urban centers, to get out
doors, to relieve the stresses that are 
so much a part of our fast-moving soci
ety. And again, these public lands, 
these national parks, these forests, 
these fish and wildlife facilities, and 
these B_ureau of Land Management 
areas provide an outlet that I think 
have a great benefit to the overall 
heal th of Americans. 

And there is another reason that we 
need to do a good job of management. 
We need to enhance the resources. It is 
a growing problem, and I regret that 
we did not have more funds available 
to do all that is needed to be done in 
operations, maintenance, and so on. 

Of course, we were unable to do any 
starts of new visitor centers, because 
the resources are not there. 

I would point out, for example, that 
we are seeing the horror stories of lim
iting access to our national parks, in
cluding the Blue Ridge Parkway, Inde
pendence Hall, plus others. In an arti
cle in USA Today on May 13, it said, 
"National parks trim hours, services, 
highlight the surprises park visitors 
would be in for this summer including 
shorter hours, fewer rangers, closed 
trails and campgrounds," and so on, 
and they emphasize in there how much 
this restricts the ability of people to 
enjoy these facilities. We have heard 
about rationing at Yosemite, for exam
ple, and I could go on and on about the 
restrictions on usage that are occur
ring because we do not have the re
sources to adequately staff the facili
ties or the resources to in many in
stances deal with operations and main
tenance. 

A part of that is the safety of visi
tors. We live in a different kind of soci
ety and, therefore, safety is a growing 
concern. The park rangers have chal
lenges that they have never had in the 
past to ensure the security of those 
who are there to enjoy the 367 parks, 
monuments, seashores, battlefields, 
and historic sites. 

Again, we have done the best job we 
could in allocating the resources. 

Another area that does not get a lot 
of attention in this bill is the fact that 
we fund the Department of Energy fos
sil and conservation budgets. We do not 
do the nuclear, but we do all the fossil 
and conservation, and I think all of us 
are very aware of how important en
ergy is to a society or to an economy 
that we want to grow, that we want to 
provide more jobs. 
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And, therefore, it becomes very im

portant that we fund energy resources 
with a budget that will accomplish this 
goal. 

We have heard a lot about the global 
environmental problems. Of course, the 

meeting in Rio emphasized those, and 
the President and Vice President have 
talked a lot about protecting our glob
al environment. 

I would point out it is the United 
States that is the leader; it is the Unit
ed States which has developed the 
clean coal technology; it is the United 
States that has developed many of the 
other technologies that will be very 
important in the consumption of en
ergy in terms of protecting the global 
environment. 

So those are things that are covered 
in this bill, along with the development 
of natural gas programs for cities so 
that they can meet the Clean Air Act 
standards, in terms of the engines that 
are allowed in mass transit or in the 
deli very trucks and so on. 

So, all of these things could probably 
be summarized by saying that this bill 
is the quality-of-life bill for the United 
States of America. It is the quality of 
life in so many dimensions: clean air, 
clean water, recreational opportuni
ties, protection and development of our 
environmental resources, our endan
gered species, the species which are im
portant to the environment, and the 
protection of our timber resources. 

I think it is a bill that the chairman 
and I and other members of the sub
committee can strongly recommend to 
you, our colleagues, as being one that 
you would want to support if you care 
about the quality of life for the people 
whom we represent in this body. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the very distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Appro
priations, the gentleman from Ken
tucky [Mr. NATCHER]. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Interior appropria
tions bill for fiscal year 1994. This is 
the 11th appropriations bill for fiscal 
year 1994 to come before the House. 
Nine bills are now pending in the Sen
ate. Tomorrow we will complete action 
on the Commerce, Justice, State, Judi
ciary bill. This will leave Transpor
tation for consideration next week fol
lowed by Defense. The Defense bill is 
ready to be brought forward pending 
resolution of the scheduling of the au
thorization bill. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. YATES], chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Interior Appro
priations, and also the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. REGULA], the ranking minor
ity member of the subcommittee on 
the excellent job they have done in 
bringing out this bill. 

The gentleman from Illinois, as he al
ways does, has carefully crafted this 
bill, and we appreciate him and the ex
cellent work he and the rest of the sub
committee have done. This applies to 
every member of the subcommittee. 
Also, Mr. Chairman, we have an excel
lent staff on this subcommittee as we 
do on all of our 13 subcommittees. We 
are grateful for the hard work they 
have done. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill provides for 
important natural resource protection 
and energy research. It is a difficult 
bill to develop under constrained fund
ing because of many different programs 
it contains, its wide geographic impact, 
and the sensitive issues that are in
volved. The subcommittee has done an 
excellent job. 

Mr. Chairman, at this time I would 
like to report on how the committee 
and the House have done so far on our 
fiscal year 1994 appropriations bills. 
For the nine bills the House has passed 
so far, we are $8.378 billion below the 
budget request and $1.798 billion below 
the budget resolution allocation. This 
speaks well for the committee and the 
House . This speaks well for the Com
mittee and for every Member of the 
House on both sides of the center aisle. 
We on the committee appreciate the 
cooperation of all Members as we bring 
these bills to the floor. 

Again, I want to commend the chair
man and the ranking minority member 
and all the other members of the sub
committee for another job well done. 

I recommend adoption of this bill. 
Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
MCDADE], the ranking Republican on 
the full Committee on Appropriations, 
and also a member of our subcommit
tee. 

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank my dear friend, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA], for 
yielding to me. 

I want to pay tribute to both he and 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES], both of whom have crafted, 
year after year, a bill that they bring 
to the floor that is in the highest tradi
tions of our land, protects the re
sources of this great Nation, develops 
those resources and shepherds them for 
generations yet unborn. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not an easy bill 
to work. There are many conflicting 
pressures in it. But today there is no 
problem in supporting this bill. 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES], the chairman of the sub
committee, and the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. REGULA], have diligently 
worked to make sure that the re
sources that we have are being used in 
the best interests of the future genera
tions of Americans. 

Mr. Chairman, I commend them and 
hope this bill will be adopted as is. 

The bill before us today provides $13.4 bil
lion to fund the Department of Interior, the 
Forest Service, Indian education and health, 
conservation and research programs of the 
Energy Department, and a number of arts and 
cultural programs. Receipts to the Treasury 
from timber leases, mineral and oil develop
ment, and other programs are estimated to 
reach over $8.6 billion during the coming fiscal 
year. 

The bill touches the lives of nearly every 
American as it provide for the stewardship of 



15604 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 14, 1993 
our public lands, responds to our energy re
search needs, preserves our cultural heritage, 
and protects our natural resources. 

H.R. 2520 falls within the 602b allocation in 
both budget authority and outlays, put on 
paper, this bill appears to be $1 billion over 
the fiscal year i 993 enacted level. A closer re
view reveals that these are not all pro
grammatic increases but a loss of 
scorekeeping adjustments taken last year in 
the amount of $600 million that were not avail
able to the committee this year. Some items, 
such as mineral receipts and mining fees, 
were not included because they are part of the 
House reconciliation package. Others, such as 
a $65 million difference from last year's fund
ing levels for Indian land and water settle
ments, are required by law. 

The remaining program increases come in 
National Park Service operations, Bureau of 
Indian Affairs school operations, Indian health 
and education needs, and energy conserva
tion programs which are consistent with pas
sage of the Energy Policy Act of 1992. 

There will be an attempt to bring the bill's 
total more closely in line with fiscal year 1993 
levels by an across-the-board cut. 

Of particular note are increases in the bill 
for national park improvements, energy con
servation, wildlife protection, and Forest Serv
ice law enforcement. 

A large increase is recommended for na
tional park operations. Limited funding in re
cent years has led to reduced hours of oper
ation at national park units throughout the 
country and a serious deterioration of facilities 
and resources. Most parks had to cut back on 
seasonal programs, have deferred mainte
nance, and have reduced park police patrols. 
this increase will help alleviate some of the fi
nancial strain placed on the Park Service. 

Acquisition costs in the natural resource ac
counts have been cut by over $60 million in 
line with the administration's request, and the 
construction accounts are $90 million under 
the fiscal year 1993 level. 

The bill prepares the Nation for its energy 
future through a 21-percent increase in trans
portation, industrial, buildings, and utility en
ergy conservation research, including a $28 
million increase in weatherization. The bill also 
funds the maintenance of fossil energy re
search, continuation of the Clean Coal Tech
nology Program, and funding for acquisition of 
10,000 barrels a day for the strategic petro
leum reserve. 

The bill adds $34 million to the administra
tion request for operation of the reserve's stor
age facilities. The money is needed to begin 
correcting recently discovered problems deal
ing with excessive gas content and rising tem
peratures affecting about 200 million barrels of 
oil now held in the reserve. 

A new initiative, the National Biological Sur
vey, is earmarked at $163 million. This total 
represents $20 million in new moneys, the bal
ance of which are transfers from other ac
counts. The creation of the National Biological 
Survey as a free-standing bureau within the 
Department of the Interior will attempt to fill 
the vacuum that currently exists for broad 
scale biological information and assessments 
of the Nation's natural resources. 

The bill includes a new account for Forest 
Service law enforcement. This will help ad-

dress a serious timber theft problem that has 
affected the Forest Service for over 20 years. 
The report also contains strong language di
recting that the Forest Service convert to tree 
measurement system rather than timber scal
ing. According to law enforcement personnel, 
80-85 percent of all timber thefts relates to log 
accountability problems associated with timber 
scaling. 

The subcommittee also adopted an amend
ment in markup to raise grazing fees on Fed
eral lands by 33 113 percent, which is consistent 
with past House legislation. The bill also con
tains some mining law reforms that have been 
a part of the House bill for the past several 
years. A final resolution to this issue is ex
pected later this year from the authorizing 
committee. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2520 is an excellent 
product which deserves our support. It is a bill 
which meets our obligations to our environ
ment, responds to changing needs, and re
flects the priorities of the House. I urge its fa
vorable consideration. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS]. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the chairman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to express my 
support for H.R. 2520, the Interior ap
propriations bill for fiscal year 1994. As 
a new member of the Interior Appro
priations Subcommittee, I wish to ex
press my appreciation to Chairman 
YATES and the ranking minority mem
ber, Mr. REGULA, for producing a 
sound, balanced, responsible bill. I also 
wish to express my appreciation for the 
work of the professional staff of the 
subcommittee. 

Serving on the Interior Appropria
tions Subcommittee is a truly gratify
ing experience. While the issues before 
the subcommittee are sometimes con
troversial, they are also important is
sues-especially for the West. More
over, the programs and agencies funded 
by the bill embody great public trusts 
for both present and future genera
tions. 

The controversies which this bill at
tracts are largely an outgrowth of con
flicts over management and use of our 
public lands and resources-which 
makes them western-centered issues. 
Given the substantial changes under 
way in the West, I don't find this sur
prising. 

What we are witnessing are the ten
sions inherent in change: The merging 
of an old West-dominated by a graz
ing, mining and timber economy-with 
a new West-characterized more by 
urban development, tourism, high
technology enterprise, and environ
mental concern. As a result, public pol
icy is shifting from a sole emphasis on 
commodity production to encompass 
recreation and environmental protec
tion. Subsidies for extractive indus
tries are being reduced, and programs 
to advance ecosystem management are 
being created. 

This bill does not make those 
changes occur, but it does presume and 

in some ways facilitate them. This bill 
ends funding for narrow-interest graz
ing advisory boards, in favor of mul
tiple-use councils. It reduces funding 
for forest roadbuilding, assuming that 
the Forest Service will move forward 
with a phaseout of below-cost timber 
sales. It imposes a moratorium on pat
enting land under the 1872 mining law, 
to give Congress and the Department of 
the Interior time to design and imple
ment reforms. 

The bill includes specific language 
urging the Forest Service to imple
ment its proposed phase out of below
cost timber sales by an appropriate 
rule making, based upon an amendment 
I offered in subcommittee. The phase
out of below-cost timber sales is an ini
tiative which I support , because it can 
save taxpayers dollars and help protect 
the environment. In fiscal year 1994, 
this initiative will save $46 million-a 
savings that is reflected in the reduced 
funds appropriated by this bill for tim
ber sales and road building. 

While I support this initiative, I also 
believe that it must be undertaken in a 
responsible, open manner-which is the 
reason for the bill's sense-of-Congress 
prov1s1on. Industry, environmental 
groups, local governments, and others 
have expressed serious concern about 
being excluded from the decisionmak
ing process. The below-cost phaseout 
initiative will have wide-reaching con
sequences, and should not be designed 
and implemented through a closed, in
ternal process. In adopting my amend
ment, the subcommittee expressed its 
support for the view that the Forest 
Service can reduce uncertainties, im
prove the accountability of its effort, 
and avoid unnecessary impacts upon 
local economies and the environment 
by proceeding with the proposed ini tia
ti ve through a rulemaking which com
plies with the Administrative Proce
dure Act. Such a rulemaking would 
give all concerned and interested par
ties an opportunity to review the For
est Service plan, submit comments, 
and be considered in formulation of the 
final document. 

It is my hope that the Forest Service 
will thoroughly consider all costs and 
benefits in calculating what con
stitutes a below-cost timber sales. This 
should include the full range of road 
construction costs as well as the tim
ber program overhead of the Washing
ton and regional offices-expenses 
which are not now considered. In addi
tion, I expect the Forest Service to in
clude a complete consideration of the 
environmental and ecosystem costs of 
proposed timber sales and subsequent 
harvesting. Based upon the Forest 
Service's testimony before the sub
committee, it is my expectation that 
when all of the environmental costs are 
considered, many of the most conten
tious timber sales now planned for 
Colorado's national forests will not go 
forward, particularly those involving 



July 14, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 15605 
old growth areas and roadbuilding into 
roadless areas. 

This bill also includes specific lan
guage prohibiting further funding of 
grazing advisory boards, based upon an 
amendment I offered. These boards are 
a waste of taxpayers dollars, and vio
late the requirements of law that advi
sory boards be representative. Addi
tionally, the committee report directs 
the Secretary of the Interior to exam
ine critically all of the various advi
sory bodies of the Department and to 
eliminate those which do not comply 
with the Federal Land Policy and Man
agement Act. 

Setting aside the debate over grazing 
fees, abolishing grazing advisory 
boards is an important step toward 
achieving more balanced management 
of our rangelands. These boards provide 
direction and advice about the invest
ment of $10 million in rangeland bet
terment funds. According to the BLM's 
funding justifications, these funds are 
part of the Bureau's ecosystem man
agement efforts. Yet, at the moment, 
only the very narrow interests of graz
ing permittees are represented on the 
boards. The language I offered would 
compel the BLM to comply with exist
ing law and expand the diversity of 
input it receives about investing these 
public funds. BLM needs to broaden the 
scope of its vision beyond sheep and 
cattle operators to include all of the 
groups interested in management of 
the public rangelands. 

Notwithstanding these prov1s10ns, 
the fiscal year 1994 Interior appropria
tions bill does not resolve the con
troversies over forest management, 
mining law reform, or rangeland pol
icy. The major public policy decisions 
will still be made by the authorizing 
committees or the respective Federal 
agencies. While we may hear echoes of 
these controversies today, the full vol
ume will be reserved for future legisla
tive debates. 

The central work of the Interior Ap
propriations Subcommittee is to de
cide, within the limitations of the 
budget, how to allocate funds among 
the Federal agencies and programs 
within its jurisdiction. The subcommit
tee is responsible for appropriating the 
funds for the management of nearly 
one-third of our Nation's lands-the 
public lands administered by the agen
cies of the Department of the Interior 
and Agriculture. These lands are treas
ures passed to us by our parents and 
grandparents, which we will pass on to 
our children and grandchildren. These 
lands are also a great source of enjoy
ment, economic strength, and spiritual 
renewal for the people of America. The 
fiscal year 1994 Interior appropriations 
bill makes wise investments of the 
available funds in our public land her
itage. 

The Interior Appropriations Sub
committee is . also responsible for ap
propriating the funds for some of the 
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most important programs of the De
partment of Energy. Of particular in
terest to me are the Department's ef
forts to promote sustainable en
ergy technologies-renewable energy 
sources, energy efficiency technologies, 
and alternative fuels. The fiscal year 
1994 Interior appropriations bill in
cludes a 22-percent increase in funding 
for DOE's energy efficiency and alter
native fuels programs. 

This bill also includes sorely needed 
increases in funding to meet our trust 
responsibilities to the American Indian 
peoples, and to meet the needs of 
America's remaining territories. Fi
nally, if includes funding for many im
portant programs which support our 
cultural heritage, including support for 
the National Endowment for the Arts, 
the National Endowment for the Hu
manities, the Institute for Museum 
Studies, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation. Our support not 
only means a broader public access to 
the arts but makes room for innova
tion and diversity. Public arts endow
ments democratize the arts by making 
them available to everyone, not just 
those living in large urban areas. 

Working within its budget allocation, 
the subcommittee has produced a 
sound bill. But, I must point out that 
we faced many difficult decisions. Ad
ditional funding for many of the pro
grams within the jurisdiction of the 
subcommittee would have been legiti
mate and responsible. Some of the pro
grams within this bill urgently needed 
more funding than the budget allowed 
the subcommittee to provide. 

Our parks, forests, wildlife refuges, 
and rangelands are facing a host of im
mediate problems which demand atten
tion. Our parks desperately need re
pair. Our national forests and range
lands are deteriorating in the face of 
extraordinary ecosystem pressures. 
The habitat supporting our wildlife 
populations is increasingly threatened 
by pollution and encroaching develop
ment. 

The fiscal year 1994 Interior appro
priations bill provides more funds to 
address the immediate resource and en
vironmental problems of our public 
lands. Funding for critical mainte
nance needs of our national parks is in
creased. Additional funds are provided 
for renewable resource management by 
Bureau of Land Management [BLM]. 
Dollars are shifted from commodity 
production to ecosystem protection 
and wildlife management in the Forest 
Service. Meanwhile, however, funds to 
acquire additional lands have been cut 
back. 

As a Coloradan, I am acutely aware 
of the potential impact and cost of 
these problems. At just one abandoned 
mine site in Colorado-the Sum
mitville gold mine-taxpayers are pay
ing $50,000 a day to prevent 160 million 
gallons of cyanide from pouring into 
the Rio Grande River. The ultimate 

cleanup of this site is expected to cost 
at least $60 million. Hundreds of such 
mines have been started in what some 
call the second Colorado gold rush. 

The fiscal year 1994 Interior appro
priations bill includes new funding to 
support U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
enforcement efforts at cyanide-leach 
gold mine sites. If we avoid just one 
Summitville mine in the future, this 
investment will return savings many 
times over for the taxpayer-not to 
mention the benefits derived for public 
heal th and safety and protection of fish 
and wildlife resources. 

This is just one small example of how 
this bill, by providing more funds to 
address immediate resource and envi
ronmental problems, represents a wise 
investment of the available funds. 
These problems may cost millions of 
dollars to address today, but hopefully 
will avoid much greater future costs. A 
report released last week by the Natu
ral Resources Committee highlights 
this point. This report concludes that 
the liability which the Government, 
and the taxpayers, may face due to en
vironmental contamination of our pub
lic lands could rival the savings and 
loan bailout. 

One of the most difficult choices for 
me was the decision to reduce land ac
quisition funding for nearly every land 
management agency significantly com
pared to last year. This shift is consist
ent with the President's budget request 
in emphasis, but not in degree. The 
committee bill does increase funding 
above the agencies requests for some 
urgent land acquisitions. 

There is a large and growing backlog 
of authorized land acquisitions. The 
National Park Service alone has a land 
acquisition backlog in the lower-48 
States of some 350,000 acres of land es
timated to cost over $1 billion. These 
acquisitions represent what the Park 
Service considers the minimum nec
essary to protect existing park re
sources. Recognizing the urgent need 
to move forward with this backlog, this 
bill increases funding for Park Service 
land acquisitions $11 million over the 
President's budget, but even with that 
increase fiscal year 1994 funding falls 
$28 million short of fiscal year 1993 lev
els. We reached similar decisions re
garding acquisition funding for the 
other land management agencies. 

While I am disappointed with the 
funding we were able to provide for 
some important programs, I believe 
that the bill represents a fair trade-off 
among the urgent priorities presented 
to the subcommittee. I wholeheartedly 
urge my colleagues to support this bill. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ari
zona [Mr. KOLBE], a distinguished 
member of the subcommittee. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I rise this 
morning in support of the Interior ap
propriations bill for fiscal year 1994, 
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and at the outset I want to extend both 
my appreciation and congratulations 
to the distinguished chairman of the 
subcommittee, the gentleman from Il
linois [Mr. YATES], a gentleman who 
has served for many years and, I think 
is known as a rock of support in this 
body for our public lands, for public in
stitutions, for the arts in our society. 

I also want to pay special tribute to 
my distinguished colleague on my side 
of the aisle, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. REGULA], ranking member of this 
subcommittee. 

0 1140 
This is the first year I have served on 

this subcommittee and it is really a joy 
to serve on it. It is truly a collegial op
eration. It is one in which all Members 
are treated equally and with decency 
and their views are heard, and I do ap
preciate the courtesies that have been 
extended to me by both the chairman 
and the ranking member and by their 
staffs. 

I think the work of the Interior Sub
committee has produced a fair and a 
responsible bill. As has been suggested 
by earlier speakers, it is a tough one. 
All of us, and I am sure this is true of 
other subcommittees, wish that we had 
more to work with under our 602(b) al
locations, but we are $45 million below 
the allocation given by the Budget 
Committee. We are $260 million less in 
this subcommittee than the amount re
quested by the administration. 

As the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
REGULA] has pointed out, this really is 
the quality of life subcommittee for 
our Congress, because it is in the Inte
rior Subcommittee that we find appro
priations for those things which we be
lieve represent the treasures, the as
sets of the United States; our public 
lands, our public parks, recreation and 
other uses of those public lands. 

I think that the legislation appro
priates much-needed dollars for im
provements for energy conservation, 
for land and for wildlife protection. 

I would be remiss, however, if I did 
not say that I have concerns and dis
agreements with some aspects of the 
bill, particularly as they relate to tim
ber support programs and harvest lev
els that I think are too low in order to 
sustain a reasonable timber harvest in 
our country-one that will allow for 
timber production and for the much
needed building of new homes to stimu
late the construction industry. 

Moreover, the moratorium in the bill 
on mining patents threatens to cause 
further flight of U.S. mining companies 
to other countries, most notably in 
Latin America. 

I am most strongly opposed to the· 
language included in the bill that 
would increase the grazing fees and 
abolish grazing fee advisory.boards. 

I will not take the time in this dis
cussion today to go into why I think 
this is inappropriate and wrong, but 

plainly and simply put, the current 
grazing fee we have is fair and it 
works. I think the basic method by 
which it works is one we ought to re
tain. Even Members who support an in
crease in grazing fees ought to oppose 
this provision in an appropriation bill, 
because it does not belong here. 

I had intended, along with my col
league, the gentleman from Idaho, to 
offer an amendment to strike this pro
vision, but because the Rules Commit
tee has not protected it, at the appro
priate time I will move on a point of 
order to strike this provision. 

Having said all this, I do believe this 
bill is balanced and fair and I want to 
compliment the chairman and the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] for 
leading the efforts to produce a bill 
which this body can support. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. PACKARD], a very good, fine 
member of our subcommittee. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, as we 
take up fiscal year 1994 Interior appro
priations today, I would like to take 
this opportunity to thank my col
leagues and the staff for their hard 
work on this bill. 

First, I would like to thank Chair
man YATES for his stewardship on this 
legislation. As a new member of the 
Appropriations Committee, it was a 
pleasure to serve under him on the In
terior Subcommittee. 

I would also like to thank the rank
ing Republican on the subcommittee, 
RALPH REGULA, for his leadership dur
ing the extensive hearings we held on 
this bill. 

I would like to note the funding for 
the Natural Communities Conservation 
Planning Program [NCCPJ in this legis
lation. This is an innovative plan that 
the State, county, and local govern
ments are participating in. Since a 
small bird, the gnatcatcher, was listed 
as a threatened species, it is vital that 
we provide this funding for planning. 
Otherwise, the alternative may very 
well be that all development in south
ern California is brought to an absolute 
halt. 

The plan envisions concessions from 
both sides of the debate: Development 
and the environmental community. By 
setting aside wildlife preserves for the 
safety and preservation of many spe
cies, we avoid the extreme amounts of 
money and time spent in litigation 
that occurs when species are consid
ered on an case-by-case basis. 

The $3 million in this bill will allow 
the State of California to move forward 
with its plans to implement the NCCP 
Program. Without this commitment, 
along with the additional employees 
provided for in the bill, a successful so
lution to the jobs versus the environ
ment battle will not be found in south
ern California. 

The bill also contains funding for 
vital energy programs that will help 

the United States to become independ
ent from foreign energy sources. Re
search money for fuel cell technology 
will help us to accomplish this. 

This legislation also increases graz
ing fees on public lands by about 33 
percent. As a Member from California, 
this action concerns me as I fear it will 
devastate the livelihood of cattle 
ranchers in the West in general. 

I also oppose the Clinton administra
tion's plan to phase out so-called 
below-cost timber sales. 

Aside from these concerns, I support 
this legislation and urge my colleagues 
to do so. In these times of tight fiscal 
constraint that we face, this legisla
tion represents a successful distribu
tion of scarce resources to manage and 
maintain our natural environment. I 
would like my colleagues to note that 
the bill is below the administration's 
fiscal year 1994 request in the budget. 

Finally, I would like to thank the In
terior Subcommittee staff and full 
committee staff for their dedication 
and hard work on this bill. They were 
a great help to me, and I sincerely ~p
preciate their efforts. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PACKARD. I am more than 
pleased to yield to the gentleman from 
California. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair
man, I appreciate the gentleman yield
ing to me. 

I would like to associate myself with 
the gentleman's remarks. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to congratulate 
the subcommittee chairman, Mr. YATES, and 
the ranking member, Mr. REGULA, as well as 
their hard-working staff for putting together a 
tight bill at a time when increasing attention is 
being focused on the preservation of our Na
tion's natural resources. While the bill's budget 
authority is $1.21 billion over the fiscal year 
1993 level, the budget authority of this bill still 
falls well below the President's reques~. 

Again this year, the subcommittee has been 
most helpful in meeting the critical needs of 
my vast congressional district which includes 
national forests, national monuments, national 
scenic areas, as well as millions of acres of 
desert conservation areas. I would again like 
to express my appreciation to the members of 
the subcommittee who were so helpful several 
years ago in the designation of a beautiful 
place after a very special lady. 

First, this past January, I had the oppor
tunity to tour Death Valley National Monument, 
which is new to my district, on its 60th anni
versary. While touring this magnificent area, I 
asked the monument superintendent to iden
tify the monument's No. 1 need. First, he en
couraged me to support the regional request 
of $45 million to fund the National Park Serv
ice's top 220 priorities. Second, he stated that 
in the event there is a chance to add to the 
NPS request, employee housing is the top pri
ority at Grapevine, Death Valley. Currently, 
many of the monument employees must com
mute from Tonopah, NV, which is over 80 
miles away. The only employee housing on 
site at the present time is constructed over an 
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earthquake fault line. California code requires 
that this facility be relocated. Because of these 
deficiencies, the subcommittee was supportive 
of providing funding to assist in the planning 
and design of new employee housing. 

Second, the San Bernardino National Forest 
[SBNF] is one of the most heavily used forests 
in the Nation. It annually receives more than 
1 O million visitors. There is a $5.5 million 
backlog in facility repair on the forest. The unit 
costs for care and security are higher at the 
SBNF because it is an urban forest. The cur
rent recreation budget reflects only 61 percent 
of the SBNF operations need. With these 
budget levels, the SBNF will never eliminate 
its backlog and is at risk of losing major cap
ital investments. The subcommittee has been 
most helpful in providing funds to reduce this 
backlog. 

Third, the SBNF is also in dire need of fund
ing for land acquisition. An estimated 70,000 
people live within the boundaries of the SBNF. 
Currently, over 100,000 acres within the forest 
are developed. There are more than 15 pres
ently undeveloped, private parcels within the 
forest which could be developed. As many as 
10,000 new homes could possibly be built 
within the forest during the next 1 O years. If 
this occurs, a significant portion of the national 
forest will become unmanageable and threat
en the integrity of the ecosystem. Again, the 
subcommittee has been quite helpful in provid
ing funding to assist the SBNF acquire private 
land within the forest boundary. 

The examples I have just mentioned are 
only a small cross section of the type of worth
while requests members of this subcommittee 
must balance. Again, I commend the sub
committee for their hard work, diligence, and 
fiscal restraint. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS]. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 2520, the fiscal 
year 1994 Interior appropriations bill. I 
am pleased to serve as a member of the 
subcommittee that developed the bill 
under consideration, and I want to 
thank our outstanding chairman, the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES], 
and our very able ranking minority 
member on the Interior Appropriations 
Subcommittee, Mr. REGULA, for once 
again showing great leadership in de
veloping an excellent bill to bring to 
the floor, one which serves the best in
terests of the American people through 
the various programs receiving fund
ing. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to bring atten
tion to one of the most significant 
achievements in the bill, that being the 
inclusion of $30 million in funding in 
fiscal year 1994 through the U.S. Forest 
Service budget to move forward with a 
comprehensive regionwide watershed 
restoration program for Washington, 
Oregon, and northern California. 

All three States have been working 
to address endangered species concerns, 
with a great deal of attention focused 
in recent years on the northern spotted 
owl and its primary habitat, the old 
growth forests. There will be continued 

efforts to move forward with a scientif
ically credible management plan to en
sure sufficient protection for the spot
ted owl and other species that live in 
the old growth forests. However, it is 
becoming increasingly evident that 
protecting salmon stocks is the new 
area of critical focus, and where a 
great deal of work needs to be done in 
the region. 

The rivers of the Northwestern 
States and northern California serve as 
habitat for the most magnificent runs 
of wild salmon stocks in the world. A 
major benefit to initiating a com
prehensive, regionwide watershed res
toration program is so that we can get 
ahead of the curve in species protec
tion. The implementation of a water
shed restoration program will aid in 
listing prevention because the focus 
will be on preventing further degrada
tion to existing healthy habitat, and 
where feasible will allow for slope sta
bilization and the rehabilitation of 
stream beds. 

One of the goals of this funding an
ticipates that by working with the ad
ministration and the Federal natural 
resource agencies, the State lands com
missioners, and State wildlife and fish
eries departments, and the local com
munities, a comprehensive approach to 
watershed restoration will develop in 
which the key issues of watershed anal
ysis, restoration, and monitoring will 
all be adequately addressed. It is clear 
that appropriate watershed analysis is 
needed to select the most critical areas 
to carry out the work. The restoration 
work itself is the key to reversing the 
pro bl em on the ground. Finally, there 
has to be a significant degree of mon
itoring of the health of the watershed 
ecosystem to ensure that the progress 
of actions taken is maintained. 

In addition to the clear ecological 
benefits of habitat restoration and en
suring the viability of salmon popu
lations, I am pleased that the initi
ation of a comprehensive watershed 
restoration strategy will create over 
7 ,000 family-wage jobs in the region, 
and in rural timber-dependent commu
nities where they are needed most. 

Watershed restoration work in the 
Northwest region will serve as an im
portant building block towards com
prehensive ecosystems management. 
All of the best known science looking 
at what is required through on-the
ground management responses to mul
tiple species protection in a preventive 
way focuses significantly on riparian 
protection and watershed restoration. 

I am pleased that the administration 
recognizes the importance of watershed 
restoration, and has chosen to include 
a regionwide watershed initiative as a 
key element in the President's recently 
announced forest plan for addressing 
the conflict in the Northwest over tim
ber harvesting versus old growth pro
tection. 

Finally. I want to say that we al
ready know that this kind of initiative 

can work in the Northwest and produce 
meaningful ecological results, because 
such results are currently being 
achieved on the Olympic National For
est, which received $1 million in fiscal 
year 1993 to carry out watershed activi
ties within its boundaries. 

Let me briefly show several enlarged 
photos of the watershed work that was 
done in fiscal year 1993 on the Olympic 
National Forest, to demonstrate why 
these moneys represent such a credible 
investment in the region. Let me also 
say that the Olympic National Forest, 
as well as the Olympic Peninsula as a 
whole, is a geographic locality in seri
ous need of this kind of investment. 
According to research data developed 
by the American Fisheries Society, 12 
stocks of fish have been identified as at 
risk on the peninsula, and 27 percent of 
the rivers within the Olympic Forest 
are at risk because of sediment viola
tions. 

The photographs of watershed work 
taking place on the Olympic National 
Forest demonstrate the following: 

(Photographs not reproducible in the 
RECORD.) 

Photo 1.-A state-of-the-art bioengi
neering technique in slope stabiliza
tion. This represents a crib wall con
struction utilizing willow and alder. 

Photo 2.-Crib wall stabilization 
showing the effect of bioengineering; 
alder and willow are sprouting and 
there will be eventual root establish
ment. 

Photo 3.-Shows sidecast failure res
toration through the use of biodegrad
able coconut fiber straw matting. 

Photo 4.- Shows the application of 
hydromulch on unvegetated road cuts 
and fills, with work performed by a 
local contractor. 

Photo 5.- Shows expanded view of 
work area using biodegradable coconut 
fiber straw matting. During the follow
ing spring, native trees and shrubs will 
be planted in the area. 

Photo 6.-Shows Secretary of Inte
rior Babbitt on a tour of the Le-Bar 
Creek Watershed restoration project in 
the Olympic Forest. 

Photo 7.-Shows gully erosion sta
bilization completed with local dis
placed loggers. 

Photo 8.-Shows aerial hydromulch 
application as a final step following 
road obliteration. 

D 1150 
Mr. Chairman, the reason I take the 

time to present this to the House 
today, and to the committee, is my 
feeling that this is one of the ways that 
we can help provide some employment, 
and to head off further listings of en
dangered species. My colleague, tlie 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
VENTO], has held hearings on this sub
ject. There have been hearings held by 
the House Committee on Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries, and I am convinced 
that, as we are reducing timber harvest 
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activity in the Pacific Northwest that 
we need to create some new job oppor
tunities in the rural parts of our 
States, and I, frankly, believe that this 
kind of approach, this kind of work, 
can have a positive environmental im
pact. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO], 
my good friend and classmate. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
DICKS] for his work. I want to com
mend him for doing an outstanding job 
in terms of championing the concepts 
and principles of watershed restora
tion. It is especially important in these 
tough terrains. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an enormously 
important step forward in terms of re
forming the activities and putting in 
place inn ova ti ve means to deal with 
the threats to the vertebrate species of 
the various fish and others that are 
likely to be listed as threatened. This 
type of positive work is terribly impor
tant, and we have literally thousands 
of miles of timber roads that need to be 
hardened, need to be remediated before 
and as they discontinue use. 

The photos and the work · that the 
gentleman is illustrating in the well of 
the House do reflect the work and also, 
incidentally, has the positive effect of 
providing employment for some that 
o.;herwise would and have been idled by 
the environmental problems that exist. 
We hope we can break that gridlock. I 
look forward to working with the gen
tleman from Washington, and I com
mend him for his efforts on watershed 
restoration. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
thank my colleague, the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO], for his 
leadership. I want to recognize the gen
tleman from Washington who has the 
Mount Baker-Snoqualmie Forest area 
and who also has been very interested 
in these endeavors. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. SWIFT]. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
DICKS] very much for yielding to me. 

In particular, Mr. Chairman, the 
Skagit River in the Mount Baker
Snoqualmie was designated over a dec
ade ago as a wild and scenic river, and 
essentially nothing has been done to, 
in fact, make it a wild and scenic river 
since that time. In fact, there is some 
threat on the part of some environ
mentalists to provide lawsuits for fail
ure to act on the part of the Federal 
·Government. 

It is also important to everybody in 
the region in that the runs are so weak 
in the Skagit River that it has become 
what they call a driver river. That is 
the take of the fish everywhere in 
Puget Sound, and down the coast, even 
to California, is determined by what 
run has to come back to the Skagit 
River. So, the more we do for that 

river, the more we do for the fisheries 
throughout the whole region. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. DICKS] for hav
ing yielded to me. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from Ne
vada [Mrs. VUCANOVICH]. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, 
as always the Interior appropriation is 
of great importance to Western States, 
such as Nevada, which are predomi
nantly public lands. 

I want to thank my colleagues on the 
Appropriations Committee for their 
hard work putting the bill together, al
though there are indeed provisions 
within it with which I do not agree. 
Mostly, I'd like to thank Chairman 
YATES and ranking member RALPH 
REGULA for not seeking an all-protec
tive rule to prevent points-of-order 
challenge on grazing fee enactment, for 
example. 

Mr. Chairman, I also serve on the au
thorizing panel of jurisdiction for 
many of the programs in this bill, the 
Natural Resources Committee. We take 
our mandate seriously and object to 
legislating on spending bills, in most 
instances. There will be ample oppor
tunity before this session adjourns for 
Members to debate grazing policy, min
ing law reform, and other issues of im
portance regarding our Nation's public 
domain lands. But, this bill is not the 
proper place to set such policy. 

The huge grazing fee increase in this 
bill will be struck on a point of order 
as violating clause 2 of House rule XXL 
To my colleagues who insist upon leg
islatively amending the formula for 
public lands grazing, I say wait for the 
Bureau of Land Management reauthor
ization bill to come to the floor. It was 
marked up in committee just 2 weeks 
ago, so it will be here soon. I'll fight 
you then-not now. 

There is an ill-advised moratorium 
on the processing of mineral pa tent ap
plications in this spending bill again 
this year. I remain opposed to this lim
itation on the rights of miners to con
tinue to seek secure tenure to their 
discoveries. I note that the Western 
Governors' Association agrees with me 
and urges Congress to keep patenting 
as an option in reforming the mining 
law. 

Furthermore, I would point out to 
my colleagues that a Federal judge in 
Utah ruled last year that a similarly 
imposed moratorium on oil shale pat
ent processing did not suspend the re
quirement for then Secretary Lujan to 
follow the law and act upon a properly 
filed application. Should this mora to
ri um become law, lawsuits will follow 
based upon this precedent. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. SHARP]. 

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Chairman. I rise 
today in support of H.R. 2520, the Inte
rior and related agencies appropria-

tions bill. The committee did a good 
job allocating funds among many de
serving programs in a year when fund
ing is particularly tight. I particularly 
compliment the distinguished chair
man of the subcommittee for increas
ing the funding for energy efficiency 
programs at the Department of Energy, 
while balancing those increases with 
cu ts elsewhere. 

Energy efficiency is one of the most 
important sources of energy we have 
today. Since 1973, Americans have 
saved more energy through efficiency 
than the increases in production of all 
traditional sources of energy put to
gether. Efficiency makes sense from 
many points of view. 

First, energy efficiency saves con
sumers and businesses money. By using 
energy more efficiently we can save on 
utility bills for heating our horn.es, 
power our cars further on a gallon of 
gasoline, and produce a ton of steel for 
less money. These savings translate 
into more competitive products for ex
port. 

Second, energy efficiency is a winner 
for the environment. By using less en
ergy to accomplish the same task we 
do not have to burn as much oil, mine 
as much coal, or dispose of as much nu
clear waste. Energy efficiency helps re
duce air pollution, water pollution, and 
solid waste disposal. When it comes to 
the threat of global warming, pursuit 
of greater energy efficiency is one of 
the few policies that can reduce green
house gases while at the same time 
saving money. 

These benefits are the reason that 
Congress made energy efficiency a cor
nerstone of the Energy Policy Act of 
1992, the most important energy legis
lation since the 1970's. Over one quar
ter of the bill was devoted to energy ef
ficiency. The American Council for an 
Energy-Efficient Economy estimates 
that the energy efficiency provisions of 
the Energy Policy Act alone will save 5 
percent of the energy the Nation would 
otherwise use in 2010, if they are fully 
implemented. That is why I was 
pleased when the administration re
quested enough funding to implement 
these energy efficiency provisions, as 
well as other important provisions 
dealing with alternative fuels and glob
al warming. That is also why I am dis
appointed that the Appropriations 
Committee deleted funds requested by 
the Department of Energy for impor
tant energy efficiency and alternative 
fuel p.rograms, while adding funds for 
other programs that were not re
quested by the administration. 

The following is a list of small, yet 
important programs that were author
ized by the Energy Policy Act, re
quested by the administration and yet 
totally unfunded by the Appropriations 
Committee. The number beside each 
item represents the amount requested 
for these programs by the administra
tion. Individually, none of these pro
grams are very expensive. In general, 
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they support deployment of existing 
technologies, · rather than developing 
new technologies. That means they are 
likely to make a difference in our econ
omy in the near future. This is in con
trast to research and development pro
grams such as nuclear fusion or oil 
shale that will not pay off for 30 years, 
if ever. 

BUILDING AND LIGHTING CENTERS: $4 MILLION 

This program would provide seed 
money to help start 10 centers to teach 
builders, architects, engineers, and 
contractors about the latest ways to 
build energy efficiency into buildings. 
A couple of these centers already exist 
in the country and have been quite suc
cessful. The program is for limited du
ration and requires that the hosts pro
vide matching money that is equal to 
or greater than the Federal share. 

ASSISTANCE TO STATES FOR BUILDING CODE: $2 
MILLION 

This program provides grants to 
States to help them upgrade the energy 
efficiency portions of their building 
codes which will mean more efficient 
homes and lower utility bills. 

VOLUNTARY TRADE ASSOCIATION EFFICIENCY 
PROGRAMS: S0.15 MILLION 

A great deal can be accomplished 
through voluntary programs of inf or
ma tion sharing and technology trans
fer within industries. This small 
amount was requested by the adminis
tration to start a cost-shared program 
with interested trade associations. 

INTERNATIONAL MARKET DEVELOPMENT: S0.5 
MILLION 

This request was for the formation of 
an interagency task force to coordinate 
export assistance for American energy
efficient technologies. Not only would 
this help U.S. firms, but it would also 
help other countries develop economi
cally in an environmentally sound way. 

EFFICIENCY JOINT VENTURES: S3 MILLION 

This program was modeled after the 
Clean Coal Program and was in tended 
to allow DOE to solicit proposals from 
industry for cost-shared development 
of energy-efficient technologies or 
processes. It would give DOE more 
flexibility to work with industry in 
ways that best fit their needs. 

GRANTS TO STATES UTILITY COMMISSIONS FOR 
INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLANNING: S3 MILLION 

These grants are to help States com
ply with requirements in the Energy 
Policy Act that require them to for
mally consider instituting integrated 
resource planning for their gas and 
electric utilities. This small program 
can help leverage far larger amounts 
and result in a far more energy effi
cient electric system. 

CLEAN COAL EXPORT PROGRAM: Sl MlLLION 

This $1 million would be used to start 
up a clean coal export program to help 
American manufacturers of clean coal 
technologies match up with foreign 
powerplant owners to improve the en
vironmental performance of foreign 
plants. This will not only aid American 

exports but also improve the local en
vironment in host countries and reduce 
emissions of greenhouse gases that 
may lead to global warming. According 
to recent DOE analysis, simply upgrad
ing the currently inefficient stock of 
Chinese coal-fired powerplants to Unit
ed States standards would yield 100 
million tons of carbon dioxide equiva
lent reductions. For purposes of com
parison, 100 million tons is the amount 
of growth in U.S. carbon dioxide emis
sions expected by the year 2000. 

GREENHOUSE GAS DATA COLLECTION: S0.9 
MILLION 

Section 1605 of the Energy Policy Act 
requires the Energy Information Ad
ministration to do a baseline inventory 
of greenhouse gas emissions in the 
United States from 1987 to 1990; set up 
guidelines to allow companies to vol
untarily report any carbon dioxide 
emissions reductions; and collect data 
on those voluntary reductions. The Ap
propriations Committee cut $900,000 
from the administration's request 
which means that EIA will not be able 
to actually collect the data. Without 
data collection, companies that want 
to reduce carbon dioxide emissions will 
receive no credit for doing so. 

ALTERNATIVE FUELS IMPLEMENTATION: so.a 
MILLION 

This money would have provided in
formation and technical assistance to 
States, local governments, and compa
nies that are interested in using alter
native fuel vehicles. This would be seed 
money in a sense and should result in 
the purchase of far more vehicles than 
if the money were spent directly on 
buying vehicles for the Federal Govern
ment. Not only would this type of pro
gram leverage non-Federal money, but 
it would also result in a wider range of 
purchasers becoming familiar with the 
technology. It is penny wise and pound 
foolish to use all our funds to purchase 
vehicles for the Federal Government 
while ignoring the leverage we could 
get from encouraging others to buy al
ternative vehicles as well. 

Mr. Chairman, these are all worthy, 
yet small programs that will leverage 
additional, non-Federal money and 
have the potential for near-term re
sults. 

In this year of the deficit, I would 
not urge additional spending in this 
bill. However, if the Senate sees fit to 
cut other programs and to include 
these programs in their bill, I hope you 
will consider approving them in con
ference. I also urge you to take another 
look at these programs next year. I be
lieve their small size and significant 
near-term potential warrants funding 
them instead of a number of other en
ergy projects. 

In addition to having some small dif
ferences with the Appropriations Com
mittee on programs they did not fund, 
I also take issue with one project they 
did fund-oil shale research at Law
rence Livermore Laboratories. Oil 

shale is a resource that could not have 
commercial application for at least 30 
years, and probably never. In addition, 
the technology has already been tried 
on a commercial scale. The Synfuels 
Corp. spent hundreds of millions of tax
payer dollars on this technology only 
to prove it to be complex, environ
mentally troublesome, and uneco
nomic. I will be offering an amendment 
to terminate the oil shale program at 
Lawrence Livermore by deleting $5 
million from this bill. 

Despite these disagreements, the 
overall structure of this bill is sound 
and I will be supporting it. I urge my 
colleagues to vote for it as well. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentle
woman from California [Ms. ESHOO]. 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the 1994 House Inte
rior appropriations bill. 

I thank the distinguished chairman, 
subcommittee members, and the sub
committee staff for all of their hard 
work. 

In particular, I am pleased that the 
subcommittee included funding for ac
quisition of the Phleger addition to the 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area. 

This 1,235-acre property is key to 
completing a contiguous open space 
corridor down the spine of the penin
sula south of San Francisco. 

The property is magnificent in its 
setting and its resources, with its 
mixed evergreen forest and towering 
redwoods. 

I highlight this property not only be
cause of its breathtaking beauty, but 
because it serves as a model for local
Federal partnerships. 

A local agency, the Peninsula Open 
Space Trust, raised over $10 million for 
the purchase of this property, rep
resenting half the purchase price. 

This may be the largest local con
tribution ever toward Federal land ac
quisition in the United States. 

In addition, the regional park agen
cy, the Mid-Peninsula Open Space Dis
trict, has agreed to manage the prop
erty, so the National Park Service will 
not have to pay for the management of 
the property. 

This level of commitment is inspir
ing-at a time when budgets are so 
tight, the community-wide dedication 
to this cause makes a compelling case 
for this partnership with our Federal 
Government. 

Because such a partnership has been 
forged, we are able to add another 
jewel in the crown of the GGNRA for 
generations to come. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support this legislation for this and 
all the other worthy projects it funds. 

D 1200 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. KREIDLER]. 

Mr. KREIDLER. Mr. Chairman, I re
member when President Reagan said: 
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"A tree's a tree. How many more do 
you need to look at?" 

That, in 13 words, was the environ
mental policy of the 1980's. For a dec
ade, the Reagan and Bush administra
tions gave us deceit, gridlock, and bu
reaucratic chaos that put at risk the 
greatest natural treasures in this coun
try. 

Two weeks ago, the Clinton adminis
tration stepped forward with science, 
and with respect for law, to begin re
versing this decay. The Clinton plan 
for the Pacific Northwest forests is sci
entifically credible, is based on reality, 
and is a framework for the rest of the 
Nation. 

And today, with this bill, we can 
make a real commitment-a commit
ment backed by scarce Federal dol
lars-to restoring rivers, and ancient 
forests, and our national parks. 

The chairman and the committee 
have done an outstanding job, and I 
thank them for their dedication to the 
hard work of conservation. I want to 
mention just a few of the important 
achievements of this bill: 

It funds the National Biological Sur
vey, to develop an inventory of wildlife 
species and help us avoid future con
flicts like the spotted owl and salmon 
controversies that have torn the Pa
cific Northwest apart. 

It increases funding for maintenance 
in our national parks, to repair some of 
the damage 273 million visitors can do. 

It maintains the moratorium on oil 
and gas drilling in our most sensitive 
offshore areas, including the Washing
ton and Oregon coasts. 

It shifts $30 million from Forest 
Service road building to badly needed 
watershed restoration in the forests of 
the Northwest. 

It increases fees for grazing on Fed
eral lands, reducing a subsidy that can
not be justified when this Government 
cannot pay its bills. 

Mr. Chairman, President Clinton has 
opened a new chapter in America's 
commitment to environmental protec
tion, and this bill reflects the commit
men t of Congress as well. I urge my 
colleagues to support this legislation. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. GIL
MAN]. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me, and I rise to express strong support 
for the Interior appropriations bill. I 
thank the chairman of the subcommit
tee, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES], and the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. REGULA] for their diligent work 
over the years in regard to the Appa
lachian Trail. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to express my 
strong support for the Interior appropriations 
bill and thank both Chairman YATES and the 
ranking member, Mr. REGULA, for their diligent 
work over the years with regard to the Appa
lachian Trail. 

The Appalachian Trail is a public footpath 
that stretches across thousands of miles along 
the Appalachian Mountain ridgelines from 
Maine to Georgia. The trail is protected by 
Federal or State ownership or by rights-of
way, and was designed, constructed, and 
marked in the 1920's and 1930's by volunteer 
hiking clubs joined together by the Appalach
ian Trail Conference. 

I am pleased to learn that this year's bill will 
allocate $5 million for the Appalachian Trail to 
be used for acquisition purposes to continue 
to build upon the trail's beauty. I am also 
pleased to learn that lands that are both within 
Sterling Forest and border the Appalachian 
Trail will be eligible for Appalachian Trail ac
quisition, thus providing a buffer zone for the 
trail and increasing its beauty for the millions 
who hike the trail year after year. 

Accordingly, I urge all of my colleagues to 
support this bill and to continue to support the 
Appalachian Trail. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. GUN
DERSON]. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 2520 and I want to commend 
the chairman of the Appropriations Sub
committee on Interior, Mr. YATES, and the 
ranking member, Mr. REGULA, for their efforts 
in bringing the bill to the floor. 

Mr. Chairman, every appropriations bill rep
resents its product of hundreds of difficult 
choices, and this one is no different. The bill 
provides funding that will make it possible to 
carry out research and continue projects that 
are vital to the future of the upper Mississippi 
River system and to the millions of Americans 
that live and work in that ecosystem. 

I would like to point out a few programs for 
which this appropriation makes money avail
able that are especially important to the Nation 
and to constituents in Wisconsin's Third Con
gressional District. The first involves research 
into containment and ultimately eradication of 
the zebra mussel. The explosive growth of 
zebra mussel populations in the Great Lakes 
has cost communities, States, the Federal 
Government, and private businesses and indi
viduals hundreds of millions of dollars in public 
infrastructure, private property, and environ
mental damage. This bill makes over $1 mil
lion available for research into ways to better 
cope with this plague, and to eradicate this 
economically and environmentally damaging 
pest. I'm proud to say that much of this re
search, which will benefit the entire 28 State 
Mississippi River drainage basin, is carried out 
at the National Fisheries Research Center in 
La Crosse, WI. 

This appropriation also makes approxi
mately $600,000 available for research which 
will speed the process for FDA approval of 
drugs and chemicals vital to American aqua
culture. The limited commercial market for 
these fishery chemicals has slowed research 
into their safety and efficacy, and thus the en
tire FDA approval process. As a result, Amer
ican aquaculture has suffered. The moneys 
provided in H.R. 2520 will fund the research 
necessary to win FDA approval for the highest 
priority drugs and chemicals needed to control 
disease, reduce stress, and better manage 
water quality in aquaculture facilities across 

the Nation. Again, I am proud to say that the 
National Fisheries Research Center in La 
Crosse will play a leading role in this important 
research effort. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2520 would fund 
nearly $1 .5 million of research on preservation 
of America's environmentally complex large 
river systems. As many of my colleagues 
know I have long been involved in efforts to 
foster better management and more efficient 
stewardship of these national resources. An 
environmental management program targeted 
to this objective has been in place on the 
Upper Mississippi since 1986, and I have in
troduced new legislation, H.R. 2500, which 
would build on this model to create national 
programs. Piecemeal management of these 
critically important natural resources has been 
ineffective and has led declines in important 
sport and commercial fish stocks in our large 
river systems, Mr. Chairman. We need to do 
better, and the funding made available in this 
bill will allow us to do so. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
P/2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Mexico [Mr. SKEEN], a distinguished 
member of the full committee and a 
former member of the subcommittee. 
Let me say, Mr. Chairman, that we are 
very happy to have him back with us. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
Mexico [Mr. SKEEN]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] is recog
nized for 2112 minutes. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate this opportunity to address two 
concerns I have with this year's Inte
rior appropriations bill. It is my hope 
that we can satisfy both of my con
cerns by the time this bill returns from 
conference with the Senate. 

The first issue I would like to address 
will be taken care of when Congress
men KOLBE and LAROCCO rise during 
consideration of the bill to strike the 
grazing language as a violation of 
House rules which prevent authorizing 
on an appropriations bill. 

By now most of my colleagues know 
that I have continually argued that the 
Interior appropriations bill is not the 
appropriate vehicle to consider this 
controversial issue. Congress should 
not preempt the administration's at
tempt to address the Federal grazing 
fee issue this year, nor should we at
tempt to end-run the authorizing com
mittee. And finally, an arbitrary, 
untested and drastic increase in graz
ing fees would unravel the already 
marginal economic condition of many 
western rural communities. 

The public lands ranchers need a pre
dictable and stable fee structure, based 
on market conditions, for which the 
banks will lend them money to make 
improvements on the range. If it 
weren't for these ranchers, the land 
would remain barren and vacant with
out anyone to watch over it on a daily 
basis. And if we force ranchers off the 
public lands, in the West, the resulting 
loss of revenues to the Federal and 
State Governments will be significant. 



July 14, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 15611 
I do not believe it is in this Nation's 

best interest to force these stewards 
out of business. In the West, we depend 
on them, and this fee increase which 
Congress considers annually deprives 
local communities of all stability and 
predictability. 

Next, I would also like to alert Chair
man YATES and Mr. REGULA to a dis
turbing trend in the allocation of funds 
for the Southwest region of the Forest 
Service. 

It has come to my attention that 
funding for the Southwest region, when 
compared to funds allocated to other 
Forest Service regions, is grossly in
equitable. I want to clearly state that 
I do not have a problem with the fund
ing level for the Northwest region, I 
simply want to point out that the 
Southwest region deserves equitable 
treatment. 

It is interesting to note that the 
Southwest region contains 21 million 
acres while the Northwest region con
tains 24 million acres, yet the North
west region has almost twice the funds 
to manage nontimber-related resources 
than does the Southwest region- $95.2 
versus $56.3 million in fiscal year 1993-
and indications are that this will occur 
again in fiscal year 1994. 

I would like to make the point that 
the methods used to evaluate the fund
ing needs of one region should apply to 
all of the regions. In fact, this same in
equality and disproportionate funding 
occurs in the Southwest region's range 
management, recreation watershed and 
road management accounts when com
pared to the other Forest Service re
gions. I would like to submit for the 
RECORD a detailed comparison of each 
of the nontimber-related categories. 

This is not a newly transformed bias; 
the Southwest region has historically 
been treated like a stepchild. 

I want to assure you that I am not 
arguing to cut any other region's Fed
eral funding. All I want is a formula 
that offers the Southwest region a fair 
share. 

Again, I would appreciate Chairman 
YATES' and Mr. REGULA's attention to 
this matter and hope that we can find 
some accommodation by the time this 
bill returns from conference with the 
Senate. 

DETAILED COMP ARI SON 

For an overview, the bottom line compares 
the two regions in non-timber related Na
tional Forest System funding. These funds 
would include maintenance and administra
tion funds of all activities except those asso
ciated with timber planning, harvesting and 
sale administration. Funds also not included 
are those called "timber support" such as 
wildlife funds used to help prepare the tim
ber sale program. For a size comparison Re
gion 6 is about 24 million acres about half of 
which are non-timber, Region 3 has a little 
over 20 million acres about 18 million of 
these considered non-timber ·component 
acreage. This basically illustrates that R6 
has more than twice the funds to manage all 
its non-timber resources than available to 
R3. Perhaps this is justified, so let's compare 

just some of the accounts that make up this 
overview comparison. 

The top line compares the recreation use 
load for each region. This is a very coarse 
measure and cannot be used as a definitive 
measure of program work. It is, however, an 
indication. Clearly R6 is a heavier used re
gion, it is about 1.6 times that of R3. The 
funding is 2 times greater in R6 than it is in 
R3. There are no obvious factors that explain 
this large of a funding difference . Prelimi
nary draft allocation figures for FY94 shows 
R6 increasing by nearly $3MM, and R3 in
creasing by less than 1h that of R6. 

Wildlife and Fish funding is consistently 
low for R3 , however the draft 94 does show 
some relative gain . It does not, however, give 
the total picture . For R6 collects and spends 
many millions in timber receipts to use for 
wildlife. R3 uses these receipts as well. In 
total in FY 93 R6 had about $27MM to man
age wildlife, R3 had around $9MM. 

The watershed funding in R6 is 2.3 times 
that of R3 . Neither the watershed conditions 
nor the acreage differences explain this mag
nitude of funding disparity. Draft FY94 allo
cations does show a significant increase for 
R3, but it still remains the least funded re
gion in the lower 48, and still only half that 
of R6. 

The Range funding shows an R6 funding ca
pability nearly equal to R3. Yet the range 
program in R3 is 3.5 times larger than R6. In 
addition R3's range management program is 
considerably more intense because of year
long grazing and a more fragile ecosystem. 
R6's program is more seasonal in nature and 
requires less permit administration. Draft 
allocation figures for FY94 show R6 with a 
higher appropriated range allocation than 
that for R3. Draft FY94 figures show a na
tional range allocation increase of $4.5MM, 
R3 allocation is a $1.5MM decrease. The R4 
(intermountain region) shows a draft FY94 
range allocation of over $10MM. R4 's range 
program is comparable in size to R3. R4 not 
shown in attachments. 

Road maintenance on a per-mile basis is 
less than half that available to R6. 

Again, these are just some examples of the 
disparity between the regions. There are 
many reasons for some differences. But ei
ther in part, or in total, the funding dif
ference between the two regions is not ex
plained by either the resource conditions or 
the demands by the public. 

R-6 R-3 FS 

FISCAL YEAR 1993 FINAL 
Recreation Visitor Days (thou-

sands for 1989) 36,249 26,463 252,495 
PACT Days 17,000 15,100 140,000 
Recreation Mgmt Funding 

(thousands) ......................... $35,785 $18,595 $227,670 
Wildlife and Fish Mgmt Fund-

ing (thousands) ...... ........ .. $11,457 $7,950 $85,381 
Grazing (Animal Use) (thou-

sand AUM's) . 575 1,951 8,073 

Range Mgmt (in thousands) .. $5,347 
Range Betterment (thou-

$7,516 $43,135 

sands) ........ ... ....... $20 $1,407 $5,264 
KV Range (thousands) . $1 ,579 $76 $3,776 

Total Range Funding $7,346 $8,999 $52,174 
Road Maintenance: 

Miles maintained . 89,700 53,400 368,000 
Funding (thousands) ...... $21 ,859 $6,051 $82,198 

NF Acres (1 ,000 acres)! ......... 24,662 20,467 186,763 
Non-Timber acres ......... ........... 12,100 18,000 NA 
NFS Total Funds ....... .. ......... .. I $236,938 I $98,107 I, 2 $1 ,185,357 
Total NFS/Acres .. .. .... ............... 9.61 4.79 6.35 
Less: Timber Mgmt + Refor. & 

TSI + RTF & GA (thou-
sands) $128,861 $36,513 $591,949 

Funding per acre ...... ........ $438 $3.01 $3.18 
Less Tim Support .................... $12,918 $5,307 $49,714 
Funding for non-timber activi-

$95,159 $56,287 $543,694 ties ....... .... ............... 
Funding per non-tiber acre . $7.86 $3.12 NA 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 DRAFT 
Recreation Visitor Days (thou-

sands for 1989) .......... ....... 36,249 26,463 252,495 

R-6 R-3 FS 

PACT Days ....................... .. .. 17,000 15,000 140,000 
Recreation Mgmt Funding 

(thousands) ......... ....... .. .. ..... $38,714 $19,387 $233,464 
Wildlife and Fish Mgmt Fund-

ing (thousands) .. ......... .. .... $11,786 $9,147 $91 .387 
Grazing (Animal Use) (thou-

sand AUM's) 575 1,951 8,073 
Range Mgmt (thousands) .... $6,328 $6,002 $44,397 
Road Maintenance: 

Miles maintained ......... 89,700 53,400 368,000 
Funding (thousands) . $21 ,865 $6,574 $81,360 

NF Acres (1,000 acresJ1 . 24,662 20,467 186,763 
NFS Total Funds I $221 ,694 I $92,360 1,2 $1,170,585 
Total NFS/Acres . 8.99 4.51 6.27 

1 Excludes National Grasslands, Northwest equals 111.000,000 acres, 
Southwest equals 262,000,000 acres. 

2 Excludes $117,945 for Washington Office and Other. 
Note.-This data came from the Forest Service annual report . fiscal year 

1989 or the draft initial funding allocation to the field for fiscal year 1994. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SKEEN. I yield to the chairman 
of the subcommittee. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to tell the gentleman from New 
Mexico that I am glad he is back. I 
hope he is now enjoying very good 
heal th after the ordeal he went 
through. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the chairman of the subcommittee for 
his concerns, and I want to thank ev
erybody for all their concerns. It was 
most heartening to have that kind of 
support, and I am glad to get rid of the 
pain in this leg and be able to stand 
here and look at the Members without 
having to grimace. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
[Mr. WYDEN]. 

Mr. WYDEN. First, Mr. Chairman, I 
want to commend the chairman of the 
subcommittee, the gentleman from Il
linois [Mr. YATES], for an exceptional 
job, as he always does, and especially 
for his handling of the many important 
issues for us in the Pacific Northwest. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
the chairman of the subcommittee and 
the distinguished Member from Wash
ington, Mr. DICKS, for their fine efforts 
to begin the work of restoring the 
salmon populations in the Pacific 
Northwest. This bill includes signifi
cant funding for the restoration of crit
ical salmon habitat-$30 million-that 
will help restore the salmon presence 
that is so critical to the Pacific North
west's economy and regional identity. 

Although a variety of human devel
opment activities have historically de
graded watershed ecosystems and salm
on habitat, forest management prac
tice&-in particular road building
have significantly contributed to the 
dangerous demise of Pacific Northwest 
watersheds. 

An early indicator of the demise of 
our rivers and streams is the over 100 
populations of fish-including salmon, 
steelhead, trout, and char-that have 
been driven to extinction. 

This devastation may be only the tip 
of the iceberg. Over 200 additional fish 
populations are currently at risk of ex
tinction in the region, as well as over 
100 species of riparian associated ani
mals. 
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In late March, Mr. DICKS, myself, and 

other Members from the Northwest 
sent a letter to the President asking 
for his support for fish restoration, and 
I'm happy to report that this effort has 
received the strong support we re
quested. 

I applaud the subcommittee for its 
outstanding work to restore riparian 
habitats in the Pacific Northwest and 
urge this House to support their efforts 
and vote for this bill. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington , DC, March 31, 1993. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: As members of Con
gress from the Pacific Northwest, we are 
writing to express our appreciation that you 
are coming to our region Friday for the For
est Conference. You and the Vice-President 
are to be commended for your commitment 
" to a balanced and comprehensive long-term 
policy that recognizes the importance of the 
forests and timber to the economy and jobs 
in the region as well as the importance of 
America's precious old-growth forest .. . " 

Your Administration has shown a great 
willingness to listen first-hand to our con
stituents, and give our friends and neighbors 
the opportunity to share their views about 
forestry, and for that we are most appre
ciative. 

Northwest residents will share their views 
with you Friday about many important is
sues, and we would like to offer for your con
sideration an idea that may not have yet 
come to your attention: the funding of criti
cally needed fish restoration and enhance
ment projects could be partially addressed 
through revenues that have long been used 
for building roads. 

By using funds no longer required for road 
construction, to help bring back fish runs in 
our streams and rivers you would be sending 
a very powerful message that the forestry of 
tomorrow will be very different than that of 
the past. 

New forestry management policies based 
on the needs of our entire ecosystem require 
a new relationship between the forests and 
the fish habitats and developing this new re
lationship could receive a healthy boost 
through the proposal we make today . 

We hope that you will incorporate our sug
gestion into your upcoming budget proposals 
and that you make this idea a part of the 
comprehensive solution to the management 
of Northwest natural resources. 

Sincerely, 
RON WYDEN. 
JOLENE UNSOELD. 
NORM DICKS. 
ELIZABETH FURSE. 
MIKE KOPETSKI. 
AL SWIFT. 
MARIA CANTWELL. 
PETE DEFAZIO. 

Mr. Chairman, again I want to com
mend the gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. DICKS] for all the work he has 
done, and I yield to him. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. 
WYDEN] for his kind words, and I want 
him to know that the Washington and 
Oregon delegations and the Members 
from northern California are working 
together on this issue. 

I would also like to give the gentle
woman from Washington [Mrs. 
UNSOELD] an opportunity to express 
her concerns. She has been a leader in 

our State, working with me on this im
portant matter. 

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I want to com
mend my colleagues from Washington 
State and Oregon and my chairman, 
because they have all gotten the Presi
dent 's plan started before he had it 
ready to present to the public. The 
work they have done on this restora
tion, I say to the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. DICKS], is just phe
nomenal. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will continue to yield, I think 
one thing that is so great is that we 
have had Cabinet Secretaries come out 
and look at this. We have had examples 
in Oregon where we had the Pacific 
Rivers Council and other groups in
volved. I think this is the way to go in 
the future. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. COLEMAN]. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to thank the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. YATES] for yielding 
this time to me, and I rise in support of 
the fiscal year 1994 appropriation bill 
for the Departments of the Interior and 
Energy. 

Mr. Chairman, as a new member of the 
House Appropriations Subcommittee on Inte
rior and Related Agencies, I am pleased to ex
press my support for H.R. 2520, the fiscal 
year 1994 appropriations bill for the Depart
ments of Interior and Energy. I also want to 
commend the leadership of Chairman SIDNEY 
YATES and the ranking member, RALPH REG
ULA, for crafting a bill which falls within the 
section 602(b) discretionary allocation for both 
budget authority and outlays. 

The bill reflects the many hours of commit
tee hearings this year which highlighted the 
great needs of our National Park System; wild
life refuges; national forests; issues related to 
the health, education, and welfare of native 
Americans; and funding for important energy 
initiatives, including research and development 
of alternative fuels. 

I want to thank my colleagues on the com
mittee for supporting my efforts to enhance 
Department of Interior and Energy activities 
along the United States-Mexico border region. 
For example, the bill contains provisions to up
grade National Park Service facilities and 
services in Texas, particularly at Chamizal Na
tional Memorial, Guadalupe Mountains Na
tional Park, and Big Bend National Park. Ttie 
legislation also calls for a study of the Camino 
Real in west Texas and New Mexico for inclu
sion of the National Trails System and review 
of the El Paso historic missions for inclusion in 
the National Park System. The bill also sup
ports activities of the National Park Service's 
Office of Mexican Affairs which relates to co
operative efforts and initiatives with our south
ern neighbor. Finally, I want to thank the com
mittee for adopting report language supporting 
a resource inventory along the Southwest bor
der region. 

In closing, I want to thank the subcommittee 
staff for their excellent work in support of the 
subcommittee's work. I commend this bill to 
my colleagues and urge its passage. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I have no 
further requests for time. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. CLINGER]. 

0 1210 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today because I am deeply concerned 
about the timber sales program in our 
national forests. President Clinton in
cluded a $46 million decrease in the 
budget targeted toward reducing 
below-cost timber sales. However, I un
derstand .that during the appropria
tions process this funding has been fur
ther reduced for the timber sales pro
gram. I am not sure that any funding 
reduction for the timber sales program 
will achieve the goal of eliminating 
below-cost timber sales. In fact, I be
lieve that this may very well be a case 
of cutting off our nose to spite our 
face. 

I am one of many Members that have 
a national forest in my district, the Al
legheny Forest in Pennsylvania. This 
forest is an above-cost forest, one that 
returns funds to the U.S. Treasury 
every year. In fact, last year we re
turned close to $3 million to the Treas
ury. Yet this decrease in funds will 
probably mean that my forest, like 
many others, will suffer even though it 
is fiscally and environmentally well 
managed. For every $1 spent in the Al
legheny National Forest, $6.50 is re
turned. In addition, such a decrease in 
funds, ironically, will make it very dif
ficult for the Allegheny Forest man
agers to properly administer and man
age timber sales contracts. 

But beyond this, we must look at 
what this type of a decrease will do to 
our Nation's economy and jobs. I un
derstand that the level recommended 
for the timber program is now 4.1 bil
lion board feet-the lowest level in 
over 4 years. What does this mean? It 
means less jobs. It means fewer hous
ing starts. It means higher housing 
prices. And it means that we are fur
ther slowing down economic recovery. I 
don't think that this is the direction 
that any of us want to go. 

We do need to address these very 
complex timber sales policy issues 
carefully through other channels. 
These are not simple issues that have 
simple answers. I understand that the 
administration plans to do so adminis
tratively. In doing so, though, I hope 
that we will first be looking toward 
trimming the fat in the program to en
sure that the Forest Service becomes 
more cost efficient. This includes some 
resolution of the appeals process which 
has thwarted the timber sales program. 
In the last 2 years over 3,000 adminis
trative appeals were filed, many of 
which are not serious but are simply 
used to hamstring the process. These 
appeals are costing taxpayers millions. 

I urge the Forest Service to resolve 
this issue and other contentious issues 
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as quickly as possible to ensure that 
we get the timber sales program back 
on track. I also urge sufficient funding 
of the timber sales program. If we con
tinue along the path we are on, we will 
end up wiping out one more domestic 
industry. And we just cannot afford to 
do this. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali

. fornia [Mr. HERGER]. 
Mr. HERGER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

strong opposition to the Interior appro
priations bill because of the drastic re
ductions in the Forest Service timber 
sale program. Despite the fact that 75 
to 85 percent of our national forests in 
California are already totally off limits 
to timber harvesting, the extreme envi
ronmentalists have used endless litiga
tion and abuse of the appeals process to 
bring the timber sale program to a 
stands till on even the remaining 15 to 
25 percent of land available. As a re
sult, thousands have lost their jobs, 
families are being torn apart, and 
whole communities are being destroyed 
by this economic adversity. 

At a time when economic growth and 
jobs are the No. 1 issue in the minds of 
the American people, this legislation 
will increase the already intolerable 
unemployment in timber-dependent 
communities. The administration's 
budget request for the Federal timber 
sale program was the lowest in 40 
years. By dramatically reducing the 
timber sale program even further below 
the administration's request, this bill 
is certain to aggravate the timber cri
sis in California, Oregon, and Washing
ton. 

Moreover, the economic impacts of 
this legislation will go well beyond 
California and the Pacific Northwest. 
The unwarranted reduction in harvests 
from Federal lands will continue to 
cause further increases in the price of 
lumber as demand picks up with any 
economic recovery. This will affect vir
tually all Americans. Voting for this 
legislation is a vote to price thousands 
of Americans out of the affordable 
home market. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to oppose this legislation. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wyo
ming [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair
man, I rise for two reasons. One is to 
thank the leadership of this committee 
for their cooperation and efforts to 
work with all of us on this important 
bill, and second, is to comment on the 
importance of this Interior appropria
tions bill to the West, particularly to 
those of us who live in public land 
States, and Wyoming is 50 percent 
owned by the Federal Government. So 
the decisions made with regard to the 
management of the resources in the 
West has a very direct impact on our 
economic future. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to tell you that 
some of the things that we ask for, 

some of the things that we work with, 
are not for us. They are public facili
ties, such as Yellowstone, such as 
Teton, those kinds of facilities. So let 
me make just a couple of points. 

One is it seems to me we have to be 
very careful to maintain those facili
ties that are very important to this 
country. I think we have tended to au
thorize more new projects than we 
ought to and taken away the oppor
tunity and the resources to protect 
those that we have, such as Yosemite, 
such as Yellowstone, · and such as 
Teton, and it becomes a very difficult 
thing to do. 

Second, I think we need to look at, 
and the committee has given us some 
encouragement to look at, the matter 
of royalty collections and MMS. These 
are important features, both to the 
Federal Government and to the States. 
It has become apparent that the States 
can collect their resources, mineral 
royalties, much less expensively than 
MMS, and we are in the process of tak
ing a look at that. 

Third, we need to continue to work 
at the notion of multiple use and uti
lizing the resources we have on public 
lands, both from their economic value 
and the environmental value. These are 
really issues which are pivotal to the 
economy and the well-being of Wyo
ming. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the 
leadership for this bill and their co
operation in developing it. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, there are a couple of 
points I want to make. First of all, 
when you put the calculations in the 
terms similar to what we have used in 
the past, in real terms this is only 4.5 
percent above last year's funding. 
When you allocate that against the 
enormous demands on our public lands, 
it is a very modest increase. 

As the Chairman has pointed out 
very clearly, we are under the Presi
dent's request and we are under the 
602(b) allocation. The members of the 
subcommittee worked very diligently 
to respond to the 300 Members' request, 
plus all the outside interest groups, 
and at the same time has been fiscally 
responsible. 

The second point I would like to 
make, that I did not earlier in the 
statement make, is the fact that we 
get millions of foreign visitors that 
come to our national parks. I think 
this is a real tribute to the leadership 
in the Department of the Interior, the 
quality of programs they offer. It is a 
tribute to the personnel in the Depart
ment, all up and down the line, because 
they provide for our foreign visitors a 

. very meaningful experience, and this in 
turn brings many more to our shores. 
It certainly helps us in our balance of 
payments problems because these visi
tors not only go to the Grand Canyons 
and the Yellowstones and the Yosem-

ites, but they also visit other parts of 
America. I think this is a point that we 
should keep in mind, and it is a real 
tribute to the management of our 
parks and to what we do in this bill. 

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of the Porter-Synar-Schenk amend
ment intended to protect roadless areas in our 
national forests. In my State of Oregon, the 
hard-to-reach, unlogged, forest areas have 
been the key to the survival of the watersheds 
which support our salmon populations. 

To me, this amendment is not just about a 
way to get access to more timber. It is an 
issue that triggers a .chain reaction. The build
ing of new roads in these currently untouched 
areas would result in increased disturbance, 
which results in habitat degradation through 
erosion and siltation of our streams, causing 
declining watershed conditions, and threatens 
the survival of fish populations dependent on 
healthy river and stream conditions. The salm
on populations of the Northwest support many 
of my constituents whose livelihoods depend 
on commercial and recreational salmon fish
eries. Too many of our watershed areas on 
Federal lands have been ruined as a result of 
activities associated with logging and cattle 

· grazing .allowed by our agencies. 
A priority of the President's forest plan is to 

protect watersheds that support fisheries. This 
amendment would contribute to that priority by 
protecting currently undisturbed watershed 
areas located outside of the reserve areas 
protected in the President's forest plan. 

I believe it is extremely important to retain 
the integrity of areas as yet undisturbed. 
These areas have remained untouched for a 
reason. These are the precarious and difficult
to-log lands that have, until now, been re
jected by timber interests. They consist of 
steeply graded terrain and fragile soils. Such 
difficult areas are more than likely to be the 
most costly areas to build roads and conduct 
logging. Additionally, nearly all new timber site 
areas result in below-cost timber sales, largely 
due to the work involved to obtain access to 
these areas. Below-cost means that it costs 
the Government, at the expense of taxpayers, 
more to administer logging activities than it 
makes by the timber sales. 

This type of practice just doesn't make 
sense. Our taxpayers pay for roads to allow 
private entities to turn a sizable profit from 
Federal timber, and to allow new inroads in 
the decline of natural systems dependent on 
these forests. We need to reexamine business 
as usual, and encourage activities that protect 
and manage for future generations the lands 
we hold in public trust. I urge my colleagues 
to support the Porter-Synar-Schenk amend
ment. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I want to com
mend the Appropriations Committee for includ
ing in this bill a provision which would place a 
1-year moratorium on the Interior Department 
from finalizing an ill-conceived proposed rule 
involving the issue of valid existing rights. 

In July, 1991, the Interior Department pro
posed a regulation pertaining to the question 
of whether or not we will sanction surface coal 
mining operations in units of the National Park 
System, the Forest System, and within buffer 
zones around homes, cemeteries, and roads. 
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This proposal, which represented a throw

back to the Jim Watt philosophy of land man
agement, has yet to be withdrawn by the new 
administration. 

It would be my preference that this issue be 
settled immediately. However, as it stands, the 
ability to deal with this matter in a regulatory 
forum may have been jeopardized by interven
ing circumstances. 

Because of this situation, it is essential that 
we continue through fiscal year 1994 a 1-year 
moratorium on finalizing this proposed rule 
that was enacted as part of last year's Na
tional Energy Act. 

The extension of this moritorium hopefully 
would enable either the Interior Department or 
the Congress to have the opportunity to settle 
this matter once and for all. 

I would also note that this bill contains the 
budget request for State Reclamation Program 
grants under the abandoned mine reclamation 
fund. 

While this amount, $135 million, is less than 
the $200 million I believe the States can read
ily spend in fiscal year 1994, I can appreciate 
the extremely tight budgetary constraints to 
which this bill has been subjected. 

We should not underestimate the fact that 
reclamation construction projects not only im
prove the coalfield environment, but help alle
viate the unemployment situation in some se
verely depressed areas of the country. 

Finally, I would continue to caution the Ap
propriations Committee to closely monitor the 
Office of Surface Mining's alleged simplified 
grant funding pilot project. 

This initiative represents a last ditch effort 
by Bush administration political appointees 
who, under their new federalism banner, 
sought to further weaken the agency's ability 
to conduct oversight of both State regulatory 
and abandoned mine reclamation programs. 

To this end, I would urge the Interior De
partment to immediately rescind an 11th-hour 
Bush administration directive to OSM field of
fices stipulating that they are not to question 
the priority ranking given by a State prior to 
approving funding for an AML project. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, the Chair has 
properly sustained a point of order against in
clusion in this appropriations bill of provisions 
to change the method for setting the grazing 
fee for public rangelands managed by the Bu
reau of Land Management and the Forest 
Service. That provision clearly constituted leg
islation on an appropriations measure. But that 
is not the end of the issue. 

The subject of grazing fees is a matter with
in the jurisdiction of the Committee on Natural 
Resources, and in fact our committee has or
dered reported a bill to which a grazing fee 
amendment will be offered. That is H.R. 2530, 
a bill to reauthorize appropriations for the Bu
reau of Land Management, for which the Nat
ural Resources Committee intends to seek an 
open rule that would allow the House to work 
its will on grazing fees. 

I fully support reform of rangeland manage
ment, including revision of the current grazing 
fee structure, and have introduced a bill-H.R. 
1602-dealing with that subject. The adminis
tration also has indicated its intention to work 
to improve the management of the nationally 
owned rangelands. 

So, we should understand what has just 
happened. While the grazing fee provisions 

have been deleted from this appropriation bill, 
Members should note that the House soon will 
have an opportunity to revisit this and related 
issues on their merits, in the proper legislative 
context. I urge all supporters of rangeland re
form to join in making good use of that oppor
tunity. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of H.R. 2520, a bill making appropria
tions for the Department of the Interior and re
lated agencies for fiscal year 1994. 

The chairman of the Interior Subcommittee, 
Mr. YATES, and the ranking minority member, 
Mr. REGULA, are to be commended for the 
very fine job they did in this particularly difficult 
year. 

This bill, like all of the appropriations bills 
brought before the House this year, is an ex
tremely prudent bill. This bill is below the 
spending ceilings for budget authority and out
lays provided to the subcommittee from the 
passage of the budget resolution. 

It is over one quarter of $1 billion below the 
President's budget request. Specifically, the 
committee cut $253.2 million from the Presi
dent's budget request. 

The bill also provides 20 percent less fund
ing than last year for land acquisition from the 
land and water conservation fund . The com
mittee provided just $222.6 million for LWCF 
activities, including the State assistance, $56 
million less than last year. 

Despite the very severe spending restraints 
imposed on the committee and reflected in the 
bill, the measure before us today does a great 
deal to protect and allow for the better man
agement of our natural resources, improve the 
health and educational opportunities of the na
tive American population, and advance re
search and development in energy efficiency 
and fossil fuel technologies. 

In particular, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
thank the chairman and the ranking minority 
member for their ongoing attention to the 
many demands which my own State of Califor
nia places on this very important bill. The 
members of the subcommittee have always 
paid very careful attention to, and have largely 
met, these competing needs. Despite the se
vere budget restraints imposed on the commit
tee, this year was no different. 

I am particularly grateful for the assistance 
of the committee in meeting the many land ac
quisition needs of my part of the State. The 
bill provides $4 million to continue U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife willing seller acquisitions for the 
Sacramento River National Wildlife Refuge, 
$800,000 for the SLM to purchase acreage 
around Fish Creek, a very important part of 
the Cache Creek watershed, and $1.5 million 
for acquisitions in the Consumnes River water
shed and $1 million to initiate Federal acquisi
tion of land as part of the Stone Lakes Na
tional Wildlife Refuge. 

I also appreciate the committee's continued 
support for the Santini-Burton single-family lot 
acquisition program in the Lake Tahoe Basin 
to help reduce erosion and water quality deg
radation in Lake Tahoe. 

Mr. Chairman, despite my strong support for 
the bill, I would like to point out to the Mem
bers that this is the third year in a row that my 
coHeagues and I in the northern part of the 
State have requested funding to initiate work 
on a visitor center as part of the Lassen Vol-

canic National Park. The Lassen Volcanic Na
tional Park is the only national park in the 
lower 48 States that does not have a visitor 
center. 

Lassen Volcanic National Park and Forest, 
which will jointly run the interpretive center 
within their existing budgets, together receive 
over 2 million visitor days per year. And, the 
Lassen ranks 3d out of 18 parks in region 5 
in terms of fees collected. 

Local matching contributions have been 
raised. The Lassen Volcanic National Park 
Foundation which is coordinating the private 
sector efforts has committed to raise $1.1 mil
lion of the $3.6 million price tag. 

So, this is a very worthwhile project and I 
am very disappointed the committee was un
able to provide funding for this important ef
fort. But I encourage the committee to con
tinue to look for ways to start work on this im
portant and modest proposal. 

Mr. Chairman, at this time, I also want to 
express my opposition to the provision in the 
bill which would increase grazing fees for use 
of public lands. As you know, Mr. Chairman, 
the House approved a similar provision as part 
of the fiscal year 1993 Interior appropriations 
bill. It is my belief, however, that the grazing 
fee formula used in the bill is based on erro
neous data, is arbitrary, and does not include 
all of the costs associated with use of public 
grazing lands. Therefore, the grazing fee in
crease contained in the bill will not lead to 
market-based assessments for use of public 
rangelands. 

This said, I also believe that the current 
grazing fee formula, developed in the Public 
Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978 [PRIA], 
needs to be reformed and a grazing fee in
crease may be warranted. The new formula 
should reflect prevailing economic conditions, 
similar to private sector leases. The new for
mula should include production costs like fenc
ing, water improvement, roads, and predator 
control. These costs are included in private 
leases, but are not included in the formula 
being considered today. And, the new formula 
should include the forage value. 

Perhaps more importantly, we have a new 
administration that has · committed itself to ad
dressing this issue. Secretary Babbitt is now 
developing an incentive-based fee system to 
resolve some of the deficiencies of the PRIA 
formula. Secretary Babbitt has already held 
grazing meetings in four Western States and 
will unveil a comprehensive Federal grazing 
reform plan by August 1 . I would strongly en
courage my colleagues to let this process un
fold before initiating a more arbitrary increase 
in the current grazing fee. 

Clearly, Congress has the responsibility to 
protect public lands and to require users of 
these lands to pay their fair share for its use. 
Yet, we also have the responsibility to ensure 
that the policies we enact to achieve this end 
are based on sound data. Mr. Chairman, let's 
give Secretary Babbitt an opportunity to lead 
in this area. Let's give him the opportunity to 
develop a real and sound grazing fee policy 
that will protect public lands and protect a 
fragile livestock industry which uses these 
lands. Let's strike the grazing fee provision 
from this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, again, H.R. 2520 is a good 
bill, and again I urge its adoption. 
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Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I would like 

to thank the chairman of the subcommittee Mr. 
YATES, ranking member Mr. REGULA, chairman 
of the full Interior Appropriations Committee 
Mr. NATCHER, and ranking member Mr. 
MCDADE and the members of the Interior Ap
propriations Subcommittee for their recognition 
of the significant contributions and needs of 
south-central Pennsylvania in regards to his
toric preservation. Specifically, I appreciate the 
support for Gettysburg and the Gettysburg Na
tional Military Park where one of the most sig- · 
nificant battles of the Civil War was fought. 

The appropriation in this bill allows us to 
continue to implement the Gettysburg National 
Military Park boundary legislation which was 
passed in 1990 and sets a final and perma
nent boundary for the park. While the commit
tee recognizes we still have a long way to go, 
this appropriation is a significant step in the 
process of implementing the final boundary. 
The boundary law protects the significant his
torical areas and provides the communities the 
ability to plan effectively. I am especially 
pleased the committee has approved 
$100,000 in technical and planning assistance 
which will allow local governments to manage 
lands adjacent to park areas consistent with 
the values of the park. 

Again, I appreciate the committee's consid
eration in assisting the residents of south
central Pennsylvania in preserving and pro
moting our American heritage. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I rise to bring my 
colleagues' attention to the Department of En
ergy research funding for the metal casting in
dustry included in H.R. 2520. 

H.R. 2520 contains $1.5 million dedicated 
solely to increasing international competitive
ness in the metal casting industry, and private 
industry will contribute an equal amount of 
matching funds to this initiative. 

While I am pleased that the chairman in
cluded these much needed research funds in 
the fiscal year 1994 Interior appropriations bill, 
it is unfortunate that this $1.5 million will not 
be sufficient to support metal casting exten
sion centers to disseminate the results of this 
research and development program. Without 
these extension centers, many small- and me
dium-sized metal casting companies in Rhode 
Island may find it more difficult to access this 
information. In light of this, I would urge the 
Department of Energy to use its existing com
munication methods to convey this information 
to smaller metal casting companies. 

In addition, I urge the Department of Energy 
and its private industry partners in this pro
gram to concentrate on the competitiveness of 
small metal casting corporations when choos
ing research proposals. 

I commend the subcommittee and Chairman 
YATES for recognizing the need to preserve 
and enhance our Nation's metal casting indus
try, and I urge the Subcommittee to strongly 
consider funding the extension center proposal 
in the future. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup
port of H.R. 2520, appropriations for the De
partment of the Interior and related agencies. 

Funds appropriated through the Fish and 
Wildlife Service and the National Park Service 
have been crucial in New Jersey's effort to 
protect and preserve important habitat and 
naturally, historically and environmentally sig-

nificant resources in one of the fastest growing 
States in the Nation. 

I am pleased that the committee rec
ommended $300,000 for acquisition of prop
erties into the E.B. Forsythe National Wildlife 
Refuge. This amount is necessary to follow 
through with the National Park Service's cur
rent negotiations to purchase historical prop
erty in Port Republic and incorporate it into the 
adjacent refuge. 

This property holds great significance for the 
State and the Nation as the historic site known 
as Chestnut Neck. It was here that Fort Hill, 
a Revolutionary War encampment, was lo
cated which served to protect shipping and 
privateering during the American Revolution
ary War. The site is also the location of a bat
tleground at which a large contingent of Con
tinental soldiers was massacred by a British 
raiding party in 1788 while the community of 
Chestnut Neck was burned to the ground. 

I am also pleased that funds have been in
cluded to expand the Cape May National Wild
life Refuge. The refuge provides critical habitat 
for a myriad of local and migrating birds and 
many threatened, rare and endangered plant 
and animal species. These species have the 
Cape May Refuge as their best change of sur
vival. Moreover, these Wetlands are vitally im
portant to Cape May County for aquifer re
charge, flood storage, and shore stabilization. 

Although the appropriation to expand the 
refuge falls short of current requirements, the 
recommended $2 million will nevertheless en
able the service to follow through with some 
options and negotiations now in progress. 

Last year Congress designated some 129 
miles of the Great Egg Harbor River as com
ponents of the National Wild and Scenic Riv
ers Sys1em. This was a landmark occasion for 
New Jersey-the State's first wild and scenic 
river. This watershed constitutes a major 
source of drinking water and hosts many rec
reational, cultural and historical points of inter
est. 

The committee recommendation for $81,000 
in the general management planning account 
will enable the National Park Service to assist 
in the development of local river management 
plans, in preparing the comprehensive river 
protection plan, and in entering into agree
ments with local, State, and other Federal 
groups. These funds are necessary to prevent 
further delay in carrying out the goals of this 
designation and provide long-term protection 
to this unique natural resource. 

I am also pleased that the committee in
cluded $550,000 for the New Jersey Coastal 
Heritage Trail. The recommended level of 
$330,000 in Park support and $255,000 in 
construction will enable the trail to meet the 
required needs for its operation as well as to 
continue development of signs and an inter
pretive program. The continued success of the 
New Jersey Coastal Heritage Trail will build 
greater public support for the identification and 
preservation of important cultural, historical, 
and ecological treasures in south Jersey and 
throughout the country. 

I understand that concern has been ex
pressed by the authorizing committee that the 
trail has exceeded its authorization level. I 
want to assure the committee that I will work 
with my colleagues to review the project and 
to pass reauthorization language this session 

that realistically reflects the current and antici
pated future needs of the trail. 

In the meantime, I urge my colleagues to 
support fiscal year 1994 funding for the trail. 
Indeed, the trail has been successfully funded 
since its implementation and consequently has 
made significant progress. Eliminating this 
support at this time without providing the op
portunity for sufficient review and reauthoriza
tion would cause undue hardship for the trail 
and hinder the advances made to date. 

These projects represent rare opportunities 
to preserve the important environmental, cul
tural, and historical values of New Jersey and 
the Nation. In the face of increasing devel
opmental pressures in one of the fastest grow
ing State in the Nation, it is important to pro
tect these resources while the opportunity still 
exists. 

Despite these austere times and the nec
essary budget cuts, this bill reflects Interior's 
strong commitment to the preservation and 
protection of our natural and historical re
sources. This is a rational bill and I urge my 
colleagues' support for its passage. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 2520, the Department of the 
Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations 
Act of 1994. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee on Native 
American Affairs, I commend the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Interior Appropriations 
for his good work in the area of Indian Affairs. 
I am especially pleased with the sections of 
the bill which address the Bureau of Indian Af
fairs and the Indian Health Service. 

In the Bureau of Indian Affairs budget, I 
support the recommendation of an increase in 
the tribal priority allocations. These funds sup
port the concept of tribal self-determination by 
providing tribes with the opportunity to be di
rectly involved in establishing tribal priorities 
and related funding levels on an annual basis. 
Many tribes are expected to use these funds 
for badly underfunded law enforcement and 
courts programs. 

In BIA education construction, I support the 
committee's recommendation for school con
struction. There are currently 16 schools of the 
BIA construction priority list that have needs 
that will hopefully be addressed by this bill. 

I agree with the increase of funds for re
sources management for the Navajo Indian ir
rigation project, a project, which has been au
thorized for 31 years but not fully funded. Also 
included is an earmark for the Pueblo of 
Jemez irrigation project. I fully support these 
recommendations which are critical to eco
nomic development for both these Indian 
tribes. 

Also important to economic development 
are the loan programs within the BIA. I sup
port the committee's recommendation that the 
Indian Direct Loan Program be increased by 
$5 million and that the Indian Guaranteed 
Loan Program be increased by $3 million. 
These programs will stimulate new businesses 
on reservations across the country. 

In the area of Indian health services, I fully 
support the recommendation for Indian health 
services budget for fiscal year 1994. Indians 
have the highest rates of diabetes, tuber
culosis, and fetal alcohol syndrome in the 
country. This modest increase is badly 
needed. 
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I am pleased to see that the committee sup

ports self-determination and a greater tribal 
role in decisionmaking on key issues of Indian 
health. This bill recommends a $26 million in
crease in contract support funding over the 
1993 enacted level and that staffing reductions 
are to be achieved through increased use of 
tribal contracting. This is the direction we 
should be heading in Indian affairs with more 
power and responsibilities shifting to the 
tribes. 

Mr. Chairman, Indian tribes are in dire need 
of these resources, especially in the area of 
health care. I urge my colleagues to support 
this bill. 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
support of this bill and to commend the com
mittee for including an important level of fund
ing for U.S. Forest Service land acquisition in 
the Los Padres National Forest. 

I applaud the committee for its commitment 
in providing $2 million for Forest Service land 
preservation in the Big Sur area of California's 
central coast, which includes the Sur Sur 
Ranch. Sur Sur Ranch is located on the ocean 
facing slopes of the Santa Lucia Mountains 
and its property extends from mountain ridges 
to the Pacific. This undisturbed property is 
characterized by wide expanses of grassy 
meadows, dense redwood forests, and rugged 
cliffs. From its crests, campers and hikers can 
enjoy sweeping vistas of rocky coastline and 
dramatic seas to the west, with interior pine, 
oak and chaparral-covered hills to the east. 
Acquisition of the property is necessary to pro
tect Sur Sur's many natural scenic and wildlife 
resources and to secure access to this impor
tant stretch of Big Sur for future generations. 

The Congress included in last year's appro
priations measure funding necessary to begin 
acquisition of this pristine 1,714-acre property. 
After considerable delay, the first stage of the 
projected two-phase purchase is nearing com
pletion. With funding provided under this bill, 
the Forest Service may continue under .the 
congressional mandate to preserve this land in 
the public domain. 

Also, Mr. Chairman, I wish to praise the 
leadership of the committee for including a 
moratorium on oil and gas leasing in the Outer 
Continental Shelf. It is imperative that the 
Congress continue to preserve these sensitive 
areas through this moratorium as the adminis
tration works to establish permanent protec
tions. 

Again, I commend the chairman and the 
committee for approving this important legisla
tion and I urge my colleagues to support its 
passage. 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. I am sad to say that we 
have heard a wide range of ridiculous reasons 
today why we should not fund the National 
Endowment for the Arts. 

Critics have come up with wild ideas rang
ing from the idea that art somehow ruins the 
minds of our children to the even more fanciful 
idea that we must choose between money for 
flood relief and money for artists. 

Unfortunately, I don't believe we have heard 
nearly enough about the obvious, common 
sense reasons to support fully funding, and 
working to increase funding, for the NEA. 

Let me ask my colleagues who feel that our 
communities gain nothing aesthetically or cul
turally from-which I believe is an indefensible 

and illogical position-to support the NEA for 
a quite different reason. 

Quite simply, supporting the arts because 
the arts are one of our Nation's leading tools 
of economic development. 

Let me tell you something about the district 
I represent. 

In neighborhoods from Wicker Park to 
Pilsen to Bucktown, the fabric of my commu
nity is being made stronger by Chicagoans 
who are involved in the arts. 

All through my neighborhood, poets and 
musicians and actors are helping to revitalize 
areas that have long been neglected. 

They are creating jobs by opening galleries 
and theaters. They are improving our housing 
by investing their dollars in buildings that have 
fallen into disrepair. They are making my 
neighborhood safer by working with young 
people. 

So when opponents of the NEA say we can
not afford to fund the arts, I say that in the 
Fourth Congressional District of Chicago, we 
simply cannot afford to allow the arts to go un
funded. 

Quite simply, while I strongly believe that 
the cultural contributions the arts make to our 
Nation is more than enough to support NEA 
funding. 

But I know there are some in this body who 
disagree with me. 

So I rise today to strongly encourage my 
colleagues who feel that the contributions of 
their symphony orchestras or community youth 
choirs, their neighborhood theaters and art 
museums and galleries are not enough for the 
NEA to deserve their support, to support this 
bill because it means jobs in their district. 

Please, consider these factors and join me 
in giving your strongest support to full funding 
of the National Endowment for the Arts. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of the National Endowment for the 
Arts [NEA] and in opposition to proposals that 
have been mentioned that would undermine-
or worse yet, destroy-this invaluable institu
tion. Quite frankly, the Endowment has be
come a target for right wing ideologues who 
look to the distant past, ignoring important re
forms that have already been made, and re
fusing to look to the future. 

Today, there is no good reason at all for this 
Congress to be attacking the Endowment. In 
fact, when it comes to being a cost-effective 
operation, few in Washington can compare 
with the tremendous ripple effect that accrues 
from our investment in the NEA. The grants 
are provided to promote the arts throughout 
this diverse Nation of ours are supplemented 
over and over again by private support. 

Some in this body might say, then why not 
leave it to the private sector? Well, let me tell 
why, my friends. Support from the Endow
ment-which comes only after a thorough and 
vigorous peer review process-serves, in 
many ways, as an important seal of approval 
for struggling artistic endeavors. Seed money 
from the Endowment tells individuals who are 
supportive of the arts that here is a project 
that has real merit and reflects serious artistic 
talent. It says, this is one worth investing in. 

And those investments reap incredible re
wards for our society. I would hazard to guess 
that every Member of this House has seen the 
results of the Endowment's work in their own 

communities. I know that I have seen the ar
tistic successes which the Endowment has 
supported: in New Rochelle's schools, at 
Mamaroneck's Emelin Theatre, and through
out the New York metropolitan area. And 
those endeavors enrich the lives of our com
munities, and they help artists in the formula
tive years of their careers who go on to create 
works, on canvas, with their voices, and on 
the stage, that touch Americans from coast to 
coast. 

I call on my colleagues today to look back 
on the great contributions the National Endow
ment for the Arts has made to our society over 
the last three decades. Managing this bill is 
our esteemed colleague, Chairman S10 YATES, 
who is indeed the father of the NEA. He was 
present at the creation of the Endowment, and 
he has nurtured it for these many years into 
an organization that has broad support around 
the Nation. He has done so by insisting that 
artistic merit be the driving force behind the 
NEA. 

And I call on you to look forward, to the po
tential that the Endowment, if properly funded, 
can offer for the future quality of life in our Na
tion. Support the Endowment and oppose at
tacks on its effectiveness. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time . 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 2520 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled , That the following sums 
are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated , for the 
Department of the Interior and related agen
cies for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1994, and for other purposes, namely: 

TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES 

For expenses necessary for protection, use, 
improvement, development, disposal, cadas
tral surveying, classification, and perform
ance of other functions, including mainte
nance of facilities , as authorized by law, in 
the management of lands and their resources 
under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land 
Management, including the general adminis
tration of the Bureau of Land Management, 
$595,040,000, of which the following amounts 
shall remain available until expended: 
$1,462,000 to be derived from the special re
ceipt account established by section 4 of the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 
1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 4601-6a(i)), and 
$69,418,000 for the Automated Land and Min
eral Record System Project: Provided, That 
appropriations herein made shall not be 
available for the destruction of healthy, 
unadopted, wild horses and burros in the 
care of the Bureau of Land Management or 
its contractors; and in addition, $15,300,000 
for Mining Law Administration program op
erations to remain available through Sep
tember 30, 1994, to be reduced by amounts 
collected by the Bureau of Land Manage
ment and credited to this appropriation from 
annual mining claim fees so as to result in a 
final fiscal year 1994 appropriation estimated 
at not more than $595,040,000: Provided fur
ther, That in addition to funds otherwise 
available, not to exceed $5,000,000 from an
nual mining claim fees shall be credited to 
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this account for the costs of administering 
the mining claim fee program, and shall re
main available until expended. 

FIRE PROTECTION 

For necessary expenses for fire manage
ment, emergency rehabilitation, fire 
presuppression and preparedness, and other 
related emergency actions by the Depart
ment of the Interior, $117 ,143,000 , to remain 
available until expended. 

EMERGENCY DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
FIREFIGHTING FUND 

For emergency rehabilitation, severity 
presuppression, and wildfire suppression ac
tivities of the Department of the Interior, 
$116,674,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided , That such funds also are 
available for repayment of advances to other 
appropriation accounts from which funds 
were previously transferred for such pur
poses: Pr ovided further , That notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, persons hired 
pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 1469 may be furnished 
subsistence and lodging without cost from 
funds available from this appropriation: Pro
vided further, That only amounts for emer
gency rehabili ta ti on and wildfire suppression 
activities that are in excess of the average of 
such costs for the previous ten years shall be 
considered " emergency requirements" pur
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985. 

CONSTRUCTION AND ACCESS 

For acquisition of lands and interests 
therein, and construction of buildings, recre
ation facilities , roads, trails, and appur
tenant facilities, $7,167,000, to remain avail
able until expended. 

PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES 

For expenses necessary to implement the 
Act of October 20, 1976 (31 U.S.C. 6901- 07), 
$104,108,000, of which not to exceed $400,000 
shall be available for administrative ex
penses. 

LAND ACQUISITION 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of sections 205, 206, and 318(d) of 
Public Law 94-579 including administrative 
expenses and acquisition of lands or waters, 
or interests therein , $14,877,000, to be derived 
from the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund, to remain available until expended. 

OREGON AND CALIFORNIA GRANT LANDS 

For expenses necessary for management, 
protection, and development of resources and 
for construction, operation, and mainte
nance of access roads, reforestation, and 
other improvements on the revested Oregon 
and California Railroad grant lands, on other 
Federal lands in the Oregon and California 
land-grant counties of Oregon, and on adja
cent rights-of-way; and acquisition of lands 
or interests therein including existing con
necting roads on or adjacent to such grant 
lands; $83,052,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That 25 per centum of 
the aggregate of all receipts during the cur
rent fiscal year from the revested Oregon 
and California Railroad grant lands is hereby 
made a charge against the Oregon and Cali
fornia landgran t fund and shall be trans
ferred to the General Fund in the Treasury 
in accordance with the provisions of the sec
ond paragraph of subsection (b) of title II of 
the Act of August 28, 1937 (50 Stat. 876). 

RANGE IMPROVEMENTS 

For rehabilitation, protection, and acquisi
tion of lands and interests therein, and im
provement of Federal rangelands pursuant to 
section 401 of the Federal Land Policy and 

Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701), not
withstanding any other Act, sums equal to 50 
per centum of all moneys received during the 
prior fiscal year under sections 3 and 15 of 
the Taylor Grazing Act (43 U.S.C. 315 et seq. ) 
and the amount designated for range im
provements from grazing fees and mineral 
leasing receipts from Bankhead-Jones lands 
transferred to the Department of the Inte
rior pursuant to law, but not less than 
$10,025,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That not to exceed $600,000 
shall be available for administrative ex
penses . 
SERVICE CHARGES, DEPOSITS, AND FORFEITURES 

For administrative expenses and other 
costs related to processing application docu
ments and other authorizations for use and 
disposal of public lands and resources, for 
costs of providing copies of official public 
land documents, for monitoring construc
tion, operation, and termination of facilities 
in conjunction with use authorizations, and 
for rehabilitation of damaged property, such 
amounts as may be collected under sections 
209(b), 304(a), 304(b), 305(a) , and 504(g) of the 
Act approved October 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701), 
and sections 101 and 203 of Public Law 93--153, 
to be immediately available until expended: 
Provided, That notwithstanding any provi
sion to the contrary of section 305(a) of the 
Act of October 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1735(a)), any 
moneys that have been or will be received 
pursuant to that section, whether as a result 
of forfeiture, compromise, or settlement, if 
not appropriate for refund pursuant to sec
tion 305(c) of that Act (43 U.S.C. 1735(c)), 
shall be available and may be expended 
under the authority of this or subsequent ap
propriations Acts by the Secretary to im
prove, protect, or rehabilitate any public 
lands administered through the Bureau of 
Land Management which have been damaged 
by the action of a resource developer, pur
chaser, permittee, or any unauthorized per
son, without regard to whether all moneys 
collected from each such forfeiture, com
promise. or settlement are used on the exact 
lands damage to which led to the forfeiture , 
compromise, or settlement: Provided further, 
That such moneys are in excess of amounts 
needed to repair damage to the exact land 
for which collected. 

MISCELLANEOUS TRUST FUNDS 

In addition to amounts authorized to be 
expended under existing law, there is hereby 
appropriated such amounts as may be con
tributed under section 307 of the Act of Octo
ber 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701), and such amounts 
as may be advanced for administrative costs, 
surveys, appraisals, and costs of making con
veyances of omitted lands under section 
2ll(b) of that Act, to remain available until 
expended. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Appropriations for the Bureau of Land 
Management shall be available for purchase, 
erection, and dismantlement of temporary 
structures, and alteration and maintenance 
of necessary buildings and appurtenant fa
cilities to which the United States has title; 
up to $100,000 for payments, at the discretion 
of the Secretary, for information or evidence 
concerning violations of laws administered 
by the Bureau of Land Management; mis
cellaneous and emergency expenses of en
forcement activities authorized or approved 
by the Secretary and to be accounted for 
solely on his certificate, not to exceed 

· $10,000: Provided, That appropriations herein 
made for Bureau of Land Management ex
penditures in connection with the revested 
Oregon and California Railroad and recon-

veyed Coos Bay Wagon Road grant lands 
(other than expenditures made under the ap
propriation " Oregon and California grant 
lands") shall be reimbursed to the General 
Fund of the Treasury from the 25 per centum 
referred to in subsection (c), title II , of the 
Act approved August 28, 1937 (50 Stat. 876) , of 
the special fund designated the " Oregon and 
California land grant fund" and section 4 of 
the Act approved May 24, 1939 (53 Stat. 754), 
of the special fund designated the " Coos Bay 
Wagon Road grant fund" : Provided further, 
That notwithstanding 44 U.S.C. 501, the Bu
reau may, under cooperative cost-sharing 
and partnership arrangements authorized by 
law, procure printing services from coopera
tors in connection with jointly-produced 
publications for which the cooperators share 
the cost of printing either in cash or in serv
ices, and the Bureau determines the coopera
tor is capable of meeting accepted quality 
standards. 

UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

For expenses necessary for scientific and 
economic studies, conservation, manage
ment, investigations, protection, and utiliza
tion of sport fishery and wildlife resources, 
except whales, seals, and sea lions, and for 
the performance of other authorized func
tions related to such resources; for the gen
eral administration of the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service; and for mainte
nance of the herd of long-horned cattle on 
the Wichita Mountains Wildlife Refuge; and 
not less than $1,000,000 for high priority 
projects within the scope of the approved 
budget which shall be carried out by Youth 
Conservation Corps as authorized by the Act 
of August 13, 1970, as amended by Public Law 
93--408, $492,229,000, of which $11,799,000 shall 
be for operation and maintenance of fishery 
mitigation facilities constructed by the 
Corps of Engineers under the Lower Snake 
River Compensation Plan , authorized by the 
Water Resources Development Act of 1976 (90 
Stat. 2921), to compensate for loss of fishery 
resources from water development projects 
on the Lower Snake River, and which shall 
remain available until expended; and of 
which $2,500,000 shall be provided to the Na
tional Fish and Wildlife Foundation for en
dangered species activities: Provided, That 
such amount shall be matched by at least an 
equal amount by the National Fish and Wild
life Foundation. 

CONSTRUCTION 

For construction and acquisition of build- · 
ings and other facilities required in the con
servation, management, investigation, pro
tection, and utilization of sport fishery and 
wildlife resources, and the acquisition of 
lands and interests therein; $53,209,000, to re
main available until expended of which 
$1,800,000 shall be available as a grant from 
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
to Ducks Unlimited, Inc ., for construction of 
the Federal portion of the dike and pumping 
station at Metzger Marsh. 
NATURAL RESOURCE DAMAGE ASSESSMENT AND 

RESTORATION FUND 

To conduct natural resource damage as
sessments and restoration activities by the 
Department of the Interior necessary to 
carry out the provisions of the Comprehen
sive Environmental Response, Compensa
tion, and Liability Act, as amended ( 42 
U.S.C. 9601, et seq.), Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act, as amended (33 U.S.C. 1251, et 
seq.), the Oil Pollution Act of 1990 (Public 
Law 101- 380), and the Act of July 27, 1990 
(Public Law 101-337); $7 ,260,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That not
withstanding any other provision of law, any 
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amounts appropriated or credited in fiscal 
year 1992 and thereafter, may be transferred 
to any account to carry out the provisions of 
negotiated legal settlements or other legal 
actions for restoration activities and to 
carry out the provisions of the Comprehen
sive Environmental Response, Compensa
tion, and Liability Act, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 9601, et seq.), Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act, as amended (33 U.S.C. 1251, et 
seq.), the Oil Pollution Act of 1990 (Public 
Law 101-380), and the Act of July 27, 1990 
(Public Law 101-337) for damage assessment 
activities: Provided further, That sums pro
vided by any party are not limited to mone
tary payments and may include stocks, 
bonds or other personal or real property, 
which may be retained, liquidated or other
wise disposed of by the Secretary and such 
sums or properties shall be utilized for the 
restoration of injured resources, and to con
duct new damage assessment activities. 

LAND ACQUISITION 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the Land and Water Conserva
tion Fund Act of 1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 
4601-4-11), including administrative expenses, 
and for acquisition of land or waters, or in
terest therein, in accordance with statutory 
authority applicable to the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service, and for activities 
authorized under Public Law 98-244 to be car
ried out by the National Fish and Wildlife 
Foundation, $61,610,000, to be derived from 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund, to 
remain available until expended. 

COOPERATIVE ENDANGERED SPECIES 
CONSERVATION FUND 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543), as amended by Pub
lic Law 100-478, $9,571,000 for Grants to 
States. to be derived from the Cooperative 
Endangered Species Conservation Fund, and 
to remain available until expended. 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE FUND 

For expenses necessary to implement the 
Act of October 17, 1978 (16 U.S.C. 715s). 
$11, 748,000. 

REW ARDS AND OPERATIONS 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the African Elephant Conserva
tion Act (16 U.S.C. 4201-4203, 4211-4213, 4221-
4225, 4241- 4245, and 1538), $1,169,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

NORTH AMERICAN WETLANDS CONSERVATION 
FUND 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the North American Wetlands 
Conservation Act, Public Law 101-233, 
$11,257,000, and in fiscal year 1992 and there
after, amounts received during the imme
diately preceding fiscal year under section 6 
of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S .C. 
707) as penalties or fines or from forfeitures 
of property or collateral, to remain available 
until expended. 

WILDLIFE CONSERVATION AND APPRECIATION 
FUND 

For deposit to the Wildlife Conservation 
and Appreciation Fund, $1,000,000, to remain 
available until expended, tQ be available for 
carrying out the Partnerships for Wildlife 
Act only to the extent such funds are 
matched as provided in section 7105 of said 
Act. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Appropriations and funds available to the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service shall 
be available for purchase of not to exceed 130 
passenger motor vehicles, of which 112 are 

for replacement only (including 43 for police
type use); not to exceed $400,000 for payment, 
at the discretion of the Secretary. for infor
mation, rewards, or evide.nce concerning vio
lations of laws administered by the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service, and mis
cellaneous and emergency expenses of en
forcement activities, authorized or approved 
by the Secretary and to be accounted for 
solely on his certificate; repair of damage to 
public roads within and adjacent to reserva
tion areas caused by operations of the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service; options for 
the purchase of land at not to exceed $1 for 
each option; facilities incident to such public 
recreational uses on conservation areas as 
are consistent with their primary purpose; 
and the maintenance and improvement of 
aquaria, buildings, and other facilities under 
the jurisdiction of the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service and to which the United 
States has title, and which are utilized pur
suant to law in connection with management 
and investigation of fish and wildlife re
sources: Provided, That the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service may accept do
nated aircraft as replacements for existing 
aircraft. 

NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEY 

RESEARCH, INVENTORIES, AND SURVEYS 

For expenses necessary for scientific re
search relating to species biology, popu
lation dynamics, and ecosystems; inventory 
and monitoring activities; technology devel
opment and transfer; the operation of Coop
erative Research Units; and for the general 
administration of the National Biological 
Survey, $163,604,000, of which $162,177,000 
shall remain available until September 30, 
1995, and of which $1,427,000 shall remain 
available until expended for construction: 
Provided , That the National Biological Sur
vey is authorized to accept lands, buildings, 
equipment, and other contributions. either 
cash or in-kind, from public and private 
sources. and to prosecute projects in co
operation with other agencies, Federal, 
State, or private: Provided further, That the 
National Biological Survey is authorized to 
accept the services of individuals or entities 
without compensation. 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

OPERATION OF THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM 

For expenses necessary for the manage
ment, operation, and maintenance of areas 
and facilities administered by the National 
Park Service (including special road mainte
nance service to trucking permittees on a re
imbursable basis), and for the general admin
istration of the National Park Service, in
cluding not to exceed $1,599,000 for the Vol
unteers-in-P~rks program, and not less than 
$1,000,000 for high priority projects within 
the scope of the approved budget which shall 
be carried out by Youth Conservation Corps 
as authorized by the Act of August 13, 1970". 
as amended by Public Law 93-408, 
$1 ,059,333,000, without regard to the Act of 
August 24, 1912, as amended (16 U.S.C. 451), of 
which not to exceed $78,559,000 to remain 
available until expended is to be derived 
from the special fee account established pur
suant to title V, section 5201, of Public Law 
10~203: Provided, That the National Park 
Service shall not enter into future conces
sionaire contracts, including renewals, that 
do not include a termination for cause clause 
that provides for possible extinguishment of 
possessory interests excluding depreciated 
book value of concessionaire investments 
without compensation. 

NATIONAL RECREATION AND PRESERVATION 

For expenses necessary to carry out recre
ation programs. natural programs, cultural 

programs, environmental compliance and re
view, international park affairs, statutory or 
contractual aid for other activities, and 
grant administration, not otherwise provided 
for, $35,606,000. 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION FUND 

For expenses necessary in carrying out the 
provisions of the Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966 (80 Stat. 915), as amended (16 U.S .C. 
470), $40,000,000 to be derived from the His
toric Preservation Fund, established by sec
tion 108 of that Act, as amended, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
1995. 

CONSTRUCTION 

For construction, improvements. repair or 
replacement of physical facilities, without 
regard to the Act of August 24, 1912, as 
amended (16 U.S.C. 451), $184,699,000, to re
main available until expended of which 
$2,000,000 for the Boston Public Library shall 
be derived from the Historic Preservation 
Fund pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 470a: Provided, 
That not to exceed $4,500,000 shall be paid to 
the Army Corps of Engineers for modifica
tions authorized by section 104 of the Ever
glades National Park Protection and Expan
sion Act of 1989: Provided further, That of the 
funds provided under this heading, $3,000,000 
shall be available for the Lincoln Center in 
Springfield, Illinois: Provided further, That 
notwithstanding any other provision of law a 
single procurement for the construction of 
the Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial 
may be issued which includes the full scope 
of the project: Provided further, That the so
licitation and the contract shall contain the 
clause "availability of funds" found at 48 
CFR 52.323.18: Provided further, That the 
$250,000 for Great Basin National Park, Ne
vada is for the Baker Water and Sewer Gen
eral Improvement District to cover the addi
tional cost for oversizing the system to serve 
National Park Service facilities at the ad
ministrative site. 

URBAN PARK AND RECREATION FUND 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the Urban Park and Recreation 
Recovery Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2501-2514). 
$5,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended. 

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND 

(RESCISSION) 

The contract authority provided for fiscal 
year 1994 by 16 U.S.C. 4601-lOa is rescinded. 

LAND ACQUISITION AND STATE ASSISTANCE 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the Land and Water Conserva
tion Fund Act of 1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 
4601-4-11), including administrative expenses, 
and for acquisition of lands or waters, or in
terest therein, in accordance with statutory 
authority applicable to the National Park 
Service, $89,460,000 to be derived from the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund, to re
main available until expended, of which 
$28,053,000 is for the State assistance pro
gram including $3,303,000 to administer the 
State assistance program: Provided, That of 
the amounts previously appropriated to the 
Secretary's contingency fund for grants to 
States $9,000 shall be available in 1994 for ad
ministrative expenses of the State grant pro
gram. 
JOHN F. KENNEDY CENTER FOR THE PERFORMING 

ARTS 

For expenses necessary for operating and 
maintaining the John F. Kennedy Center for 
the Performing Arts, $20,629,000, of which 
$12,697,000 shall remain available until ex
pended. 
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ILLINOIS AND MICHIGAN CANAL NATIONAL 

HERITAGE CORRIDOR COMMISSION 
For operation of the Illinois and Michigan 

Canal National Heritage Corridor Commis
sion, $250,000. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 
Appropriations for the National Park Serv

ice shall be available for the purchase of not 
to exceed 447 passenger motor vehicles, of 
which 323 shall be for replacement only, in
cluding not to exceed 345 for police-type use, 
12 buses, and 5 ambulances: Provided, That 
none of the funds in this Act may be used to 
upgrade the Burr Trail National Rural Sce
nic Road in Utah except to meet health, safe
ty and environmental concerns: Provided fur
ther, That none of the funds appropriated to 
the National Park Service may be used to 
process any grant or contract documents 
which do not include the text of 18 U.S.C. 
1913: Provided further, That none of the funds 
in this Act may be used to pay overtime to 
any individual employee of the United 
States Park Police in excess of $20,000 per 
year: Provided further, That notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the National 
Park Service may recover all costs of provid
ing necessary services associated with spe
cial use permits, such reimbursements to be 
credited to the appropriation current at that 
time: Provided further, That none of the funds 
appropriated to the National Park Service 
may be used to implement an agreement for 
the redevelopment of the southern end of 
Ellis Island until such agreement has been 
submitted to the Congress and shall not be 
implemented prior to the expiration of 30 
calendar days (not including any day in 
which either House of Congress is not in ses
sion because of adjournment of more than 
three calendar days to a day certain) from 
the receipt by the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives and the President of the 
Senate of a full and comprehensive report on 
the development of the southern end of Ellis 
Island, including the facts and circumstances 
relied upon in support of the proposed 
project. · 

UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
SURVEYS, INVESTIGATIONS, AND RESEARCH 

For expenses necessary for the United 
States Geological Survey to perform sur
veys, investigations, and research covering 
topography, geology, hydrology, and the 
mineral and water resources of the United 
States, its Territories and possessions, and 
other areas as authorized by law (43 U.S.C. 
31, 1332 and 1340); classify lands as to their 
mineral and water resources; give engineer
ing supervision to power permittees and Fed
eral Energy Regulatory Commission licens
ees; administer the minerals exploration pro
gram (30 U.S.C. 641); and publish and dissemi
nate data relative to the foregoing activities; 
$584,685,000, of which $63,488,000 shall be 
available only for cooperation with States or 
municipalities for water resources investiga
tions: Provided, That no part of this appro
priation shall be used to pay more than one
half the cost of any topographic mapping or 
water resources investigations carried on in 
cooperation with any State or municipality: 
Provided further, That notwithstanding any 
other provision of law a single procurement 
for the construction of an addition to the 
EROS Data Center in Sioux Falls, South Da
kota may be issued which includes the full 
scope of the project: Provided further, That 
the solicitation and the contract shall con
tain the clause "availability of funds" found 
at 48 CFR 52.323.18. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 
The amount appropriated for the United 

States Geological Survey shall be available 

for purchase of not to exceed 22 passenger 
motor vehicles, for replacement only; reim
bursement to the General Services Adminis
tration for security guard services; contract
ing for the furnishing of topographic maps 
and for the making of geophysical or other 
specialized surveys when it is administra
tively determined that such procedures are 
in the public interest; construction and 
maintenance of necessary buildings and ap
purtenant facilities; acquisition of lands for 
gauging stations and observation wells; ex
penses of the United States National Com
mittee on Geology; and payment of com
pensation and expenses of persons on the 
rolls of the United States Geological Survey 
appointed, as authorized by law, to represent 
the United States in the negotiation and ad
ministration of interstate compacts: Pro
vided, That activities funded by appropria
tions herein made may be accomplished 
through the use of contracts, grants, or coop
erative agreements as defined in Public Law 
95-224. 

MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE 

LEASING AND ROY ALTY MANAGEMENT 

For expenses necessary for minerals leas
ing and environmental studies, regulation of 
industry operations, and collection of royal
ties, as authorized by law; for enforcing laws 
and regulations applicable to oil, gas, and 
other minerals leases, permits, licenses and 
operating contracts; and for matching grants 
or cooperative agreements; including the 
purchase of not to exceed eight passenger 
motor vehicles for replacement only; 
$193,197,000, of which not less than $65,896,000 
shall be available for royalty management 
activities; and an amount not to exceed 
$5,000,000 for the Technical Information Man
agement System of Outer Continental Shelf 
(OCS) Lands Activity, to be credited to this 
appropriation and to remain available until 
expended, from additions to current preset 
receipts and from additional fee collections 
relating to OCS administrative activities 
performed by the Minerals Management 
Service over and above what the Minerals 
Management Service currently collects to 
offset its costs for these activities: Provided, 
That $1,500,000 for computer acquisitions 
shall remain available until September 30, 
1995: Provided further, That funds appro
priated under this Act shall be available for 
the payment of interest in accordance with 
30 U.S.C. 1721 (b) and (d): Provided further, 
That not to exceed $3,000 shall be available 
for reasonable expenses related to promoting 
volunteer beach and marine cleanup activi
ties: Provided further, That notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, $15,000 under this 
head shall be available for refunds of over
payments in connection with certain Indian 
leases in which the Director of the Minerals 
Management Service concurred with the 
claimed refund due: Provided further, That 
the sixth proviso under the heading "Leasing 
and Royalty Management" for the Minerals 
Management Service in Public Law 102-381 
(106 Stat. 1385-1386) is amended by striking 
the words "this account" after the words 
"shall be credited to" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "the leasing and royalty manage
ment account of the Minerals Management 
Service". 

OIL SPILL RESEARCH 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

purposes of title I, section 1016, and title VII 
of the Oil Pollution Act of 1990, $5,681,000, 
which shall be derived from the Oil Spill Li
ability Trust Fund, to remain available until 
expended. 

BUREAU OF MINES 
MINES AND MINERALS 

For expenses necessary for conducting in
quiries, technological investigations, and re
search concerning the extraction, processing, 
use, and disposal of mineral substances with
out objectionable social and environmental 
costs; to foster and encourage private enter
prise in the development of mineral re
sources and the prevention of waste in the 
mining, minerals, metal, and mineral rec
lamation industries; to inquire into the eco
nomic conditions affecting those industries; 
to promote health and safety in mines and 
the mineral industry through research; and 
for other related purposes as authorized by 
law, $169,336,000, of which $105,063,000 shall re
main available until expended. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 
The Secretary is authorized to accept 

lands, buildings, equipment, other contribu
tions, and fees from public and private 
sources, and to prosecute projects using such 
contributions and fees in cooperation with 
other Federal, State or private agencies: Pro
vided, That the Bureau of Mines is author
ized, during the current fiscal year, to sell 
directly or through any Government agency, 
including corporations, any metal or mineral 
product that may be manufactured in pilot 
plants operated by the Bureau of Mines, and 
the proceeds of such sales shall be covered 
into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 
OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING RECLAMATION AND 

ENFORCEMENT 
REGULATION AND TECHNOLOGY 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of the Surface Mining Control and 
Reclamation Act of 1977, Public Law 95-87, as 
amended, including the purchase of not to 
exceed 15 passenger motor vehicles for re
placement only; $110,552,000, and notwith
standing 31 U.S.C. 3302, an additional amount 
shall be credited to this account, to remain 
available until expended, from performance 
bond forfeitures in fiscal year 1994: Provided, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary of the Interior, pursuant 
to regulations, may utilize directly or 
through grants to States, moneys collected 
in fiscal year 1994 pursuant to the assess
ment of civil penalties under section 518 of 
the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation 
Act of 1977 (30 U.S.C. 1268), to reclaim lands 
adversely affected by coal mining practices 
after August 3, 1977, to remain available 
until expended: Provided further, That not
withstanding any other provisions of law, ap
propriations for the Office of Surface Mining 
Reclamation and Enforcement may provide 
for the travel and per diem expenses of State 
and tribal personnel attending Office of Sur
face Mining Reclamation and Enforcement 
sponsored training. 

ABANDONED MINE RECLAMATION FUND 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

provisions of title IV of the Surface Mining 
Control and Reclamation Act of 1977, Public 
Law 95-87, as amended, including the pur
chase of not more than 22 passenger motor 
vehicles for replacement only, $190,107,000 to 
be derived from receipts of the Abandoned 
Mine Reclamation Fund and to remain avail
able until expended: Provided, That of the 
funds herein provided up to $20,000,000 may 
be used for the emergency program author
ized by section 410 of Public Law 95-87, as 
amended, of which not more than 25 per cen
tum shall be used for emergency reclamation 
projects in any one State and funds for Fed
erally-administered emergency reclamation 
projects under this proviso shall not exceed 
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$12,000,000: Provided further, That 16 full-time 
equivalent positions are to be maintained in 
the Anthracite Reclamation Program at the 
Wilkes-Barre Field Office: Provided further , 
That pursuant to Public Law 97-365, the De
partment of the Interior is authorized to uti
lize up to 20 per centum from the recovery of 
the delinquent debt owed to the United 
States Government to pay for contracts to 
collect these debts. 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 
OPERATION OF INDIAN PROGRAMS 

For operation of Indian programs by direct 
expenditure, contracts, cooperative agree
ments, and grants including expenses nec
essary to provide education and welfare serv
ices for Indians, either directly or in co
operation with States and other organiza
tions, including payment of care, tuition, as
sistance, and other expenses of Indians in 
boarding homes, or institutions, or schools; 
grants and other assistance to needy Indians; 
maintenance of law and order; management , 
development, improvement, and protection 
of resources and appurtenant facilities under 
the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Indian Af
fairs , including payment of irrigation assess
ments and charges; acquisition of water 
rights; advances for Indian industrial and 
business enterprises; operation of Indian arts 
and crafts shops and museums; development 
of Indian arts and crafts, as authorized by 
law; for the general administration of the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs , including such ex
penses in field offices; maintaining of Indian 
reservation roads as defined in section 101 of 
title 23, United States Code; and construc
tion, repair, and improvement of Indian 
housing, $1,492,650 ,000 , including $316,111 ,000 
for school operations costs of Bureau-funded 
schools and other education programs which 
shall become available for obligation on July 
1, 1994, and shall remain available for obliga
tion until September 30, 1995, and $52,582,000 
for housing and road maintenance programs, 
to remain available until expended, and of 
which, payments of funds obligated as grants 
to schools pursuant to Public Law 100-297 
shall be made on July 1 and December 1 in 
lieu of the payments authorized to be made 
on October 1 and January 1 of each calendar 
year, and of which not to exceed $74,764,000 
for higher education scholarships, adult vo
cational training, and assistance to public 
schools under the Act of April 16, 1934 (48 
Stat. 596), as amended (25 U.S.C. 452 et seq.), 
shall remain available for obligation until 
September 30, 1995; and the funds made avail
able to tribes and tribal organizations 
through contracts or grants obligated during 
fiscal year 1994 as authorized by the Indian 
Self-Determination Act of 1975 (88 Stat. 2203; 
25 U.S.C. 450 et seq.), or grants authorized by 
the Indian Education Amendments of 1988 (25 
U.S.C. 2001 and 2008A) shall remain available 
until expended by the contractor or grantee ; 
and of which $1,983,000 for litigation support 
shall remain available until expended, 
$4 ,934,000 for self-governance tribal compacts 
shall be made available on completion and 
submission of such compacts to the Con
gress, and shall remain available until ex
pended; and of which $1,179,000 for expenses 
necessary to carry out the provisions of sec
tion 19(a) of Public Law 93-531 (25 U.S.C. 
640d-18(a)), shall remain available until ex
pended: Provided , That none of the funds ap
propriated to the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
shall be expended as matching funds for pro
grams funded under section 103(b)(2) of the 
Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act: 
Provided further , That $199,000 of the funds 
made available in this Act shall be available 
for cyclical maintenance of tribally owned 

fish hatcheries and related facilities: Pro
vided further , That none of the funds in this 
Act shall be used by the Bureau of Indian Af
fairs to transfer funds under a contract with 
any third party for the management of tribal 
or individual Indian trust funds until the 
funds held in trust for all such tribes or indi
viduals have been audited and reconciled to 
the earliest possible date, the results of such 
reconciliation have been certified by an inde
pendent party as the most complete rec
onciliation of such funds possible, and the af
fected tribe or individual has been provided 
with an accounting of such funds: Provided 
further , That notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, the statute of limitations shall 
not commence to run on any claim, includ
ing any claim in litigation pending on the 
date of this Act, concerning losses to or mis
management of trust funds , until the af
fected tribe or individual Indian has been 
furnished with the accounting of such funds 

transferred during fiscal year 1995 to an In
dian forest land assistance account estab
lished for the benefit of such tribe within the 
tribe's trust fund account: Provided further , 
That any such unobligated balances not so 
transferred shall expire on September 30, 
1995: Provided further, That notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, no funds avail
able to the Bureau of Indian Affairs, other 
than the amounts provided herein for assist
ance to public schools under the Act of April 
16, 1934 (48 Stat. 596), as amended (25 U.S.C . 
452 et seq.), shall be available to support the 
operation of any elementary or secondary 
school in the State of Alaska in fiscal year 
1994: Provided further, That the Bureau shall 
form a Joint Task Force with representa
tives of Alaska Natives and Alaska schools 
to examine the needs of the schools and for
mulate recommendations to address those 
needs in fiscal year 1994. 

CONSTRUCTION 
from which the beneficiary can determine For construction, major repair, and im
whether there has been a loss: Provided fur- provement of irrigation and power systems, 
ther, That $297,000 of the amounts provided buildings, utilities, and other facilities, in
for education program management shall be eluding architectural and engineering serv
available for a grant to the Close Up Founda- ices by contract; acquisition of lands and in
tion: Provided further , That the Task Force terests in lands; and preparation of lands for 
on Bureau of Indian Affairs Reorganization farming , $172,799,000, to remain available 
shall continue activities under its charter as until expended: Provided, That $1 ,500,000 of 
adopted and amended on April 17, 1991: Pro- the funds made available in this Act shall be 
vided further , That any reorganization pro- available for rehabilitation of tribally owned 
posal shall not be implemented until the fish hatcheries and related facilities: Pro
Task Force has reviewed it and rec- vided further, That such amounts as may be 
ommended its implementation to the Sec- available for the construction of the Navajo 
retary and such proposal has been submitted Indian Irrigation Project and for other water 
to and approved by the Committees on Ap- resource development activities related to 
propriations, except that the Bureau may the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Water Rights 
submit a reorganization proposal related Settlement Act, southern Arizona Water 
only to management improvements, along Rights Settlement Act and Fort McDowell 
with Task Force comments or recommenda- Indian Community Water Rights settlement 
tions to the Committees on Appropriations Act may be transferred to the Bureau of Rec
for review and disposition by the Commit- lamation: Provided further, That not to ex
tees: Provided further, That to provide fund- ceed 6 per centum of contract authority 
ing uniformity within a Self-Governance available to the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Compact, any funds provided in this Act from the Federal Highway Trust Fund may 
with availability for more than one year be used to cover the road program manage
may be reprogrammed to one year availabil- ment costs of the Bureau of Indian Affairs : 
ity but shall remain available within the Provided further , That any funds provided for 
Compact until expended: Provided fur ther , the Safety of Dams program pursuant to 25 
That notwithstanding any other provision of U.S.C . 13 shall be made available on a non-re
law, Indian tribal governments may, by ap- imbursable basis. 
propriate changes in eligibility criteria or by INDIAN LAND AND WATER CLAIM SETTLEMENTS 
other means, change eligibility for general AND MISCELLANEOUS PAYMENTS TO INDIANS assistance or change the amount of general 
assistance payments for individuals within For miscellaneous payments to Indian 
the service area of such tribe who are other- tribes and individuals for implementation of 
wise deemed eligible for general assistance enacted Indian land and water claim settle
payments so long as such changes are ap- ments pursuant to Public Laws 87-483, 97- 293, 
plied in a consistent manner to individuals 100-512, 101-486, 101-602, 101-618, 101- 628, 102-
similarly situated: Provided further, That any 441, 102-575, and for implementation of other 
savings realized by such changes shall be enacted water rights settlements, and for 
available for use in meeting other priorities necessary administrative expenses, 
of the tribes: Provided further, That any such $103,259,000, to remain available until ex
change must be part of a comprehensive trib- pended: Provided, That of the funds provided 
al plan for reducing the long-term need for herein, $1 ,260,000 shall be available pursuant 
general assistance payments: Provided fur- to Public Laws 96-420, 98-500, 99-264, and 100-
ther, That any such tribal plan must incor- 580; and $3,000,000 shall be available (1) to liq
porate , to the greatest extent feasible , cur- uidate obligations owed tribal and individual 
rently existing social service, educational Indian payees of any checks canceled pursu
training, and employment assistance re- ant to section 1003 of the Competitive Equal
sources prior to changing general assistance ity Banking Act of 1987 (Public Law 100-86 
eligibility or payment standards which (101 Stat. 65?) ~. 31 U. S.~. 3334(b).' and (2) to re
would have the effect of increasing the cost store to I~d1v1dual I.ndian ~omes. trust funds 
of general assistance: Provided further, That/ amounts m.vested m credit un~on~ or de
any net increase in costs to the Federal gov-- fau.lted savmgs and loan. associat.10ns ~nd 
ernment which result solely from tribally in- wh1c~ were not Federally msured, mcludmg 
creased payment levels and which are not any mterest on these amounts that may 
part of such a comprehensive tribal plan have been earned, but was not because of the 
shall be met exclusively from funds available default. 
to the tribe from within its tribal priority NAVAJO REHABILITATION TRUST FUND 
allocation: Provided further, That any for- For Navajo tribal rehabilitation and im-
estry funds allocated to a tribe which remain provement activities in accordance with the 
unobligated as of September 30, 1994 , may be provisions of section 32(d) of Public Law 93-
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531, as amended (25 U.S.C. 640d-30), including 
necessary administrative expenses, $2,466,000, 
to remain available until expended. 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE OF INDIAN ENTERPRISES 

For payment of management and technical 
assistance requests associated with loans 
and grants approved under the Indian Fi
nancing Act of 1974, as amended, $1 ,970,000. 

INDIAN DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

For the cost, as defined in section 13201 of 
the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990, incluu
ing the cost of modifying loans, of expert as
sistance loans authorized by the Act of No
vember 4, 1963, as amended, and the cost of 
direct loans authorized by the Indian Fi
nancing Act of 1974, as amended, $2,484,000: 
Provided, That these funds are available to 
subsidize gross obligations for the principal 
amount of direct loans not to exceed 
$10,890,000. 

INDIAN GUARANTEED LOAN PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

For the cost of guaranteed loans, $8,784,000, 
as authorized by the Indian Financing Act of 
1974, as amended: Provided, That such costs 
including the cost of modifying such loans, 
shall be as defined in section 502 of the Con
gressional Budget Act of 1974, as amended: 
Provided further, That these funds are avail
able to subsidize total loan principal any 
part of which is to be guaranteed not to ex
ceed $69,000,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses 
necessary to carry out the guaranteed loan 
program, $906,000. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Appropriations for the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs (except the revolving fund for loans, 
the Indian loan guarantee and insurance 
fund, the Technical Assistance of Indian En
terprises account, the Indian Direct Loan 
Program account, and the Indian Guaranteed 
Loan Program account) shall be available for 
expenses of exhibits, and purchase of not to . 
exceed 260 passenger carrying motor vehi
cles, of which not to exceed 212 shall be for 
replacement only. 

TERRITORIAL AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 

ADMINISTRATION OF TERRITORIES 

For expenses necessary for the administra
tion of territories under the jurisdiction of 
the Department of the Interior, $82,107,000, of 
which (1) $77,569,000 shall be available until 
expended for technical assistance, including 
maintenance assistance, disaster assistance, 
drug interdiction and abuse prevention, insu
lar management controls, and brown tree 
snake control and research; grants to the ju
diciary in American Samoa for compensa
tion and expenses, as authorized by law (48 
U.S.C. 1661(c)); grants to the Government of 
American Samoa, in addition to current 
local revenues, for construction and support 
of governmental functions; grants to the 
Government of the Virgin Islands as author
ized by law; grants to the Government of 
Guam, as authorized by law; and grants to 
the Government of the Northern Mariana Is
lands as authorized by law (Public Law 94-
241; 90 Stat. 272); and (2) $4,538,000 shall be 
available for salaries and expenses of the Of
fice of Territorial and International Affairs: 
Provided, That all financial transactions of 
the territorial and local governments herein 
provided for. including such transactions of 
all agencies or instrumentalities established 
or utilized by such governments, shall be au
dited by the General Accounting Office, in 
accordance with chapter 35 of title 31, United 

- States Code: Provided further, That Northern 
Mariana Islands Covenant grant funding 
shall be provided according to those terms of 
the Agreement of the Special Representa-

tives on Future United States Financial As
sistance for the Northern Mariana Islands 
approved by Public Law 99-396, except that 
should the Secretary of the Interior believe 
that the performance standards of such 
agreement are not being met, opera.tions 
funds may be withheld, but only by Act of 
Congress as required by Public Law 99-396: 
Provided further, That $1,025,000 of the 
amounts provided for technical assistance 
shall be available for a grant to the Close Up 
Foundation. 

TRUST TERRITORY OF THE PACIFIC ISLANDS 

For expenses necessary for the Department 
of the Interior in administration of the Trust 
Territory of .the Pacific Islands pursuant to 
the Trusteeship Agreement approved by 
joint resolution of July 18, 1947 (61 Stat. 397), 
and the Act of June 30, 1954 (68 Stat. 330), as 
amended (90 Stat. 299; 91 Stat. 1159; 92 Stat. 
495), and grants to the Trust Territory of the 
Pacific Islands, in addition to local revenues, 
for support of governmental functions; 
$24,038,000, to remain available until ex
pended, including $18,605,000 for operations of 
the Government of Palau: Provided , That all 
financial transactions of the Trust Terri
tory, including such transactions of all agen
cies or instrumentalities established or uti
lized by such Trust Territory, shall be au
dited by the General Accounting Office in ac
cordance with chapter 35 of title 31, United 
States Code: Provided further, That all Gov
ernment operations funds appropriated and 
obligated for the Republic of Palau under 
this account for fiscal year 1994 shall be cred
ited as an offset against fiscal year 1994 pay
ments made pursuant to the legislation ap
proving the Palau. Compact of Free Associa
tion (Public Law 99-658), if such Compact is 
implemented before October 1, 1994: Provided 
further, That not less than $300,000 of the 
grants to the Republic of Palau, for support 
of governmental functions, shall be dedi
cated to the College of Micronesia in accord
ance with the agreement between the Micro
nesian entities. 

COMPACT OF FREE ASSOCIATION 

For economic assistance and necessary ex
penses for the Federated States of Microne
sia and the Republic of the Marshall Islands 
as provided for in sections 122, 221, 223, 232, 
and 233 of the Compacts of Free Association, 
$22,102,000, to remain available until ex
pended, as authorized by Public Law 99-239: 
Provided, That the effective date of the Palau 
Compact for purposes of economic assistance 
pursuant to the Palau Compact of Free Asso
ciation, Public Law 99-658, shall be the effec
tive date of the Palau Compact as deter
mined pursuant to section 101 of Public Law 
101-219. 

DEPARTMENTAL OFFICES 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Secretary of the Interior, $64,111,000 of which 
not to exceed $7,500 may be for official recep
tion and representation expenses. 

OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Solicitor, $33,359,000. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Inspector General, $24,283,000. 

CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of 
Construction Management, $2,494,000. 

NATIONAL INDIAN GAMING COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the National In
dian Gaming Commission, pursuant to Pub
lic Law 10~97, $1,000,000. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

There is hereby authorized for acquisition 
from available resources within the Working 
Capital Fund, 18 aircraft, 10 of which shall be 
for replacement and which may be obtained 
by donation, purchase or through available 
excess surplus property: Provided, That not
withstanding any other provision of law, ex
isting aircraft being replaced may be sold, 
with proceeds derived or trade-in value used 
to offset the purchase price for the replace
ment aircraft: Provided further , That no pro
grams funded with appropriated funds in the 
"Office of the Secretary". "Office of the So
licitor'', and " Office of Inspector General" 
may be augmented through the Working 
Capital Fund or the Consolidated Working 
Fund. 
GENERAL PROVISIONS, DEPARTMENT OF 

THE INTERIOR 
SEc. 101. Appropriations made in this title 

shall be available for expenditure or transfer 
(within each bureau or office), with the ap
proval of the Secretary. for the emergency 
reconstruction, replacement, or repair of air
craft, buildings, utilities, or other facilities 
or equipment damaged or destroyed by fire, 
flood, storm, or other unavoidable causes: 
Provided, That no funds shall be made avail
able under this authority until funds specifi
cally made available to the Department of 
the Interior for emergencies shall have been 
exhausted: Provided further, That all funds 
used pursuant to this section are hereby des
ignated by Congress to be " emergency re
quirements" pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D) 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi
cit Control Act of 1985 and must be replen
ished by a supplemental appropriation which 
must be requested as promptly as possible. 

SEC. 102. The Secretary may authorize the 
expenditure or transfer of any no year appro
priation in this title, in addition to the 
amounts included in the budget programs of 
the several agencies, for the suppression or 
emergency prevention of forest or range fires 
on or threatening lands. under the jurisdic
tion of the Department of the Interior; for 
the emergency rehabilitation of burned-over 
lands under its jurisdiction; for emergency 
actions related to potential or actual earth
quakes, floods, volcanoes, storms, or other 
unavoidable causes; for contingency plan
ning subsequent to actual oilspills; response 
and natural resource damage assessment ac
tivities related to actual oilspills; for the 
prevention, suppression, and control of ac
tual or potential grasshopper and Mormon 
cricket outbreaks on lands under the juris
diction of the Secretary, pursuant to the au
thority in section 1773(b) of Public Law 99-
198 (99 Stat. 1658); for emergency reclamation 
projects under section 410 of Public Law 95-
87; and shall transfer, from any no year funds 
available to the Office of Surface Mining 
Reclamation and Enforcement, such funds as 
may be necessary to permit assumption of 
regulatory authority in the event a primacy 
State is not carrying out the regulatory pro
visions of the Surface Mining Act: Provided, 
That appropriations made in this title for 
fire suppression purposes shall be available 
for the payment of obligations incurred dur
ing the preceding fiscal year, and for reim
bursement to other Federal agencies for de
struction of vehicles, aircraft, or other 
equipment in connection with their use for 
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fire suppression purposes, such reimburse
ment to be credited to appropriations cur
rently availab1e at the time of receipt there
of: Provided further, That for emergency re
habilitation and wildfire suppression activi
ties, no funds shall be made available under 
this authority until funds appropriated to 
the "Emergency Department of the Interior 
Firefighting Fund" shall have been ex
hausted: Provided further, That all funds used 
pursuant to this section are hereby des
ignated by Congress to be "emergency re
quirements" pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D) 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi
cit Control Act of 1985 and must be replen
ished by a supplemental appropriation which 
must be requested as promptly as possible: 
Provided further, That such replenishment 
funds shall be used to reimburse, on a pro 
rata basis, accounts from which emergency 
funds were transferred. 

SEC. 103. Appropriations made in this title 
shall be available for operation of ware
houses, garages, shops, and similar facilities, 
wherever consolidation of activities will con
tribute to efficiency or economy, and said 
appropriations shall be reimbursed for serv
ices rendered to any other activity in the 
same manner as authorized by sections 1535 
and 1536 of title 31, U.S.C.: Provided, That re
imbursements for costs and supplies, mate
rials, equipment, and for services rendered 
may be credited to the appropriation current 
at the time such reimbursements are re
ceived. 

SEC. 104. Appropriations made to the De
partment of the Interior in this title shall be 
available for services as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 3109, when authorized by the Sec
retary, in total amount not to exceed 
$500,000; hire, maintenance, and operation of 
aircraft; hire of passenger motor vehicles; 
purchase of reprints; payment for telephone 
service in private residences in the field 
when authorized under regulations approved 
by the Secretary; and the payment of dues, 
when authorized by the Secretary, for li
brary membership in societies or associa
tions which issue publications to members 
only or at a price to members lower than to 
subscribers who are not members. 

SEC. 105. Appropriations available to the 
Department of the Interior for salaries and 
expenses shall be available for uniforms or 
allowances therefor, as authorized by law (5 
U.S.C. 5901-5902 and D.C. Code 4-204). 

SEC. 106. Appropriations made in this title 
shall be available for obligation in connec
tion with contracts issued by the General 
Services Administration for services or rent
als for periods not in excess of twelve 
months beginning at any time during the fis
cal year. 

SEC. 107. No funds provided in this title 
may be expended by the Department of the 
Interior for the conduct of offshore leasing 
and related activities placed under restric
tion in the President's moratorium state
ment of June 26, 1990, in the areas of North
ern, Central, and Southern California; the 
North Atlantic; Washington and Oregon; and 
the Eastern Gulf of Mexico south of 26 de
grees north latitude and east of 86 degrees 
west longitude. 

SEC. 108. No funds provided in this title 
may be expended by the Department of the 
Interior for the conduct of leasing, or the ap
proval or permitting of any drilling or other 
exploration activity, on lands within the 
North Aleutian Basin planning area. 

SEC. 109. No funds provided in this title 
may be expended by the Department of the 
Interior for the conduct of preleasing and 
leasing activities in the Eastern Gulf of Mex-

ico for Outer Continental Shelf Lease Sale 
137 or for Sale 151 in the April 1992 proposal 
for the Outer Continental Shelf Natural Gas 
and Oil Resource Management Comprehen-
sive Program, 1992-1997. · 

SEC. 110. No funds provided in this title 
may be expended by the Department of the 
Interior for the conduct of preleasing and 
leasing activities in the Atlantic for Outer 
Continental Shelf Lease Sale 164 in the April 
1992 proposal for the Outer Continental Shelf 
Natural Gas and Oil Resource Management 
Comprehensive Program, 1992-1997. 

SEC. 111. None of the funds in this Act may 
be used to issue permits necessary for the 
construction of jetties at Oregon Inlet, 
North Carolina. 

SEC. 112. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available pursuant to this 
Act shall be obligated or expended to accept 
or process applications for a patent for any 
mining or mill site claim located under the 
general mining laws or to issue a patent for 
any mining or mill site claim located under 
the general mining laws. 

SEC. 113. The provisions of section 112 shall 
not apply if the Secretary of the Interior de
termines that, for the claim concerned: (1) a 
patent application was filed with the Sec
retary on or before the date of enactment of 
this Act, and (2) all requirements established 
under sections 2325 and 2326 of the Revised 
Statutes (30 U.S.C. 29 and 30) for vein or lode 
claims and sections 2329, 2330, 2331, and 2333 
of the Revised Statutes (30 U.S.C. 35, 36, and 
37) for placer claims, and section 2337 of the 
Revised Statutes (30 U.S.C. 42) for mill site 
claims, as the case may be, were fully com
plied with by that date. 

SEC. 114. None of the funds in this Act may 
be used to publish a National final rule defin
ing the term "valid existing rights" for pur
poses of section 522(e) of the Surface Mining 
Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 or to 
publish a final rule disapproving any existing 
State definition of valid existing rights. 

SEC. 115. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available in this title may 
be used to fund operation or support of Graz
ing Advisory Boards established by order of 
the Secretary of the Interior. 

TITLE II-RELATED AGENCIES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

FOREST SERVICE 
FOREST RESEARCH 

For necessary expenses of forest research 
as authorized by law, $193,083,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 1995. 

INTERNATIONAL FORESTRY 
For necessary expenses of international 

forestry as authorized by Public Laws 101-513 
and 101-624, $16,996,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 1995. 

STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY 
For necessary expenses of cooperating 

with, and providing technical and financial 
assistance to States, Territories, posses
sions, and others; and for forest pest man
agement activities, $155,903,000, to remain 
available until expended, as authorized by 
law: Provided, That of the funds previously 
appropriated under this head as a grant to 
the National Tree Trust Foundation 
$3,000,000 shall be provided as a grant to th~ 
Texas Reforestation Foundation. 

EMERGENCY PEST SUPPRESSION FUND 
For necessary expenses for emergency sup

pression of pests, $15,000,000, to remain avail
able until expended: Provided, That these 
funds, or any portion thereof, shall be avail
able in fiscal year 1994 only to the extent 
that the President notifies the Congress of 

his designation of any or all of these 
amounts as emergency requirements under 
section 251(b)(2)(D) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985: 
Provided further, That Congress hereby des
ignates these amounts as emergency require
ments pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985. 

NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM 
For necessary expenses of the Forest Serv

ice, not otherwise provided for, for manage
ment, protection, improvement, and utiliza
tion of the National Forest System, and for 
administrative expenses associated with the 
management of funds provided under the 
heads " Forest Research", "State and Private 
Forestry", "National Forest System", " Con
struction", "Forest Service Fire Protec
tion", " Emergency Forest Service Firefight
ing Fund", "Forest Service Law Enforce
ment", and "Land Acquisition", 
$1 ,237,272,000, to remain available for obliga
tion until September 30, 1995, and including 
65 per centum of all monies received during 
the prior fiscal year as fees collected under 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act 
of 1965, as amended, in accordance with sec
tion 4 of the Act (16 U.S.C. 4601- 6a(i)): Pro
vided, That unobligated and unexpended bal
ances in the National Forest System account 
at the end of fiscal year 1993, shall be merged 
with and made a part of the fiscal year 1994 
National Forest System appropriation, and 
shall remain available for obligation until 
September 30, 1995: Provided further, That 
timber volume authorized or scheduled for 
sale during fiscal year 1993, but which re
mains unsold at the end of fiscal year 1993, 
shall be offered for sale during fiscal year 
1994 in addition to the fiscal year 1994 timber 
sale volume to the extent possible: Provided 
further, That up to $5,000,000 of the funds pro
vided herein for road maintenance shall be 
available for the planned obliteration of 
roads which are no longer needed. 

FOREST SERVICE LAW ENFORCEMENT 
For necessary expenses for Forest Service 

law enforcement, including criminal inves
tigations, as authorized by law, $67,781,000, to 
remain available for obligation until Sep
tember 30, 1995. 

FOREST SER VICE FIRE PROTECTION 
For necessary expenses for firefighting on 

or adjacent to National Forest System lands 
or other lands under fire protection agree
ment. and for forest fire management and 
presuppression on National Forest System 
lands, $190,108,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That unexpended bal
ances of amounts previously appropriated for 
this purpose under the heading "Forest Serv
ice Firefighting", Forest Service, may be 
transferred to and merged with this appro
priation and accounted for as one appropria
tion for the same time period as originally 
enacted. 

EMERGENCY FOREST SERVICE FIREFIGHTING 
FUND 

For necessary expenses for emergency re
habilitation, presuppression due to emer
gencies or economic efficiency, and wildfire 
suppression activities of the Forest Service, 
$190,222,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That such funds are avail
able for repayment of advances from other 
appropriation accounts previously trans
ferred for such purposes. 

CONSTRUCTION 
For necessary expenses of the Forest Serv

ice, not otherwise provided for, for construc
tion, $237,423,000, to remain available until 
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expended, of which $96,495,000 is for construc
tion and acquisition of buildings and other 
facilities ; and $140,228,000 is for construction 
and repair of forest roads and trails by the 
Forest Service as authorized by 16 U.S.C. 
532-538 and 23 U.S.C. 101 and 205: Provided , 
That funds becoming available in fiscal year 
1994 under the Act of March 4, 1913 (16 U.S.C. 
501) shall be transferred to the General Fund 
of the Treasury of the United States: Pr o
vided fu r ther , That not to exceed $60,000,000, 
to remain available until expended, may be 
obligated for the construction of forest roads 
by timber purchasers. 

LAND ACQUISITION 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the Land and Water Conserva
tion Fund Act of 1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 
4601--4--11) , including administrative expenses, 
and for acquisition of land or waters, or in
terest therein, in accordance with statutory 
authority applicable to the Forest Service, 
$56,700,000, to be derived from the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund, to remain avail
able until expended and $300,000 which shall 
be derived from funds appropriated under 
this head in Public Law 101-512 for acquisi
tion of land and interests therein at and near 
the Old Chief Joseph Gravesite and which 
shall be available for all activities under this 
heading. 
ACQUISITION OF LANDS FOR NATIONAL FORESTS 

SPECIAL ACTS 

For acquisition of lands within the exte
rior boundaries of the Cache, Uinta, and 
Wasatch National Forests, Utah; the Toiyabe 
National Forest, Nevada; and the Angeles, 
San Bernardino, Sequoia, and Cleveland Na
tional Forests, California, as authorized by 
law, $1 ,212,000, to be derived from forest re
ceipts. 

ACQUISITION OF LANDS TO COMPLETE LAND 
EXCHANGES 

For acquisition of lands, to be derived from 
funds deposited by State, county, or munici
pal governments, public school districts, or 
other public school authorities pursuant to 
the Act of December 4, 1967, as amended (16 
U.S.C. 484a), to remain available until ex
pended. 

RANGE BETI'ERMENT FUND 

For necessary expenses of range rehabilita
tion, protection, and improvement, 50 per 
centum of all moneys received during the 
prior fiscal year, as fees for grazing domestic 
livestock on lands in National Forests in the 
sixteen Western States, pursuant to section 
401(b)(l) of Public Law 94-579, as amended, to 
remain available until expended, of which 
not to exceed 6 per centum shall be available 
for administrative expenses associated with 
on-the-ground range rehabilitation, protec
tion, and improvements. 

GIFTS, DONATIONS AND BEQUESTS FOR FOREST 
AND RANGELAND RESEARCH 

For expenses authorized by 16 U.S .C. 
1643(b), $96,000, to remain available until ex
pended, to be derived from the fund estab
lished pursuant to the above Act. 
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS, FOREST SERVICE 

Appropriations to the Forest Service for 
the current fiscal year shall be available for: 
(a) purchase of not to exceed 182 passenger 
motor vehicles of which 20 will be used pri
marily for law enforcement purposes and of 
which 164 shall be for replacement only, of 
which acquisition of 122 passenger motor ve
hicles shall be from excess sources, and hire 
of such vehicles; operation and maintenance 
of aircraft, the purchase of not to exceed two 
for replacement only, and acquisition of 28 

aircraft from excess sources; notwi thstand
ing other provisions of law, existing aircraft 
being replaced may be sold, with proceeds 
derived or trade-in value used to offset the 
purchase price for the replacement aircraft; 
(b) services pursuant to the second sentence 
of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 
U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed $100,000 for 
employment under 5 U.S .C. 3109; (c) pur
chase, erection, and alteration of buildings 
and other public improvements (7 U.S.C. 
2250); (d) acquisition of land, waters, and in
terests therein, pursuant to the Act of Au
gust 3, 1956 (7 U.S .C. 428a); (e) for expenses 
pursuant to the Volunteers in the National 
Forest Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 558a, 558d, 558a 
note) ; and (f) for debt collection contracts in 
accordance with 31 U.S.C. 3718(c). 

None of the funds made available under 
this Act shall be obligated or expended to 
change the boundaries of any region, to abol
ish any region, to move or close any regional 
office for research, State and private for
estry, or National Forest System adminis
tration of the Forest Service, Department of 
Agriculture , without the consent of the 
House and Senate Committees on Appropria
tions and the Committee on Agriculture, Nu
trition, and Forestry in the United States 
Senate and the Committee on Agriculture in 
the United States House of Representatives. 

Any appropriations or funds available to 
the Forest Service may be advanced to the 
Forest Service Firefighting appropriation 
and may be used for forest firefighting and 
the emergency rehabilitation of burned-over 
lands under its jurisdiction: Provided, That 
no funds shall be made available under this 
authority until funds appropriated to the 
" Emergency Forest Service Firefighting 
Fund" shall have been exhausted. 

The appropriation structure for the Forest 
Service may not be altered without advanced 
approval of the House and Senate Commit
tees on Appropriations. 

Funds appropriated to the Forest Service 
shall be available for assistance to or 
through the Agency for International Devel
opment and the Office of International Co
operation and Development in connection 
with forest and rangeland research, technical 
information, and assistance in foreign coun
tries, and shall be available to support for
estry and related natural resource activities 
outside the United States and its territories 
and possessions, including technical assist
ance, education and training, and coopera
tion with United States and international 
organizations. 

All funds received for timber salvage sales 
may be credited to the Forest Service Per
manent Appropriations to be expended for 
timber salvage sales from any national for
est. 

None of the funds made available to the 
Forest Service under this Act shall be sub
ject to transfer under the provisions of sec
tion 702(b) of the Department of Agriculture 
Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2257) or 7 U.S.C. 
147b unless the proposed transfer is approved 
in advance by the House and Senate Commit
tees on Appropriations in compliance with 
the reprogramming procedures contained in 
House Report 102- 116. 

No funds appropriated to the Forest Serv
ice shall be transferred to the Working Cap
ital Fund of the Department of Agriculture 
without the approval of the Chief of the For
est Service. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, any appropriations or funds available to 
the Forest Service may be used to dissemi
nate program information to private and 
public individuals and organizations through 

the use of nonmonetary i terns of nominal 
value and to provide nonmonetary awards of 
nominal value and to incur necessary ex
penses for the nonmonetary recognition of 
private individuals and organizations that 
make contributions to Forest Service pro
grams. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, money collected, in advance or other
wise, by the Forest Service under authority 
of section 101 of Public Law 93-153 (30 U.S.C. 
185(1)) as reimbursement of administrative 
and other costs incurred in processing pipe
line right-of-way or permit applications and 
for costs incurred in monitoring the con
struction, operation, maintenance , and ter
mination of any pipeline and related facili
ties , may be used to reimburse the applicable 
appropriation to which such costs were origi
nally charged. 

Funds available to the Forest Service shall 
be available to conduct a program of not less 
than $1 ,000,000 for high priority projects 
within the scope of the approved budget 
which shall be carried out by the Youth Con
servation Corps as authorized by the Act of 
August 13, 1970, as amended by Public Law 
93-408. 

None of the funds available in this Act 
shall be used for timber sale preparation 
using clearcutting in hardwood stands in ex
cess of 25 percent of the fiscal year 1989 har
vested volume in the Wayne National Forest, 
Ohio: Provided, That this limitation shall not 
apply to hardwood stands damaged by natu
ral disaster: Provided further, That landscape 
architects shall be used to maintain a vis
ually pleasing forest. 

None of the funds made available to the 
Forest Service in this Act shall be expended 
for the purpose of administering a special 
use authorization permitting land use and 
occupancy and surface disturbing activities 
for any project to be constructed on Rock 
Creek, Madera County, California, until a 
study has been completed and submitted to 
the Congress by the Forest Service in con
sultation with the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service, the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers, the California State 
Water Resources Control Board, the Califor
nia Department of Fish and Game and other 
interested public parties regarding the 
project 's potential cumulative impacts on 
the environment, together with a finding 
that there will be no substantial adverse im
pact on the environment. Findings from the 
study must be presented at no less than 
three public meetings. 

Any money collected from the States for 
fire suppression assistance rendered by the 
Forest Service on non-Federal lands not in 
the vicinity of National Forest System lands 
shall be used to reimburse the applicable ap
propriation and shall remain available until 
expended as the Secretary may direct in con
ducting activities authorized by 16 U.S.C. 
2101 (note), 2101- 2110, 1606, and 2111. 

Of the funds available to the Forest Serv
ice, $1,500 is available to the Chief of the For
est Service for official reception and rep
resentation expenses. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Forest Service is authorized to em
ploy or otherwise contract with persons at 
regular rates of pay, as determined by the 
Service, to perform work occasioned by 
emergencies such as fires, storms, floods, 
earthquakes or any other unavoidable cause 
without regard to Sundays, Federal holidays, 
and the regular workweek. 

None of the funds available in this Act 
shall be used for preparation of timber sales 
using clearcutting or other forms of even 
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aged management in hardwood stands in the 
Shawnee National Forest, Illinois. 

None of the funds available in this Act 
shall be used for timber sale planning, 
scoping or preparation using clearcutting in 
the Ouachita and Ozark-St. Francis National 
Forests, Arkansas. 

None of the funds available in this Act 
shall be used to alter the current understory , 
midstory or overstory composition or the 
current proportion of pines and hardwoods 
through the life of each timber stand in the 
Ouachita and Ozark-St. Francis National 
Forest, Arkansas. 

None of the funds available to the Forest 
Service in this Act shall be used to plan or 
conduct timber sales or to plan or build 
roads in the Rocky Face, Hidden Creek or 
Johns Mountain areas of the Chattahoochee 
National Forest, Georgia. 

Notwithstanding section 14 of the National 
Forest Management Act of 1976 (16 U .S.C. 
472a), the Secretary of Agriculture may ne
gotiate sales of Pacific yew at not less than 
appraised value , to parties manufacturing 
taxol in the United States in accordance 
with the requirements of section 505 of the 
Fo9d, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 355) 
for use in humans. Moneys received from the 
sale of Pacific yew are hereby appropriated 
and made available until expended by the 
Forest Service to fund the costs associated 
with the harvest of Pacific yew. 

The Forest Service may offer for sale sal
vageable timber ·in Region 5 and Region 6 in 
fiscal year 1994: Provided, That for forests 
known to contain the Northern spotted owl, 
such salvage sales may be offered as long as 
the offering of such sale will not render the 
area unsuitable as habitat for the Northern 
spotted owl: Provided further, That timber 
salvage activity in spotted owl habitat is to 
be done in full compliance with all existipg 
environmental and forest management laws. 

Pursuant to section 405(b), and section 
410(b) of Public Law 101-593, funds up to 
$1,000,000 for matching funds shall be avail
able for the National Forest Foundation. 

None of the funds available to the Forest 
Service in this Act shall be used to begin 
preparation of timber sales in fiscal year 1994 
using the scaling method. 

It is the sense of Congress that the Sec
retary of Agriculture should issue rules at 
the earliest practicable date on the issue of 
below-cost timber sales. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENE"R.GY 
CLEAN COAL TECHNOLOGY 

The first paragraph under this head in 
Public Law 101- 512, as amended, is further 
amended by striking the phrase " $150,000,000 
on October 1, 1993, and $100,000,000 on October 
1, 1994" and inserting "$100,000,000 on October 
1, 1993, $100,000 ,000 on October 1, 1994, and 
$50,000,000 on October 1, 1995" and by striking 
the phrase "$250,000,000 on October 1, 1993, 
and $250,000,000 on October 1, 1994" and in
serting "$150,000,000 on October 1, 1993, 
$250,000,000 on October 1, 1994, and $100,000,000 
on October 1, 1995" . 

FOSSIL ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

For necessary expenses in carrying out fos- · 
sil energy research and -<ievelopment activi
ties , under the authority of the Department 
of Energy Organization Act (Public Law 95-
91), including the acquisition of interest, in
cluding defeasible and equitable interests in 
any real property or any facility or for plant 
or facility acquisition ·or expansion, 
$438,163,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That no part of the sum 
herein made available shall be used for the 
field testing of nuclear explosives in the re
covery of oil and gas. 

ALTERNATIVE FUELS PRODUCTION 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

Monies received as investment income on 
the principal amount in the Great Plains 
Project Trust at the Norwest Bank of North 
Dakota, in such sums as are earned as of Oc
tober 1, 1993, shall be deposited in this ac
count and immediately transferred to the 
General Fund of the Treasury. Monies re
ceived as revenue sharing from the operation 
of the Great Plains Gasification Plant shall 
be immediately transferred to the General 
Fund of the Treasury. 

NAVAL PETROLEUM AND OIL SHALE RESERVES 

For necessary expenses in carrying out 
naval petroleum and oil shale reserve activi
ties , $214,772,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That the requirements of 
10 U.S.C. 7430(b)(2)(B) shall not apply in fis
cal year 1994. 

ENERGY CONSERVATION 

For necessary expenses in carrying out en
ergy conservation activities, $702,825,000 , to 
remain available until expended, including, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the excess amount for fiscal year 1994 deter
mined under the provisions of section 3003(d) 
of Public Law 99--509 (15 U.S.C. 4502): Pro
vided , That $261,325,000 shall be for use in en
ergy conservation programs as defined in 
section 3008(3) of Public Law 99--509 (15 U .S .C. 
4507) and shall not be available until excess 
amounts are determined under the provi
sions of section 3003(d) of Public Law 99--509 
(15 U.S.C. 4502): Provided further , That not
withstanding section 3003(d)(2) of Public Law 
99--509 such sums shall be allocated to the eli
gible programs as follows: $213,600,000 for the 
weatherization assistance program, 
$18,810,000 for the State energy conservation 
program, and $28,915,000 for the institutional 
conservation program: Provided further, That 
$3 ,000,000 made available in the third proviso 
under this head in Public Law 102-154 (105 
Stat. 1022- 1023) shall be available without re
striction for use in the weatherization assist
ance program: Provided further , That 
$19,366,000 of the amount provided under this 
heading shall be available for continuing re
search and development efforts begun under 
title II of the Interior and Related Agencies 
portion of the joint resolution entitled 
" Joint Resolution making further continu
ing appropriations for the fiscal year 1986, 
and for other purposes" , approved December 
19, 1985 (Public Law 99--190), and implementa
tion of steel and aluminum research author
ized by Public Law 100-680: Provided further , 
That existing facilities, equipment, and sup
plies, or previously expended research or de
velopment funds are not accepted as con
tributions for the purposes of this appropria
tion, except as amortized, depreciated, or ·ex
pensed in normal business practice: Provided 
further, That the total Federal expenditure 
under this proviso shall be repaid up to one 
and one-half times from the proceeds of the 
commercial sale, lease, manufacture, or use 
of technologies developed under this proviso, 
at a rate of one-fourth of all 'net proceeds: 
Provided further, That funding provided under 
this head for electric and hybrid vehicle bat
tery research and development conducted on 
a cooperative basis with non-Federal entities 
shall be available only as matched on an 
equal basis by such entities: Provided further, 
That hereafter the Department of Energy, 
for a period of up to five years after the com
pletion of individual projects may provide 
appropriate protections, including exemp
tions from subchapter II of chapter 5 of title 
5, United States Code, against the dissemina
tion of information that results from activi-

ties conducted by the United States Ad
vanced Battery Consortium or its contrac
tors , or participants in the hybrid vehicle 
propulsion deve1opment program and their 
contractors and that would be a trade secret 
or commercial or financial information that 
is privileged or confidential if the informa
tion had been obtained from and first pro
duced by a non-Federal party participating 
in the United States Advanced Battery Con
sortium or in the hybrid vehicle propulsion 
development program. 

ECONOMIC REGULATION 

For necessary expenses in carrying out the 
activities of the Economic Regulatory Ad
ministration and the Office of Hearings and 
Appeals, $12,994,000, to remain available until 
expended. 

EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS 

For necessary expenses in carrying out 
emergency preparedness activities, $8,901 ,000, 
to remain available until expended. 

STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE 

For necessary expenses for Strategic Pe
troleum Reserve facility development and 
operations and program management activi
ties pursuant to the Energy Policy and Con
servation Act of 1975, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
6201 et seq.), $206,810,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided , That appropria
tions herein made shall not be available for 
leasing of facilities for the storage of crude 
oil for the Strategic Petroleum Reserve un
less the quantity of oil stored in or deliver
able to Government-owned storage facilities 
by virtue of contractual obligations is equal 
to 700,000 ,000 barrels: Provided further , That 
the requirements of 42 U.S .C. 6240(g) shall 
not apply in fiscal year 1994. 

SPR PETROLEUM ACCOUNT 

Notwithstanding 42 U.S.C. 6240(d) the Unit
ed States share of crude oil in Naval Petro
leum Reserve Numbered 1 (Elk Hills) may be 
sold or otherwise disposed of to other than 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve: Provided, 
That outlays in fiscal year 1994 resulting 
from the use of funds in this account shall 
not exceed $79,580,000: Provided further, That 
no outlays resulting from. appropriations 
made in fiscal year 1993 for acquisition, 
transporting, and drawing down oil to be 
stored in the Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
for national defense purposes shall be count
ed against any outlay ceiling established for 
the SPR petroleum account. 

ENERGY INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION 

For necessary expenses in carrying out the 
activities of the Energy Information Admin
istration, $86,053,000, to remain available 
until expended. 
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS, DEPARTMENT OF 

ENERGY 

Appropriations under this Act for the cur
rent fiscal year shall be available for hire of 
passenger motor vehicles; hire, maintenance, 
and operation of aircraft; purchase, repair, 
and cleaning of uniforms; and reimburse
ment to the General Services Administration 
for security guard services. 

From appropriations under this Act, trans
fers of sums may be made to other agencies 
of the Government for the performance of 
work for which the appropriation is made. 

None of the funds made available to the 
Department of Energy under this Act shall 
be used to implement or finance authorized 
price support or loan guarantee programs 
unless specific provision is made for such 
programs in an appropriations Act. 

The Secretary is authorized to accept 
lands, buildings, equipment, and other con
tributions from public and private sources 
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and to prosecute projects in cooperation 
with other agencies, Federal, State, private, 
or foreign: Provided, That revenues and other 
moneys received by or for the account of the 
Department of Energy or otherwise gen
erated by sale of products in connection with 
projects of the Department appropriated 
under this Act may be retained by the Sec
retary of Energy, to be available until ex
pended, and used only for plant construction, 
operation, costs, and payments to cost-shar
ing entities as provided in appropriate cost
sharing contracts or agreements: Provided 
further, That the remainder of revenues after 
the making of such payments shall be cov
ered into the Treasury as miscellaneous re
ceipts: Provided further, That any contract, 
agreement, or provision thereof entered into 
by the Secretary pursuant to this authority 
shall not be executed prior to the expiration 
of 30 calendar days (not including any day in 
which either House of Congress is not in ses
sion because of adjournment of more than 
three calendar days to a day certain) from 
the receipt by the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives and the President of the 
Senate of a full comprehensive report on . 
such project, including the facts and cir
cumstances relied upon in support of the pro
posed project. 

The Secretary of Energy may transfer to 
the Emergency Preparedness appropriation 
such funds as are necessary to meet any un
foreseen emergency needs from any funds 
available to the Department of Energy from 
this Act. 

No funds provided in this Act may be ex
pended by the Department of Energy to pre
pare, issue, or process procurement docu
ments for programs or projects for which ap
propriations have not been made. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 

INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE 

INDIAN HEALTH SERVICES 

For expenses necessary to carry out the · 
Act of August 5, 1954 (68 Stat. 674), the Indian 
Self-Determination Act, the Indian Health 
Care Improvement Act, and titles III and 
XXVII and section 208 of the Public Health 
Service Act with respect to the Indian 
Health Service, $1,652,394,000, together with 
payments received during the fiscal year 
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 300aaa-2 for services 
furnished by the Indian Health Service: Pro
vided, That funds made available to tribes 
and tribal organizations through contracts, 
grant agreements, or any other agreements 
or compacts authorized by the Indian Self
Determination and Education Assistance Act 
of 1975 (88 Stat. 2203; 25 U.S.C. 450), shall be 
deemed to be obligated at the time of the 
grant or contract award and thereafter shall 
remain available to the tribe or tribal orga
nization without fiscal year limitation: Pro
vided further, That $12,000,000 shall remain 
available until expended, for the Indian Cat
astrophic Health Emergency Fund: Provided 
further, That $337,848,000 for contract medical 
care shall remain available for obligation 
until September 30, 1995: Provided further, 
That of the funds provided, not less than 
$11,526,000 shall be used to carry out the loan 
repayment program under section 108 of the 
Indian Health Care Improvement Act, as 
amended: Provided further, That funds pro
vided in this Act may be used for one-year 
contracts and grants which are to be per
formed in two fiscal years, .so long as the 
total obligation is recorded in the year for 
which the funds are appropriated: Provided 
further, That the amounts collected by the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services 

under the authority of title IV of the Indian 
Health Care Improvement Act shall be avail
able for two fiscal years after the fiscal year 
in which they were collected, for the purpose 
of achieving compliance with the applicable 
conditions and requirements of titles XVIII 
and XIX of the Social Security Act (exclu
sive of planning, design, or construction of 
new facilities): Provided further. That of the 
funds provided, $8,000,000 shall remain avail
able until expended, for the Indian Self-De
termination Fund, which shall be available 
for the transitional costs of initial or ex
panded tribal contracts, grants or coopera
tive agreements with the Indian Health 
Service under the provisions of the Indian 
Self-Determination Act: Provided further, 
That funding contained herein, and in any 
earlier appropriations Acts for scholarship 
programs under the Indian Health Care Im
provement Act (25 U.S.C. 1613) shall remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
1995: Provided further, That amounts received 
by tribes and tribal organizations under title 
IV of the Indian Health Care Improvement 
Act, as amended, shall be reported and ac
counted for and available to the receiving 
tribes and tribal organizations until ex
pended. 

INDIAN HEALTH F AGILITIES 

For construction, repair, maintenance, im
provement, and equipment of health and re
lated auxiliary facilities, including quarters 
for personnel; preparation of plans, specifica
tions, and drawings; acquisition of sites, pur
chase and erection of modular buildings, and 
purchases of trailers; and for provision of do
mestic and community sanitation facilities 
for Indians, as authorized by section 7 of the 
Act of August 5, 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2004a), the In
dian Self-Determination Act and the Indian 
Health Care Improvement Act, and for ex
penses necessary to carry out the Act of Au
gust 5, 1954 (68 Stat. 674), the Indian Self-De
termination Act, the Indian Health Care Im
provement Act, and titles III and XXVII and 
section 208 of the Public Heal th Service Act 
with respect to environmental health and fa
cilities support activities of the Indian 
Health Service, $296,997,000, to remain avail
able until expended: Provided, That notwith
standing any other provision of law, funds 
appropriated for the planning, design, con
struction or renovation of health facilities 
for the benefit of an Indian tribe or tribes 
may be used to purchase land for sites to 
construct, improve, or enlarge health or re
lated facilities. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS, INDIAN HEALTH 
SERVICE 

Appropriations ih this Act to the Indian 
Health Service shall be available for services 
as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109 but at rates 
not to exceed the per diem rate equivalent to 
the maximum rate payable for senior-level 
positions under 5 U.S.C. 5376; hire of pas
senger motor vehicles and aircraft; purchase 
of medical equipment; purchase of reprints; 
purchase, renovation and erection of modu
lar buildings; payments for telephone service 
in private residences in the field, when au
thorized under regulations approved by the 
Secretary; and for uniforms or allowances 
therefor as authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901-
5902); and 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: Provided, 
That in accordance with the provisions of 
the Indian Health Care Improvement Act, 
non-Indian patients may be extended health 

care at all tribally administered or Indian 
Health Service facilities, subject to charges, 
and the proceeds along with funds recovered 
under the Federal Medical Care Recovery 
Act (42 U.S.C. 2651-53) shall be credited to 
the account of the facility providing the 
service and shall be available without fiscal 
year limitation: Provided further, That not
withstanding any other law or regulation, 
funds transferred from the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development to the In
dian Health Service shall be administered 
under Public Law 86-121 (the Indian Sanita
tion Facilities Act) and Public Law 93-638, as 
amended: Provided further, That funds appro
priated to the Indian Health Service in this 
Act, except those used for administrative 
and program direction purposes, shall not be 
subject to limitations directed at curtailing 
Federal travel and transportation: Provided 
further, That the Indian Health Service shall 
neither bill nor charge those Indians who 
may have the economic means to pay unless 
and until such time as Congress has agreed 
upon a specific policy to do so and has di
rected the Indian Heal th Service to imple
ment such a policy: Provided further, That 
personnel ceilings may not be imposed on 
the Indian Health Service nor may any ac
tion be taken to reduce the full-time equiva
lent level of the Indian Health Service by the 
elimination of temporary employees by re
duction in force, hiring freeze or any other 
means without the review and approval of 
the Committees on Appropriations: Provided 
further, That none of the funds made avail
able to the Indian Health Service in this Act 
shall be used to implement the final rule 
published in the Federal Register on Septem
ber 16, 1987, by the Department of Health and 
Human Services, relating to eligibility for 
the health care services of the Indian Health 
Service until the Indian Health Service has 
submitted a budget request reflecting the in
creased costs associated with the proposed 
final rule, and such request has been in- · 
eluded in an appropriations Act and enacted 
into law: Provided further, That funds made 
available in this Act are to be apportioned to 
the Indian Health Service as appropriated in 
this Act, and accounted for in the appropria
tion structure set forth in this Act: Provided 
further, That the appropriation structure for 
the Indian Health Service may not be altered 
without the advance approval of the House 
and Senate Committees on Appropriations. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
OFFICE OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 

EDUCATION 

INDIAN EDUCATION 

For necessary expenses to carry out, to the 
extent not otherwise provided, the Indian 
Education Act of 1988, $83,500,000, of which 
$60,304,000 shall be for subpart 1, $19,161,000 
shall be for subparts 2 and 3, and $200,000 
shall be for collection and analyses of data 
on Indian education: Provided, That $1,735,000 
available pursuant to section 5323 of the Act 
shall remain available for obligation until 
September 30, 1995. 

OTHER RELATED AGENCIES 
OFFICE OF NAVAJO AND HOPI INDIAN 

RELOCATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of 
Navajo and Hopi Indian Relocation as au
thorized by Public Law 93-531, $26,936,000, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, 
That funds provided in this or any other ap
propriations Act are to be used to relocate 
eligible individuals and groups including 
evictees from District 6, Hopi-partitioned 
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lands residents, those in significantly sub
standard housing, and all others certified as 
eligible and not included in the preceding 
categories: Provided further, That none of the 
funds contained in this or any other Act may 
be used by .the Office of Navajo and Hopi In
dian Relocation to evict any single Navajo or 
Navajo family wh9, as of November 30, 1985, 
was physically domiciled on the lands parti
tioned to the Hopi Tribe unless a new or re
placement home is provided for such house
hold: Provided further, That no relocatee will 
be provided with more than one new or re
placement home: Provided further, That the 
Office shall relocate any certified eligible 
relocatees who have selected and received an 
approved homesite on the Navajo reservation 
or selected a replacement residence off the 
Navajo reservation or on the land acquired 
pursuant to 25 U.S.C. 640d-10. 

INSTITUTE OF AMERICAN INDIAN AND ALASKA 
NATIVE CULTURE AND ARTS DEVELOPMENT 

PAYMENT TO THE INSTITUTE 

For payment to the Institute of American 
Indian and Alaska Native Culture and Arts 
Development, as authorized by Public Law 
99-498, as amended (20 U.S.C. 56, Part A), 
$12,563,000, of which not to exceed $350,000 for 
Federal matching contributions, to remain 
available until expended, shall be paid to the 
Institute endowment fund: Provided, That 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the annual budget proposal and justification 
for the Institute shall be submitted to the 
Congress concurrently with the submission 
of the President's Budget to the Congress: 
Provided further, That the Institute shall act 
as its own certifying officer. 

SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Smithsonian 
Institution, as authorized by law, including 
research in the fields of art, science, and his
tory; development, preservation, and docu
mentation of the National Collections; pres
entation of public exhibits and perform
ances; collection, preparation, dissemina
tion, and exchange of information and publi
cations; conduct of education, training, and 
museum assistance programs; maintenance, 
alteration, operation, lease (for terms not to 
exceed thirty years), and protection of build
ings, facilities, and approaches; not to exceed 
$100,000 for services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 
3109; up to 5 replacement passenger vehicles; 
purchase, rental, repair, and cleaning of uni
forms for employees; $302,083,000, of which 
not to exceed $27,579,000 for the instrumenta
tion program, collections acquisition, Mu
seum Support Center equipment and move, 
exhibition reinstallation, the National Mu
seum of the American Indian, and the repa
triation of skeletal remains program shall 
remain available until expended and, includ
ing such funds as may be necessary to sup
port American overseas research centers and 
a total of $125,000 for the Council of Amer
ican Overseas Research Centers: Provided, 
That funds appropriated herein are available 
for advance payments to independent con
tractors performing research services or par
ticipating in official Smithsonian presen
tations. 
CONSTRUCTION AND IMPROVEMENTS, NATIONAL 

ZOOLOGICAL PARK 

For necessary expenses of planning, con
struction, remodeling, and equipping of 
buildings and facilities at the National Zoo
logical Park, by contract or otherwise, 
$5,400,000, to remain available until ex
pended. 

REPAIR AND RESTORATION OF BUILDINGS 

For necessary ·expenses of repair and res
toration of buildings owned or occupied by 

the Smithsonian Institution, by contract or 
otherwise, as authorized by section 2 of the 
Act of August 22, 1949 (63 Stat. 623), including 
not to exceed $10,000 for services as author
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $24,000,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That con
tracts awarded for environmental systems, 
protection systems, and exterior repair or 
restoration of buildings of the Smithsonian 
Institution may be negotiated with selected 
contractors and awarded on the basis of con
tractor qualifications as well as price. 

CONSTRUCTION 

For necessary expenses for construction, 
$10,400,000, to remain available until ex
pended. 

NATIONAL GALLERY OF ART 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For the upkeep and operations of the Na
tional Gallery of Art, the protection and 
care of the works of art therein, and admin
istrative expenses incident thereto, as au
thorized by the Act of March 24, 1937 (50 Stat. 
51), as amended by the public resolution of 
April 13, 1939 (Public Resolution 9, Seventy
sixth Congress), including services as author
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109; payment in advance 
when authorized by the treasurer of the Gal
lery for membership in library, museum, and 
art associations or societies whose publica
tions or services are available to members 
only, or to members at a price lower than to 
the general public; purchase, repair, and 
cleaning of uniforms for guards, and uni
forms, or allowances therefor, for other em
ployees as authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901-
5902); purchase or rental of devices and serv
ices for protecting buildings and contents 
thereof, and maintenance, alteration, im
provement, and repair of buildings, ap
proaches, and grounds; and purchase of serv
ices for restoration and repair of works of 
art for the National Gallery of Art by con
tracts made, without advertising, with indi
viduals, firms, or organizations at such rates 
or prices and under such terms and condi
tions as the Gallery may deem proper, 
$51,908,000, of which not to exceed $3,026,000 
for the special exhibition program shall re
main available until expended. 

REPAIR, RESTORATION AND RENOVATION OF 
BUILDINGS \ 

For necessary expenses of repair, restora
tion and renovation of buildings, grounds 
and facilities owned or occupied by the Na
tional Gallery of Art, by contract or other
wise, as authorized $2,831,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That con
tracts awarded for environmental systems, 
protection systems, and exterior repair or 
renovation of buildings of the National Gal
lery of Art may be negotiated with selected 
contractors and awarded on the basis of con
tractor qualifications as well as price. 
WOODROW WILSON INTERNATIONAL CENTER FOR 

SCHOLARS 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary in carrying out the 
provisions of the Woodrow Wilson Memorial 
Act of 1968 (82 Stat. 1356) including hire of 
passenger vehicles and services as authorized 
by 5 u.s.c. 3109, $6,352,000. 
NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON THE ARTS AND THE 

HUMANITIES 

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE ARTS 

GRANTS AND ADMINISTRATION 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
National Foundation on the Arts and Hu
manities Act of 1965, as amended, $144,451,000 
shall be available to the National Endow
ment for the Arts for the support of projects 

and productions in the arts through assist
ance to groups and individuals pursuant to 
section 5(c) of the Act, and for administering 
the functions of the Act. 

MATCHING GRANTS 

To carry out the provisions of section 
10(a)(2) of the National Foundation on the 
Arts and the Humanities Act of 1965, as 
amended, $30,142,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 1995, to the National En
dowment for the Art.s, of which $13,187,000 
shall be available for purposes of section 5(1): 
Provided , That this appropriation shall be 
available for obligation only in such 
amounts as may be equal to the total 
amounts of gifts, bequests, and devises of 
money, and other property accepted by the 
Chairman or by grantees of the Endowment 
under the provisions of section 10(a)(2), sub
sections ll(a)(2)(A) and ll(a)(3)(A) during the 
current and preceding fiscal years for which 
equal amounts have not previously ~een ap
propriated. 

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE HUMANITIES 

GRANTS AND ADMINISTRATION 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
National Foundation on the Arts and the Hu
manities Act of 1965, as amended, $151,300,000 
shall be available to the National Endow
ment for the Humanities for support of ac
tivities in the humanities, pursuant to sec
tion 7(c) of the Act, and for administering 
the functions of the Act, of which $5,000,000 
for the Office of Preservation shall remain 
available until September 30, 1995. 

MATCHING GRANTS 

To carry out the provisions of section 
10(a)(2) of the National Foundation on . the 
Arts and the Humanities Act of 1965, as 
amended, $26,191,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 1995, of which $14,228,000 
shall be available to the National Endow
ment for the Humanities for the purposes of 
section 7(h): Provided, That this appropria
tion shall be available for obligation only in 
such amounts as may be equal to the total 
amounts of gifts, bequests, and devises of 
money, and other property accepted by the 
Chairman or by grantees of the Endowment 
under the provisions of subsections 
ll(a)(2)(B) and ll(a)(3)(B) during the current 
and preceding fiscal years for which equal 
amounts have not previously been appro
priated. 

INSTITUTE OF MUSEUM SERVICES 

GRANTS AND ADMINISTRATION 

For carrying out title II of the Arts, Hu
manities, and Cultural Affairs Act of 1976, as 
amended, $28,777,000. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS. 

None of the funds appropriated to the Na
tional Foundation on the Arts and the Hu
manities may be used to process any grant 
or contract documents which do not include 
the text of 18 U.S.C. 1913: Provided, That none 
of the funds appropriated to the National 
Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities 
may be used for official reception and rep
resentation expenses: Provided further, That 
none of the funds in this Act may be used for 
the President's Committee on the Arts and 
the Humanities. 

COMMISSION OF FINE ARTS 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses made necessary by the Act 
establishing a Commission of Fine Arts (40 
u.s.c. 104), $805,000. 

NATIONAL CAPITAL ARTS AND CULTURAL 
AFFAIRS 

For necessary expenses as authorized by 
Public Law 99-190 (99 Stat. 1261; 20 U.S.C. 
956(a)), as amended, $7,500,000. 
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ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC 

PRESERVATION 
. SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses made necessary by the Act 
establishing an Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation, Public Law 89-665, as amended, 
$2,959,000: Provided , That none of these funds 
shall be available for the compensation of 
Executive Level V or higher positions. 

NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses, as authorized by 
the National Capital Planning Act of 1952 (40 
U.S.C. 71-71i), including services as author
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $5,868,000: Provided , 
That all appointed members will be com
pensated at a rate equivalent to the rate for 
Executive Schedule Level IV. 

FRANKLIN DELANO ROOSEVELT MEMORIAL 
COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses of the Franklin 

Delano Roosevelt Memorial Commission, es
tablished by the Act of August 11, 1955 (69 
Stat. 694) , as amended by Public Law 92- 332 
(86 Stat. 401), $49,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 1995. 

PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses, as authorized by 

section 17(a) of Public Law 92-578, as amend
ed, $2,738,000 for operating and administra
tive expenses of the Corporation. 

PUBLIC DEVELOPMENT 
For public development activities and 

projects in accordance with the development 
plan as authorized by section 17(b) of Public 
Law 92-578, as amended, $4,289,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

LAND ACQUISITION AND DEVELOPMENT FUND 
The Pennsylvania Avenue Development 

Corporation is authorized to borrow from the 
Treasury of the United States $7,193,000, pur
suant to the terms and conditions in para
graph 10, section 6, of Public Law 92-576, as 
amended. 

UNITED STATES HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL 
COUNCIL 

HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL COUNCIL 
For expenses of the Holocaust Memorial 

Council, as authorized by Public Law 96-388, 
as amended, $21,679,000. 

TITLE III-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 301. The expenditure of any appropria

tion under this Act for any consulting serv
ice through procurement contract, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to those 
contracts where such expenditures are a 
matter of public record and available for 
public inspection, except where otherwise 
provided under existing law, or under exist
ing Executive order issued pursuant to exist
ing law. 

SEC. 302. No part of any appropriation 
under this Act shall be available to the Sec
retary of the Interior or the Secretary of Ag
riculture for the leasing of oil and natural 
gas by noncompetitive bidding on publicly 
owned lands within the boundaries of the 
Shawnee National Forest, Illinois: Provided, 
That nothing herein is intended to inhibit or 
otherwise affect the sale, lease, or right to 
access to minerals owned by private individ
uals. 

SEC. 303. No part of any appropriation con
tained in this Act shall be available for any 
activity or the publication or distribution of 
literature that in any way tends to promote 

public support or opposition to any legisla
tive proposal on which congressional action 
is not complete . 

SEC. 304. No part of any appropriation con
tained in this Act shall remain available for 
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un
less expressly so provided herein. 

SEC. 305. None of the funds provided in this 
Act to any department or agency shall be ob
ligated or expended to provide a personal 
cook, chauffeur, or other personal servants 
to any officer or employee of such depart
ment or agency except as otherwise provided 
by law. 

SEC. 306. None of the funds provided in this 
Act shall be used to evaluate, consider, proc
ess, or award oil, gas, or geothermal leases 
on Federal lands in the Mount Baker
Snoqualmie National Forest, State of Wash
ington, within the hydrographic boundaries 
of the Cedar River municipal watershed up
stream of river mile 21.6, the Green River 
municipal watershed upstream of river mile 
61.0, the North Fork of the Tolt River pro
posed municipal watershed upstream of river 
mile 11.7, and the South Fork Tolt River mu
nicipal watershed upstream of river mile 8.4. 

SEC. 307. No assessments may be levied 
against any program, budget activity, sub
activity, or project funded by this Act unless 
notice of such assessments and the basis 
therefor are presented to the Committees on 
Appropriations and are approved by such 
Committees. 

SEC. 308. None of the funds in this Act may 
be used to plan, prepare, or offer for sale tim
ber from trees classified as giant sequoia 
(sequoiadendron giganteum) which are lo
cated on National Forest System or Bureau 
of Land Management lands until an environ
mental assessment has been completed and 
the giant sequoia management implementa
tion plan is approved. In any event, timber 
harvest within the identified groves will be 
done only to enhance and perpetuate giant 
sequoia. There will be no harvesting of giant 
sequoia specimen trees. Removal of hazard, 
insect, disease and fire killed giant sequoia 
other than specimen trees is permitted. 

SEC. 309. No part of any appropriation 
under this Act shall be available to the Sec
retaries of the Interior and Agriculture for 
use for any sale hereafter made of unproc
essed timber from Federal lands in the State 
of Texas which will be exported by the pur
chaser: Provided, That this limitation shall 
not apply to specific quantities of grades and 
species of timber which said Secretaries de
termine are surplus to domestic lumber and 
plywood manufacturing needs. 

SEC. 310. Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, payments to States pursuant to 
16 U.S.C. 500 for National Forests affected by 
decisions relating to the Northern Spotted 
Owl from fiscal year 1994 receipts shall not 
be less than 70 per centum of the average an
nual payments to States, based on receipts 
collected on those National Forests during 
the five-year baseline period of fiscal years 
1986 through 1990: Provided, That in no event 
shall these payments exceed the total 
amount of receipts collected from the af
fected National Forests during fiscal year 
1994. 

SEC. 311. Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, the payment to be made by the 
United States Government pursuant to the 
provision of subsection (a) of title II of the 
Act of August 28, 1937 (50 Stat. 876) to the Or
egon and California land-grant counties in 
the State of Oregon from fiscal year 1994 re
ceipts derived from the Oregon and Califor
nia grant lands shall not be less than 70 per 
centum of the average annual payment made 

to those counties of their share of the Or
egon and California land-grant receipts col
lected during the five-year baseline period of 
fiscal years 1986 through 1990: Provided, That 
in no event shall this payment exceed the 
total amount of receipts collected from the 
Oregon and California grant lands during fis
cal year 1994 or $38,111,000, whichever is 
lower. 

SEC. 312. Section 314 of Public Law 101-512 
(104 Stat. 1959-1960) is amended by striking 
the words "cooperative agreement" and in
serting in lieu thereof: " any other agreement 
or compact". 

SEC. 313. Section 1405, subsection (a) of 
title 36, United States Code, is amended by 
striking all of the first sentence through the 
words " confirmation of the Council and 
who" and inserting in lieu thereof: " There 
shall be an Executive Director of the Holo
caust Memorial Museum who shall be ap
pointed by the Chairperson of the Council , 
subject to confirmation of the Council, who 
may be paid with nonappropriated funds, and 
who, if paid with appropriated funds, " . 

SEC. 314. Section 401 of the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 
U.S.C . 1751), is hereby amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsections: 

" (c)(l) Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, the Secretary of Agriculture, 
with respect to National Forest lands in the 
16 contiguous western states (except Na
tional Grasslands) administered by the For
est Service where domestic livestock grazing 
is permitted under applicable law, and the 
Secretary of the Interior with respect to 
public domain lands administered by the Bu
reau of Land Management where domestic 
livestock grazing is permitted under applica
ble law, shall establish beginning with the 
grazing season which commences on March 1, 
1994, an annual domestic livestock grazing 
fee equal to fair market value: Provided, 
That the fee charged for any given year shall 
not increase nor decrease by more than 33.3 
percent from the previous year's grazing fee. 

"(2)(A) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term 'fair market value ' is defined as fol
lows: 

Appraised Base Value For-
Fair Market Value age Value Index 

100 

"(B) For the purposes of subparagraph 
(A)-

" (i) the term 'Forage Value Index' means 
the Forage Value Index (FVI) computed an
nually by the Economic Research Service, 
United States Department of Agriculture, 
and set with the 1993 FVI equal to 100; and 

"(ii) the term 'Appraised Base Value' 
means the 1983 Appraisal Value conclusions 
for mature cattle and horses (expressed in 
dollars per head or pair month), as deter
mined in the 1986 report prepared jointly by 
the Secretary of Agriculture and the Sec
retary of the Interior entitled 'Grazing Fee 
Review and Evaluation', dated February 
1986, on a westwide basis using the lowest ap
praised value of the pricing areas adjusted 
for advanced payment and indexed to 1993. 

"(3) Executive Order No. 12548, dated Feb
ruary 14, 1986, shall not apply to grazing fees 
established pursuant to this Act. 

"(d) The grazing advisory boards estab
lished pursuant to Secretarial action, notice 
of which was published in the Federal Reg
ister on May 14, 1986 (51 Fed. Reg. 17874), are 
hereby abolished, and the advisory functions 
exercised by such boards, shall, after the 
date of enactment of this sentence, be exer
cised only by the appropriate councils estab
lished under law. 



15628 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 14, 1993 
"(e) Funds appropriated pursuant to sec

tion 5 of the Public Rangelands Improvement 
Act of 1978 (43 U.S.C. 1904) or any other provi
sion of law related to disposition of the Fed
eral share of receipts from fees for grazing on 
public domain lands or National Forests 
lands in· the 16 contiguous western States 
shall be used for restoration and enhance
ment of fish and wildlife habitat, for restora
tion and improved management of riparian 
areas, and for implementation and enforce
ment of applicable land management plans, 
allotment plans, and regulations regarding 
the use of such lands for domestic livestock 
grazing. Such funds shall be distributed as 
the Secretary concerned deems advisable 
after consultation and coordination with the 
advisory councils established pursuant to 
section 309 of this Act and other interested 
parties.'' . 

SEC. 315. Section 42 of title 20, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting " the 
Speaker of the United States House of Rep
resentatives, " immediately after the phrase 
"the Chief Justice of the United States," . 

Mr. YATES (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the entire bill be considered as 
read, printed in the RECORD, and open 
to amendment through page 89, line 21. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, reserving the right to object, I 
have several points of order which I 
want to raise against this bill. If I do 
not object to this, will that not allot 
me to raise these points of order? 

The CHAIRMAN. Po in ts of order will 
be made. If the unanimous-consent re
quest is granted, then the Chair would 
recognize Members to raise their points 
of order at the beginning. Before we 
could even begin the amendment proc
ess, we would have to go through and 
resolve all the points of order. The 
Chair would then recognize Members to 
raise their points of order. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I withdraw my reservation of ob
jection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. YA TES. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that all debate on 
this bill and any amendments thereto 
terminate no later than 4:20 p.m. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, reserving the right to object, I 
have been discussing this with our 
leadership, as has I believe, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK
ER], and I think that they feel we 
should at this time not allow this kind 
of a time limit. 

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

D 1220 
Mr. WALKER. :M:r. Chairman, the 

problem we have with an overall time 
limit on the bill is that we ran in to 
some real trouble out here on the floor 
with regard to some Members offering 
amendments just within the last week 
before we broke for recess. What we 

would prefer to have happen would be 
to have each amendment to get a time 
limit so that we deal with the time 
limits amendment by amendment rath
er than an overall time limit on the 
bill. 

If the gentleman would agree to work 
that way, I think it would work out 
much better and would be acceptable 
to our leadership. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, further reserving the right to ob
ject, I yield to the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. YATES.] 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I am will
ing to accept the gentleman's objec
tion. At a later time, I again may ask 
unanimous consent, after we see how 
the bill progresses. I do not want to cut 
any Member off. I just want to take 
care of the requests I have had from 
numerous Members to try to get 
through the bill as promptly as pos
sible. That was the reason for my re
quest. 

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my re
quest. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
withdraws his request. 

Are there points of order to be 
raised? 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
make a point of order against part of 
the language in title III, General Provi
sions. 

The language I ref er to begins on 
page 86, line 23, section 314, beginning 
with the words "Section 401 of the Fed
eral Land Policy and Management 
Act" through the words "interested 
parties" on page 89, line 12-17. 

The language is in violation of the 
House Rules, clause 2 of rule XXI. It is 
legislation on an appropriations bill. 

Mr. Chairman, the rule did not pro
tect this language. There is no author
ization for this increase in grazing fees 
charged for grazing livestock on Fed
eral lands managed by the Bureau of 
Land Management and Forest Service. 

Further, Mr. Chairman, the language 
abolishes existing grazing advisory 
boards and returns their functions to 
local land use councils. There are no 
requirements in law that authorize the 
abolition of grazing boards. That lan
guage is legislative in nature and in 
violation of clause 2 of rule XXI. 

The language would also provide that 
Federal grazing fee receipts may be 
used only for restoration and enhance
ment of fish and wildlife habitat, res
toration and improvement of riparian 
areas and for implementation and en
forcement of land management plans 
and regulations regarding livestock 
grazing. 

Again, there is no provision in law 
specifically requiring the use of Fed
eral grazing receipts for enforcement of 

land management plans and regula
tions regarding livestock grazing. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, there is 
no authorization for an increase in 
grazing fees. Further, House Rule XXI, 
clause 2 provides for a point of order to 
prevent legislation on appropriations 
measures so that members of this body 
can develop laws through due consider
ation of the authorizing committees, 
and that consideration is currently un
derway. The conditions specified in the 
language represents legislation in an 
appropriations bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask for a ruling of 
the Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear 
all Members who wish to be heard on 
this point of order. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I think 
the gentleman's point of order, if I may 
help the distinguished gentleman, 
should have been made through line 17 
on page 89, rather than through line 12. 
I think the gentleman would prefer 
that as well. That was the reason that 
I rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair believes 
the point of order has been made 
against section 314 of the bill. That is 
the way the Chair understands it; that 
would be the appropriate section. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, would 
the Chair please restate what the point 
of order made by the gentleman from 
Montana was. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair believes 
that, to paraphrase the gentleman 
from Montana, he is making a state
ment that section 314 of the bill is leg
islation on an appropriations bill and, 
as such, ought to be stricken from the 
bill. 

Mr. KOLBE. I am still not clear. Is 
the gentleman making a point of order 
for specific lines to be stricken? 

The CHAIRMAN. It is the judgment 
of the Chair that the gentleman is 
making a point of order on all of sec
tion 314 of the bill, the entire section 
314. 

Mr. KOLBE. That is correct, but I do 
not believe that is what the gentleman 
from Montana said. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
wish to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this point of order and be
lieve that the gentleman from Montana 
has correctly stated it. As a member of 
the subcommittee and a member of the 
full committee, I made this argument 
in the subcommittee. 

It is my view that the grazing fee 
issue is one which should be resolved 
through legislation. We have had this 
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issue before . . We have a process that is 
underway with the Secretary of the In
terior, with hearings that have been 
held in the West. 

There will be proposals. It would be 
extraordinarily inappropriate for us in 
an appropriations bill, of all years, to 
be doing this this year. 

I think that the Committee on Rules 
made the right decision in not protect
ing this particular provision. 

Mr. Chairman, I do support the point 
of order against this provision. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other 
Member desire to be heard on the gen
tleman's point of order? 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the point of order of the 
gentleman from Montana. 

Two weeks ago I testified in front of 
the Committee on Rules to leave this 
section unprotected. If that were not 
the case, then the gentleman from Ari
zona [Mr. KOLBE] and I had planned to 
offer an amendment to strike this sec
tion from the bill. 

I believe that the correct place for 
this type of legislation is in the au
thorizing committee. 

Furthermore, the administration 
plans to release a plan dealing with 
grazing fees and the management of 
our public lands with regard to grazing 
in the near term. 

I, therefore, support the gentleman's 
point of order and ask that the point of 
order of the gentleman from Montana 
be upheld. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other 
Member desire to be heard on the point 
of order? 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair
man, I rise to support the point of 
order. This has, of course, been a point 
of controversy in several years. There 
is certainly evidence that we are mov
ing forward on resolving this. 

It ought to be resolved in the author
izing committee and, therefore, I sup
port the gentleman's point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other 
Member wish to be heard on the point 
of order? 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I also 
rise in support of the point of order. It 
is a very important issue to the west
ern ranchers, and I hope that we will be 
able to resolve it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other 
Member desire to be heard on the gen
tleman's point of order? 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I am 
not going to contest the point of order. 
I recognize that this is properly 
brought. 

I just want to make the point that 
the authorizing committee should ad
dress these problems, not only this one, 
but there will be subsequent points of 
order. And they arise because the au
thorizing committees have not taken 
the action that should be taken. 

I would urge them to consider these 
policy issues, they are very important, 
and consider them in the authorizing 

venue and bring them to this floor for 
action by the full House. 

Mr. Chairman, I concede the point of 
order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other 
Member wish to be heard on the point 
of order? 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I would 
just concur in the point of order and 
suggest to the gentleman from Ohio 
that the authorization committee has 
dealt with this in the past 2 years. It is 
the other body, the Senate, that has 
not. 

We will deal with it and, hopefully, 
have it before the gentleman to deal 
with it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other 
Member wish to be heard on the point 
order? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I concede 
the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GLICKMAN). 
Does any other Member wish to be 
heard on the point of order? 

If there are no other Members who 
wish to be heard on this point of order, 
for the reasons stated here, the point of 
order is sustained. Section 314 is 
stricken from this bill. 

Are there other points of order? 
POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to a point of order 
against title III, section 308. I believe it 
is in violation of rule XXI, clause 2(b) 
and is legislation on an appropriations 
bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. YATES] wish to be 
heard on the point of order? 

The gentleman makes a point of 
order against section 308 of the bill in 
title III. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I think 
the gentleman is correct. Certain as
pects of this section are legislative 
and, therefore, I will concede the point 
of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other 
Member desire to be heard on the gen
tleman's point of order? 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I con
cede the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GLICKMAN). The 
point of order is conceded and sus
tained. 

Are there other points of order? 
POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I would 
make a point of order against the pro
vision beginning on page 8, line 13 
through line 21, authorizing coopera
tive printing services by the BLM, as a 
violation of clause 2 of rule XXI of the 
House. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
making a point of order on page 8. 

Mr. VENTO. Lines 13 through 21. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I concede 

the point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GLICKMAN). The 

point of order is conceded and sus
tained. The proviso is stricken. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I make a 
point of order against the provision be
ginning with "Provided" on page 14, 
line 11, through line 18. This authorizes 
the National Biological Survey to ac
cept gifts and donations and use volun
teers. I would make a point of order 
that is a violation of clause 2, rule XXI 
of the House. 

The CHA.IRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, in view of 
the gentleman's hostility toward vol
unteers, I concede the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GLICKMAN). The 
point of order is conceded and sus
tained. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I make a 
point of order against the new con
struction in the paragraph beginning 
on page 16, line 6, through line 3 on 
page 17. This contains funding for the 
purposes of the New Jersey Heritage 
Trail, the Lackawanna Heritage Park, 
not authorized, and also includes lan
guage for the Lincoln Center Visitors 
Center, which is not authorized, and di
rects specific requirements and legisla
tive functions for the FDR Memorial 
activity, which is not authorized. As 
such, it violates clause 2 of rule XXI of 
the House. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I concede 
the gentleman's point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GLICKMAN). The 
point of order is conceded and sus
tained. The entire paragraph is strick
en, from line 5 on page 16 through line 
3 on page 17. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I make a 
point of order against the proviso be
ginning on page 15, lines 11 through 17, 
that this determination of concession 
contract is a violation of clause 2 of 
rule XXI of the House. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I concede 
the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GLICKMAN). The 
point of order is conceded and sus
tained. The proviso on page 15 is 
stricken. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I make a 
point of order against the paragraph on 
page 58, line 4 through line 13. This re
gards the sale of the Pacific yew. The 
authorization is already in law in the 
Pacific Yew Act passed in the last Con
gress, Public Law 102-335. 

I make a point of order that this is a 
violation of clause 2 of rule XXI of the 
House. 
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Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I am de

lighted to know that this particular 
subject matter has been enacted by the 
Congress. There is no need for this pro
vision by the Appropriations Commit
tee. I concede the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GLICKMAN). The 
point of order is conceded and sus
tained, and the paragraph is stricken. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I raise a point of order against 
the provision beginning on page 2, line 
2, and all that follows through page 3, 
line 6, of the bill because it is an ex
penditure in an appropriations bill not 
previously authorized by law and 
therefore in violation of clause 2(a) of 
rule XXI and also in violation of sec
tion 318(a) of the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Illinois. · 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I would 
suggest the gentleman may want to 
start at line 3. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I did say page 2, line 2. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, it is line 
3, I believe. I have no objection to the 
gentleman amending that to line 3. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
amends his point of order to start at 
page 2, line 3, with the words "Manage
ment of Lands and Resources." 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. That is fine, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. YATES. With that correction, 
Mr. Chairman, I concede the point of 
order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GLICKMAN). The 
point of order is conceded and sus
tained. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I raise a point of order against 
the provision beginning on page 4, line 
5 and all that follows through page 4, 
line 9, of the bill because it is an ex
penditure in an appropriations bill not 
previously authorized by law and 
therefore in violation of clause 2(a) of 
rule XXI and also in violation of sec
tion 318(a) of the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I concede 
the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GLICKMAN). The 
point of order is conceded and sus
tained. The paragraph is stricken. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I raise a point of order against 
the provision beginning on page 5, line 
14 and all that follows through page 6, 
line 2, of the bill because it is an ex
penditure in an appropriations bill not 
previously authorized by law and 
therefore in violation of clause 2(a) of 
rule XXI and also in violation of sec
tion 318(a) of the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I concede 
the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GLICKMAN). The 
point of order is conceded and sus
tained, and the paragraph is stricken. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I raise a point of order against 
the provision beginning on page 6, line 
3 and all that follows through page 7, 
line 6, of the bill because it is an ex
penditure in an appropriations bill not 
previously authorized by law and 
therefore in violation of clause 2(a) of 
rule XXI and also in violation of sec
tion 318(a) of the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I concede 
the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GLICKMAN). The 
point of order is conceded and sus
tained, and the paragraph is stricken. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I raise a point of order against 
the provision beginning on page 7, line 
7 and all that follows through page 7, 
line 15, of the bill because it is an ex
penditure in an appropriations bill not 
previously authorized by law and 
therefore in violation of clause 2(a) of 
rule XXI and also in violation of sec
tion 318(a) of the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I concede 
the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GLICKMAN). The 
point of order is conceded and sus
tained, and the paragraph is stricken. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, on my last point of order, I raise 
a point of order against the provision 
beginning on page 7, line 16 and all that 
follows through page 8, line 21, of the 
bill because it is an expenditure in an 
appropriations bill not previously au
thorized by law and therefore in viola
tion of clause 2 of rule XXI, and also in 
violation of section 318(a) of the Fed
eral Land Policy and Management Act 
of 1976. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I concede 
the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GLICKMAN). The 
paint of order is conceded and sus
tained. 

Are there further points of order? 
POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to make a point of order against 
the proviso on page 19, lines 1 through 
5, on the grounds that it is legislating 
on an appropriations bill, in violation 
of clause 2, rule XXL 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I concede 
the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GLICKMAN). The 
point of order is conceded and sus
tained. The proviso on page 19 is 
stricken. 

Are there further points of order? 
POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair
man, I raise a point of order against 
the provisions beginning on page 29, 

line 13, beginning with the words "Pro
vided further" and all that follows 
through page 29, line 22, and ending . 
with the word "Committees" because 
it is legislation in an appropriations 
bill and therefore in violation of clause 
2(b) of rule XXL 

Mr. Chairman, this basically has to 
do with authorizing a study in BLM re
organization; it is before the authoriza
tion committee, and it seems to me 
that is where it ought to be. I raise the 
point of order. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I concede 
the point of order. -

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GLICKMAN). The 
point of order is conceded and sus
tained. That proviso is stricken. 

Are there further points of order? 
The Chair would again admonish 

Members that this is the time when all 
the points of order should be made, be
cause the bill has been opened for 
amendment at any point up to the last 
two lines. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair
man, I raise a point of order against 
the language on page 62, beginning 
with line 6 and going through line 9 on 
page 63, as constituting legislation on 
an appropriation bill. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I concede 
the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GLICKMAN). The 
point of order is conceded and sus
tained, and that portion is stricken 
from the bill. There are several provi
sos there on the pages noted by the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
BROWN]. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word, if that is in order 
at this point. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no 
other points of order, the gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to ex
plain the action of our subcommittee 
and our committee in placing the pro
visions in the bill that were stricken 
by a point of order. Those provisions, 
for the most part, have been contained 
in our appropriation bills over the 
years. They have provided for funds for 
the Bureau of Land Management. They 
have provided for expeditious handling 
of certain aspects of funding. In view of 
the fact that the legislative commit
tees have requested us to seek no 
longer a rule to protect those provi
sions, and grazing fees as well, we 
agreed to act in accordance with the 
suggestions of the legislative commit
tees, and did not seek a rule from the 
Comrpittee on Rules which would have 
protected them. 

D 1240 
For those reasons, Mr. Chairman, it 

was necessary for us to concede the 
points of order as they were raised. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 

from California. 
Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair

man, I would like to thank the gen
tleman for the way in which he has ap
proached this. As he has indicated, at 
least with the language which I raised 
a point of order against, it has been in 
the bill for a number of years, and it 
has to do with energy research and de
velopment, for which there was no au
thorization. 

I think now and I thought before that 
it would be appropriate that the bill 
contain this, which was quite useful, 
but last year we passed an energy re
search and development authorization 
bill which covers most of this, and in 
some cases has a somewhat different 
authorization than is contained in this 
language. I think it is appropriate that 
we proceed in this fashion, and I thank 
the gentleman very much. 

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman 
for his statement. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PORTER 
Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

three amendments, and I ask unani
mous consent that they be considered 
en bloc. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the amendments. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendments offered by Mr. PORTER: 
Page 47, line 20, strike " $1 ,237,272,000" and 

insert " $1 ,225,413,000". 
Page 49, line 14, strike " $237,423,000" and 

insert " $231,267,000". 
Page 49, line 17, strike " $140,228,000" and 

insert " $134,072,000" . 
Page 59, after line 8, insert the following: 
None of the funds appropriated or other

wise made available to the Forest Service by 
this Act may be used for the construction of 
roads or the preparation of timber sales, in 
roadless areas of 3,000 or more acres in size. 

Mr. PORTER (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendments be consid
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I object. 
The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk concluded the reading of 

the amendments. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a 

point of order on the last amendment. 
The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 

to considering the amendments en 
bloc? 

Mr. DICKS. Yes, I object, Mr. Chair
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, we want 

to do these separately, and I want to 
reserve a point of order on the third 
amendment. I believe that amendment 
comes at a point where it is a general 
provision to the bill and cannot be con
sidered until after. 

The CHAIRMAN. The objection has 
been made. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, this is a 
limitation on appropriations and would 

have to be considered at the end of the 
bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection has been 
made to the amendments being consid
ered en bloc. 

The Clerk will re-report the first 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PORTER 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PORTER: Page 

47, line 20, strike " $1,237,272,000" and insert 
" $1,225,413,000" . 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to thank the gentleman from Illi
nois, chairman of the subcommittee, 
and my colleagues on the Appropria
tions Subcommittee on Interior, and 
the full committee for bringing us a 
very, very fine bill. The committee and 
subcommittee ought to be commended 
for their efforts to reduce funding for 
the so-called below-cost timber sales 
and construction of logging roads on 
our national forests. 

This bill reduces the funds available 
for construction of logging roads by an 
impressive $40 million. But, Mr. Chair
man, while it reduces the budget for 
road construction, the bill does not 
take specific action to protect the 
most ecologically important tracts of 
national forest from road development. 
I am referring to the roadless areas of 
intact forests that are managed by the 
U.S. Forest Service. 

It is not only environmentally dam
aging to build roads in these areas, Mr. 
Chairman, but it is also uneconomical 
and a waste of precious taxpayer dol
lars. 

Along with my colleagues, the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR], 
and the gentlewoman from California 
[Ms. SCHENK], we are offering amend
ments to eliminate $6.156 million from 
the Forest Service road construction 
budget, and I intend to offer amend
ments to cut $11.85 million in the For
est Service sales preparation budget to 
stop road construction and timber 
sales in roadless areas. These amend
ments are both fiscally responsible and 
environmentally sound. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a statement 
here signed by over 100 national and 
local environmental and taxpayer 
groups which calls on the Congress to 
put an end to road construction and 
timber sales in these roadless areas. 
The letter is signed by the National 
Taxpayers Union, the Wilderness Soci
ety, the Sierra Club, and Friends of the 
Earth, among many others. 

Mr. Chairman, there is good reason 
why these areas have remained 
roadless. It is costly and environ
mentally unsound to harvest timber 
from these areas. Most of the roadless 
areas are extremely remote, mountain
ous, and generally not well suited to 
timber harvesting. The cost of harvest
ing and removing timber from these 
areas is tremendous, and because of the 
difficulty of constructing good roads on 
steep slopes, timber sales in roadless 

areas almost always lose money. Log
ging and roadbuilding in these areas 
carries enormous environmental costs 
as well. Roads contribute to soil ero
sion and sedimentation of rivers that 
harm fish and other aquatic organisms. 

I understand there has been $30 mil
lion reprogrammed to restore the 
ecosystems damaged by roads, and I 
think that that is a step in the right 
direction. 

Mr. Chairman, the Forest Service has 
also claimed that it is moving toward 
ecosystem management. If that is true, 
and I certainly take them at their 
word, it should not be building roads in 
these remote and untouched tracts of 
forest lands. 

The Forest Service has already wast
ed over $5 billion of taxpayer dollars 
over the past decade from below-cost 
timber sales. These costly sales, which 
cost more to administer than they gen
erate in revenue, must be stopped. Ac
cording to TSPRS, the Forest Service's 
own accounting system, more than 
three-fourths of national timber pro
grams lost money last year. The Forest 
Service reported losses from 83 out of 
120 national forests totaling $175 mil
lion in fiscal 1992. 

As bad as that sounds, actually the 
Wilderness Society has calculated that 
when the costs of full road construc
tion are taken into account, 101 of the 
120 national forests lost a total of $352 
million last year. 

Mr. Chairman, why would we know
ingly build roads and harvest timber in 
areas where it is uneconomic and envi
ronmentally damaging to do so? For 
far too long, the timber industry has 
received an enormous subsidy from the 
U.S. taxpayer to exploit our most pre
cious national resources. This policy is 
unique. It wastes taxpayer dollars and 
scarce natural resources at the same 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, these forests belong to 
the American people, not to the timber 
companies of the West, and I believe 
the American people want to put an 
end to below-cost timber sales. The 
first sales to be eliminated ought to be 
those that have the greatest financial 
and environmental costs, timber in 
roadless areas. 

When groups as diverse as the Na
tional Taxpayers Union and Friends of 
the Earth unite politically, it should 
tell us something significant. I urge 
my colleagues to join me in saving the 
taxpayers $18 million and, at the same 
time, protect the environment. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time be 
limited on this amendment to 15 min
utes, half to be controlled by the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS] 
and half by the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. PORTER). 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, reserv
ing the right to object, would the gen
tleman consider making it 20? 
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Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I amend 

my request to make it 20 minutes. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the unani

mous-consent request also refer to 
amendments to the amendment as 
well? 

Mr. YATES. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. PORTER. Further reserving the 

right to object, Mr. Chairman, this is 
on the ·first amendment that we are 
talking about? 

The CHAIRMAN. This is on the first 
amendment. That is the only amend
ment before the Committee right now. 

Mr. PORTER. And the request is on 
the first amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct, and 
amendments thereto. The gentleman 
has only offered one amendment. 

Mr. PORTER. Continuing to reserve 
my right to object, Mr. Chairman, may 
I inquire of my colleague, the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS], 
whether he intends to offer an amend
ment to the amendment? 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will yield, I have not made up 
my mind yet. 

Mr. PORTER. On that basis, Mr. 
Chairman, I object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

opposition to the amendment. 
First of all, I want to say to my 

friend from Illinois [Mr. PORTER] and 
my friend from Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR] 
that our subcommittee has done I 
think an outstanding job on this issue. 
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I recognize that there has been con

cern about the amount of money in 
this budget for road construction. You 
cannot have a timber program, by the 
way, without having some road con
struction. Our committee this year cut 
from this bill on this line item $54 mil
lion. 

I have been criticized that we went 
too far, that we have cut back timber 
roads too far. We took out $10 million 
from timber roads, $6 million from 
recreation roads, $8 million from gen
eral-purpose roads, and we took $30 
million, and we put $30 million into wa
tershed restoration to try and restore 
the salmon runs and the fish runs, 
steelhead, throughout the Pacific 
Northwest. 

The Clinton administration, the new 
administration, has come forward with 
a new plan which, in the Northwest, 
will dramatically reduce the harvest on 
timber. I think it is too drastic, but we 
have to have some funding left in this 
budget so that we can have a road pro
gram even though the timber-harvest 
program is going to be much smaller. 

I would urge my colleagues to trust 
the judgment of the Committee. This 
number, $54 million reduction, is prob
ably the largest that ·has ever been 
made to this account, and I would urge 
my colleague, we have done a good job, 
and I think to come to the floor now 

and say that we have got to cut $6 mil
lion more is a mistake, and I would 
urge my colleagues in the Committee 
to reject this amendment. 

This is going to cost us jobs. This is 
going to be another hit on the timber 
industry that has already been sav
aged, because of the Endangered Spe
cies Act. 

You have got to have some of these 
roads. 

Now, I would tell you this, that this 
is the administration of George 
Frampton and Jim Lyons. These are 
two individuals who are known for 
being environmentally sensitive, and 
they are not going to go out and go 
into roadless areas unless there is no 
other choice. 

The administration has a very strin
gent program, and I think that at some 
point, by cutting timber sales prepara
tion further, we are going to do even 
further damage to the people, to the 
communities, to jobs in our region of 
the country. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKS. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, my colleagues, I think 
we are overlooking a couple of things 
here. First, we need access to these 
timber resources, in an environ
mentally responsible, manner for hous
ing in this Nation. 

If any of you have talked to builders, 
you know that the price of timber has 
gone up, and it has increased the cost 
of a house probably $5,000 a year. There 
is a limit to what we should be doing in 
restricting access to something that is 
renewable. 

Second, we are ignoring the multiuse 
feature of our national forests. As I 
mentioned earlier, 271 million visitor 
days last year, 41 percent of the recre
ation on Federal lands, was in the na
tional forests, and if you restrict 
through the absence of roads, you are 
keeping out the senior citizens, you are 
keeping out the handicapped, you are 
keeping out the people who have dif
ficulty getting access to enjoy these 
assets. 

Therefore, I think it is important 
that the roads serve this multipurpose 
use to allow access not only for sales of 
timber but also for the recreational di
mension of our national forests. 

The committee, as the gentleman 
from Washington has pointed out, has 
already cut below the administration's 
request. We have reduced it from 7 bil
lion board feet in 1993 to 3 to 4 billion 
board feet. That is a tremendous drop, 
and it is going to affect the price of 
housing even more prospectively, but 
at least let us not go beyond that, be
yond the responsible position of the 
subcommittee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
DICKS] has expired. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
proceed for 3 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object, may I renew my 
unanimous-consent request that time 
for discussion of this amendment be 
limited to 20 minutes, half to be con
trolled by the gentleman from Illinois 
and half to be controlled by the gen
tleman from Washington? 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, reserv
ing the right to object, I would again 
ask my colleague, the gentleman from 
Washington, whether there is going to 
be an amendment offered. 

Mr. DICKS. If the gentleman will 
yield, Mr. Chairman, I will not offer a 
substitute, but I cannot speak for the 
rest of the Committee. 

Mr. PORTER. Obviously. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. YATES] on limitation of 
debate to 20 minutes, divided so that 10 
minutes would be controlled by the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER] 
and 10 minutes would be controlled by 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
DICKS]? That is this amendment and all 
amendments thereto? 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Reserving the right 
to object, how is the time to be allo
cated, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will yield, it will be done fairly 
and equitably, on the basis of senior
ity. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. There will be 20 

minutes of debate on this amendment, 
10 minutes to be controlled by the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER] and 
10 minutes to be controlled by the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS]. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. p ACKARD]. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi
tion to this amendment. I have visited 
recently the lumber companies and the 
timber towns of northern California, 
and this amendment would literally 
devastate them and close down many 
of those communities that are wholly 
dependent upon the timber industry for 
their survival. 

The economy of California would not 
permit us to further impact the timber 
sales and the timber access. It would be 
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a tragedy for our State and the econ
omy of our State to implement this 
amendment. 

I rise in strong opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

I would simply · like to say that this 
committee has already cut the timber
sales preparation account more deeply 
than the administration itself asked 
for, as I understand it. 

In fiscal 1993 that account provided 
$92 million for timber-sale preparation. 
The President asked that the Congress 
cut it to $79 million. The committee 
cut it to $75 million. 

It just seems to me, given the other 
instructions we have given to the For
est Service in terms of dealing with 
low-cost timber sales, they need what
ever remaining flexibility there is in 
that account. I think it would be a 
very bad mistake to try to go beyond 
the already deep cuts produced by the 
committee. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I am happy to yield to the 
gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. The gentleman is abso
lutely correct. 

I would point out on this amendment 
we are dealing with the timber sales 
preparation. We have reduced this 
amount by $17 million from the fiscal 
year 1993 levels. Now, to have this sec
ond-guessed on the floor here at this 
last moment is a mistake. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Alaska [Mr. 
YOUNG]. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair
man, may I suggest to the House that 
we ought to oppose this amendment 
overwhelmingly. 

I am a little concerned with my good 
friend who proposed the amendment 
when he cites the Sierra Club and the 
Friends of the Earth, and all of these 
organizations. 

Now, think about it a moment, I just 
came from the city of Sitka, AK, where 
they just shut down the only operating 
timber operation up there at a cost of 
400 jobs, 2,000 jobs spinoffwise. 

And if all of you bleeding hearts on 
the floor talk about that we have got 
to save the roadless areas, and also you 
talk about building low-cost housing 
for the homeless and the poor. But 
what are you going to build it out of? 
We have got the trees. 

In our committee we set aside 9 mil
lion acres in the last · 5 years for 
roadless areas, for areas to protect the 
environment. And novt what little is 
.remaining you want to cut down more 
of it. 

I say shame on you. We talk about 
this economy and you talk about jobs. 

Jobs are in the timber industry for 
the people of America. It is absolutely 
important, Mr. Chairman. It is abso
lutely important that we recognize this 
committee has already cut this a tre
mendous amount far beyond my de
sires, and now you want to do more. 
Shame on you. 

Think about the workers of America. 
Quit thinking about those people who 
are dictating to you from those organi
zations just because you want to have 
an environmental vote on your record. 
I say shame on you. Think about 
America and stop thinking about those 
people who live in those high-rise 
buildings, those people who are waffle
stomping, backpacking individuals who 
go out and take jobs away from the 
workingman. I say shame on you. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
31/2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR]. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment today. 

Let me try to get us back to the de
bate and away from the hyperbole and 
exaggeration. 

First of all, there is nothing in the 
amendment that the gentleman from 
Illinois offers that will cut one job, 
save maybe a couple of Forest Service 
people who are doing some accounting 
which has at best been very shabby. 

Second, it will not cut back on the 
number of board feet that are going to 
be cut throughout this country. 
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What this amendment simply says is 
that there will be no new roads cut in 
this country in roadless areas because 
in most cases, when we sell the timber 
off that land, we are losing money. We 
are saying that the taxpayers of this 
country are no longer going to build 
roads to lose money. It is a very simple 
proposition. 

Now, why do we need this? I think 
two simple facts will really tell the 
story. The first is that in selling tim
ber from 100 national parks, we lost 
money. Sixty percent of the harvests 
were sold below cost. What did that 
cost the taxpayers of this great coun
try? It cost $370 million. 

Fact No. 2: Do you need more roads? 
After $4 billion of road construction 
and now with over 360,000 miles of 
roads in our forests, which literally can 
go around the world 14 times, Mr. POR
TER offers an amendment to cut a mere 
$18 million, and you would think that 
was stealing the first-born male child 
of the Forest Service. That is not the 
case. 

Let us not subsidize below-cost tim
ber sales into roadless areas. Let us de
mand out of the Forest Service a plan 
of action which will guarantee that we 
get the fair market value for the tim
ber that we are selling. This is not 
going to affect jobs. It is not going to 
affect the number of board feet. What 
it is going to do, is to insure that we 

make this Government run like a busi
ness and protect the taxpayers' dollars. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SYNAR. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. VOLKMER. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, as I read the amend
ment, it does not have the word 
"roadless" in it, nor does it have the 
words "below-cost timber sales" in it. 
It does not reduce one below-cost tim
ber sale, and it does not stop one road 
in a roadless area. 

And to the gentleman I say I would 
like to point out-now, wait a minute, 
I am getting irritated by this-because 
the gentleman, does the gentleman 
know the name of Jim Lyons? 

Mr. SYNAR. I do, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. VOLKMER. Has the gentleman 

talked to Jim Lyons about roadless? 
Mr. SYNAR. We have. In fact, we 

have a letter from Mr. Lyons that he 
was trying to solve the problem that 
Mr. PORTER brings forward. But the 
letter was insufficient to convince us 
progress is being made. 

To respond to the gentleman from 
Missouri's comment, the reason we are 
not able to have the specific language 
that he would have requested is be
cause the gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. DICKS] objected to the amend
ments being considered en bloc which 
would have outlined the entire pro
gram that we are trying to deal with. 
We would be more than happy to re
offer all these amendments en bloc so 
that we could have one vote on the en
tire issue at one time rather than 
going through it on three different oc
casions. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen
tlewoman from California [Ms. 
SCHENK]. 

Ms. SCHENK. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of this amendment. Whether -we have 
budget deficits or not, how do we jus
tify a policy of timber management 
that costs our Government more than 
we make on timber sales in national 
forests? Our Government should be the 
conservator of our natural heritage
not its exploiter. We have a duty to as
sure that the natural resources we 
enjoy today are available to support 
our children and our grandchildren. 

As pointed out, there are already 
360,000 miles of roads in our national 
forests. This is ample road infrastruc
ture to support the President's pro
posed 4 billion board-foot timber har
vest this year. 

The Forest Service has said that it 
wants to move toward a more eco
logically sound program of ecosystem 
management. And I applaud this ap
proach. 

It seems to me that as the Forest 
Service makes this historic shift in its 
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approach to land management, it 
would be a mistake to move ahead with 
the construction of roads into pre
viously roadless areas. Let us deter
mine the best management policy be
fore we obviate the possibility of sus
tainable timber management by con
structing ecologically unsound roads. 

Mr. Chairman, our amendment will 
allow the Forest Service to design an 
ecosystem approach to timber manage
ment without compromising its future 
policy with environmentally question
able construction. 

I am very sensitive to the allegations 
that this amendment might destroy 
jobs; but this is simply not the case. 

This amendment does not reduce the 
level of logging below the President's 
goals. The areas with roads in the na
tional forests will support the 4 billion 
board-foot harvest supported by the ad
ministration. 

The solution to job loss in timber de
pendent areas is a sustainable timber 
management policy. Building roads in 
economically untenable areas means 
opting for short-term jobs at the cost 
of long-term, sustained unemployment. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. SCHENK. I yield to the gen
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. I thank the gentlewoman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just point out 
that this is the Clinton administration, 
it is Bruce Babbitt, it is Mike Espy, it 
is Jim Lyons, it is George Frampton. 
They are not going to go out and do 
timber sales in roadless areas. I think 
you have to give this new administra
tion an opportunity. 

This amendment would have been 
fine in some other administration, but 
not this one. 

Ms. SCHENK. I certainly understand 
this administration's position. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Oregon 
[Mr. DEFAZIO], who represents probably 
the one district in America hardest hit 
by this change in timber policy. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, we have been prom
ised by the administration in making a 
major revision in the way we manage 
and harvest timber in this country and 
dramatic reductions in the harvest, 
that there will be a significant eco
nomic assistance package that follows 
through. 

This is a tiny fraction of a downpay
ment of the economic assistance pack
age in this bill, and this amendment 
cuts that because this administration 
intends to get the economic assistance 
package through reprogamming of al
ready appropriated funds, not through 
new appropriations. 

So, this will not cut or stop a single 
below cost timber sale; this will take 
$18 million out of the President of the 
United States, a Democratic adminis-

tration's proposal to provide some as
sistance for a tourist just like we are 
going to provide assistance to close 
military bases. 

I urge people to vote against this. It 
sounds great on paper. It is not doing 
what these people are purporting. 

Mr. DICKS. The purpose here is to 
implement the Clinton plan. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. ROG
ERS]. 

Mr. ROGERS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, let us be sure we un
derstand. This amendment also applies 
to forests in the eastern part of the 
United States, as in Kentucky and the 
others. That is why I am opposed to it. 
This is cut beyond the committee's cut 
of $31 million, an extra $18 million cut. 
The gentleman from Illinois believes 
that ending this below-cost timber sale 
will save taxpayer dollars; let me as
sure you it will not. Instead, cutting 
the timber sales account will cost 
20,000 jobs nationwide, at least $119 
million in lost revenues to the Federal 
Government. 

Timber harvesting on national for
ests is an integral part of sound forest 
management and wildlife restoration. 
Without timber, the timber sales pro
gram, the cost of managing national 
forests will rise, lumber prices will 
rise, new home starts will lag, jobs 
across this country will be lost. In 
short, this amendment will not save 
taxpayer dollars, Mr. Chairman. It will 
not put an end to logging on national 
forests. 

But, instead, it will put an end to re
sponsible forestry across this country. 
I urge defeat of this amendment. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BROWN]. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for yield
ing time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise · to support the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois. The Forest Service has, 
over the years, spent millions and mil
lions of taxpayers' dollars to put roads 
through areas of significant impor
tance to wildlife. Over everything else 
the Forest Service has had a dedication 
to timber sales, and these roads are al
most entirely built to support these 
timber programs. Moreover, the cost of 
these roads is not reported in a 
straightforward manner in terms of the 
accounting system used by the Forest 
Service. Indeed, the Congressional Re
search Service has just come out with 
an important report criticizing this ac
counting system. I urge you to support 
Mr. PORTER'S amendment not only to 
protect the few remaining roadless 
areas and potential wilderness areas in 
our national forests and the plants and 
animals that live there but also to send 
a strong message to the Forest Service 
that enough is enough. There are al-

ready enough roads crisscrossing our 
national forests and we do not need 
any more that will cut across wildlife 
migratory routes and further fragment 
our forest ecosystems. Enough is 
enough: The Forest Service must begin 
to develop a real policy of multiple use 
of the forests with a new emphasis on 
scientific study, recreation, and envi
ronmental protection and restoration. 
Cutting their budget for new roads will 
send them such a message and save 
taxpayer money at the same time. I 
urge Members to vote "aye." 

0 1310 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 

minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR]. 

Mr. OBERST AR. Mr. Chairman, I 
suspect that most of our colleagues, ei
ther offering or voting for this amend
ment, have never been on a logging 
road, have never been in a commercial 
or a national forest, have not the fog
giest idea of what they are talking 
about and have no sense of distinction 
between the high value added commer
cial forests of the high productivity of 
the West and the forests in transition 
of the Eastern United States east of 
the lOOth meridian, where we are in the 
National Forest System there doing 
what environmentalists, what forest 
ecologists, what forest managers said 
needed to be done 30 years ago, which 
is to transition from the high-value 
long-fiber soft woods to the lower-value 
short-fiber hard woods, such as popular 
that are -0f considerably lesser value 
and quicker rotation species, and we 
are now doing that, but it takes more 
ingenuity on the part of forest prod
ucts processors and more investment 
to the development of those forests, 
and we have achieved the goal of above 
cost harvest of timber, especially when 
you add in all the costs and all the ben
efits that result from development of 
the road areas. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 45 
seconds to the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Agriculture the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA 
GARZA]. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise against this amendment for the 
simple reason that the chairman of the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries, the chairman of the Com
mittee on the Interior and the gen
tleman from Texas in the well are 
working on a possible solution to the 
whole ecosystem, to the whole problem 
of the forest lands in the Pacific North
west. We are going with scientific evi
dence. We have to finish our work. 

This is no way to legislate. This is no 
way to send a message to the Forest 
Service. We are going to do it in the 
Congress and the way to do it is the 
right way with the technical informa
tion necessary. 

I appeal to you not to vote for this 
amendment. let us legislate a proper 
solution. This is no way to legislate. 
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Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 

seconds to the distinguished gentleman 
from Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
want my colleagues to understand that 
this is not a cut in timber sale road 
money, rather this is a cut in timber 
sale preparation dollars. 

Now, to my colleagues who are envi
ronmentally aware and pride them
selves on that and want to sustain the 
forests of the Pacific Northwest, you 
have to understand that an aye vote on 
this amendment is an any vote to cut 
the funding for biologists, cut the fund
ing for landscape architects, cut the 
funding for hydrologists, botanists, 
ecologists, cut the funding for cultural 
resource specialists. 

This is not to cut funding for roads. 
This is to cut funding to sustain the 
forests. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
STUPAK]. 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to 
express my opposition to the Porter-Synar
Schenk amendment to the Interior appropria
tions bill. This amendment is designed to re
duce funds to the Forest Service for the con
struction of roads for the preparation of timber 
sales, in roadless areas. The amendment is 
also designed to reduce funds to the Forest 
Service for timber sales in roadless areas by 
$12 million. 

This effort is designed to expedite the elimi
nation of below cost timber sales in our na
tional forests, an effort that the Appropriations 
Committee planned on handling administra
tively with due consideration being given to 
minimizing economic impact and community 
disruption. In addition, the committee had pro
posed that in the planned phase out of below
cost timber sales, the Forest Service must be 
sensitive to the economic impact that would 
occur in communities that depend on national 
forest activities. The enactment of this amend
ment would scuttle the effort of the Appropria
tions Committee to give a measure of consid
eration to the economic effects the elimination 
of below-cost timber sales would have. 

I would like to remind Members of the im
portance that the so-called below-cost timber 
sales have on the economies of numerous 
rural communities. These communities are de
pendent upon the employment and revenues 
generated by timber sales on national forest 
lands. This amendment would seriously impact 
these economies by effectively expediting the 
elimination of below cost timber sales without 
regard to the economic displacement it would 
cause. 

Also, I believe that this amendment does 
not consider the countless millions of dollars 
for unemployment benefits, job retraining, and 
social service expenditures for those who will 
be out of work as a result of adopting this 
amendment. In essence, I believe the amend
ment would devastate areas of the country 
that rely heavily on timber sales. I urge rejec
tion of the Porter-Synar-Schenk amendment. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. HERGER]. 

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Chairman, this bill 
is not about putting roads in roadless 
areas. It does not say anything about 
it. It is not about the low-cost sales. It 
certainly is not about subsidized sales. 

In our area, we make the Govern
ment $255 million a year. 

What it is about is laying off more 
people, putting more people out of 
work. Some 27 mills have closed in my 
area, and 75 to 85 percent of our forests 
are already off limits. 

When is enough enough? 
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 

seconds to the gentleman from Idaho 
[Mr. LAROCCO]. 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Chairman, let me 
say to my colleagues that -I come from 
a district with five national forests, 
and this has nothing to do with the 
good management of the forests. This 
is going to prevent timber from going 
to the mills. This is going to prevent us 
moving ahead to an ecosystem manage
ment. 

And let me tell my colleagues, Re
publicans and Democrats, that I am en
dorsed by the Sierra Club, and I strong
ly oppose this amendment. It has noth
ing to do with good management. We 
already have laws on the books that 
are adequately supportive of good envi
ronmental practices. 

Let me tell you, we cannot even get 
salvage sales moving in my district 
right now because of all the laws on 
the books. 

This has nothing to do with good 
management, and if you think it is 
going to prevent clear cutting and all 
the rest of it, you are sadly mistaken. 

Vote "no" on this amendment. 
Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself the balance of the time. 
Mr. Chairman, I might say that all 

the gentlemen who have spoken on the 
amendment are working on obfuscation 
here. We attempted to offer these 
amendments en bloc. That was denied 
and objected to. 

The amendments taken together cut 
$12 million in timber preparation, $6 
million in building roads in roadless 
areas, and the third one defines 
roadless areas. Taken together, it is $18 
million to prevent building roads in 
roadless areas. 

I might say, Mr. Chairman, that we 
talked this morning with Secretary 
Lyons, the Assistant Secretary of Agri
culture for Natural Resources, and he 
indicated to me verbally that there was 
no intention to build roads in roadless 
areas, with several notable exceptions. 

I said to the gentleman that if he 
would provide us a letter and specify 
the exceptions, we would undoubtedly 
be able to drop the amendment and 
proceed. 

He did not provide such a letter. He 
provided a letter that was very, very 
general and vague, and unfortunately 
did not make the commitment that we 
think we need. 

We do not need roads in roadless 
areas. Let us be serious about this. All 

they are going to do is damage the en
vironment. We are not talking about 
jobs here. They are not going to build 
those roads in any case. 

Let me say, Mr. Chairman, in closing 
that this amendment, despite what the 
previous speaker said, is very strongly 
supported by the Sierra Club. 

It is strongly supported by the Wil
derness Society. 

It is strongly supported by Friends of 
the Earth and it is supported by the 
Grace Commission, Citizens Against 
Government Waste, and the National 
Taxpayers Union. 

It is an environmentally sound and 
fiscally responsible amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time on this 
amendment has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. PORTER]. 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

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

vice, and there were-ayes 164, noes 262, 
not voting 13, as follows: 

[Roll No. 323) 
AYES-164 

Allard Goss Miller (FL) 
Andrews (ME) Green Minge 
Andrews (TX) Greenwood Molinari 
Applegate Gutierrez Moorhead 
Baker (LA) Harman Moran 
Barca Hefley Morella 
Barrett (WI) Hinchey Nadler 
Bartlett Hoagland Neal (NC) 
Barton Hochbrueckner Nussle 
Becerra Hoke Pallone 
Beilenson Holden Paxon 
Berman Horn Payne (NJ) 
Bilirakis Houghton Payne (VA) 
Blute Hughes Pelosi 
Bonilla Is took Penny 
Brown (CA) Jacobs Porter 
Brown (OH) Johnson (CT) Poshard 
Bryant Johnson (SD) Quinn 
Byrne Kanjorski Rahall 
Cardin Kennedy Ramstad 
Cooper Kennelly Ravenel 
Coppersmith Kim Reed 
Costello King Richardson 
Cunningham Klein Rohrabacher 
DeLauro Klug Ros-Lehtinen 
Deutsch Knollenberg Roukema 
Duncan LaFalce Roybal-Allard 
Edwards (CA) Lambert Sangmeister 
Eshoo Lantos Saxton 
Evans Lazio Schaefer 
Ewing Levy Schenk 
Farr Lewis (FL) Schroeder 
Fawell Linder Schumer 
Fingerhut Lowey Sensenbrenner 
Fish Machtley Shaw 
Ford (TN) Maloney Shays 
Frank (MA) Manzullo Shepherd 
Franks (CT) Margolies- Sisisky 
Franks (NJ) Mezvinsky Slattery 
Furse Markey Slaughter 
Gallegly Matsui Smith (Ml) 
Gallo McCandless Smith (NJ) 
Gejdenson McColl um Smith (TX) 
Gekas Mccurdy Solomon 
Gibbons McHale Stark 
Gilchrest McHugh Strickland 
Gillmor McKeon Synar 
Gilman Meehan Tanner 
Gingrich Meyers Thurman 
Glickman Mica Torkildsen 
Goodling Miller (CA) Torres 



15636 
Torricelli 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vento 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (NJ) 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (FL) 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
Deal 
De Fazio 
De Lay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Everett 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Flake 

Walker 
Walsh 
Waters 
Waxman 

NOES-262 

Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Fowler 
Frost 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Grams 
Grandy 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamburg· 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
lnhofe 
lnslee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kil dee 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Ky! 
Lancaster 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Mann 
Manton 
Martinez 
Mazzoli 
McC!oskey 
McCrery 
McDade 
McDermott 
Mcinnis 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Michel 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Norton (DC) 

Weldon 
Woolsey 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 

Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
o·rton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Pastor 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Rowland 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shuster 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (OR) 
Sn owe 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thornton 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Underwood (GU) 
Unsoe1d 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Washington 
Watt 
Wheat 
Williams 

., Wise 
Wolf 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Zeliff 
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Boehlert 
Conyers 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Henry 

Leach 
Lightfoot 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Schiff 

D 1340 

Smith (IA) 
Spence 
Thompson 
Whitten 
Wilson 

Messrs. ORTON, BUNNING, BURTON 
of Indiana, LEWIS of California, SAM 
JOHNSON of Texas, BACHUS of Ala
bama, ROYCE, ZELIFF, and CRANE, 
and Ms. DANNER changed their vote 
from "aye" to "no." 

Ms. HARMAN, Mrs. LOWEY, Mrs. 
SCHROEDER, and Messrs. MCHUGH, 
MCCURDY, GLICKMAN, MARKEY, and 
BECERRA changed their vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

D 1340 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DE LAY 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES]. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, certainly 
all of them will not want a full 5 min
utes. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that debate be limited to 30 min
utes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time will be 

limited to 30 minutes, 15 minutes on 
each side. That will cover all amend
ments to this amendment. The gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY] will be 
recognized for 15 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] will 
be recognized for 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, the amendment I am of
fering today does nothing to dissolve 
the National Trust for Historic Preser-Amendment offered by Mr. DELAY: Page 16, 

line 1, strike " 40,000,000" and insert vation; it does nothing to destroy the 
" 33,000,000". Trust or the good things they do. My 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask amendment simply takes the Federal 
unanimous consent that all time on Treasury out of the equation. 
this amendment be limited to 15 min- The Trust gets 80 percent of its fund
utes, half the time to be controlled by ing from the private sector. The Fed-

eral subsidy amounts to about 20 per
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY] cent of the Trust's annual $30-plus mil
and half by myself. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection lion budget. 
My amendment is based on the very 

to the request of the gentleman from simple concept that the Federal Gov
Illinois? 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, reserving ernment, in this time of tight budgets, 
the right to object, I ask the gen- should not and cannot financially sup
tleman from Texas, is this the money port every special interest groups, par
to eliminate the National Historic ticularly those which have dem
Trust? onstrated the potential to be self-suffi-

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, will the cient. 
gentleman yield? My amendment would cut $7 million 

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman earmarked for the Trust. I want to 
from Texas. make it clear that I am not opposed to 

Mr. DELAY. No, Mr. Chairman. It is preserving the heritage of this country. 
not eliminating the National Historic However, if this country is not finan
Trust. This takes them off the Federal cially secure first, we will never- have 
dole, but it does not eliminate it. the opportunity to set aside funds to 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, further protect our national legacy. We must, 
reserving the right to object, does it therefore, carefully examine each and 
eliminate all Federal funding for the every expenditure. 
National Historic Trust? While my amendment would strike 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, if the the earmark for the Trust for 1 year, it 
gentleman will continue to yield, this is important for Members to realize 
amounts to less than 20 percent of that my amendment would do nothing 
their budget. _ to dissolve the Trust. As I stated pre-

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, further viously, in recent years, Federal funds 
reserving the right to object, I think have made up less than 20 percent of 
that is too short a timeframe. the annual budget of the Trust. A simi-

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask lar amount of their annual funding 
unanimous consent that all time on comes from membership dues and an 
this amendment be limited to 20 min- even greater amount comes from their 
utes. annual donations. In 1991, over 800 per-

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection sons gave $1,000 to the Trust. 
to the request of the gentleman from Further, the Trust could still com-
Illinois? pete for Federal funding from a variety 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, reserving of sources. In 1991, the Trust received 
to right to object, I have to tell the grants from the Department of the In
gentleman that I have many speakers terior, Department of Agriculture, Fed
on my side. I do know we have about 4 eral Institute for Museum Service, and 
speakers besides myself on my side to the National Endowment of the Arts, 
explore this issue. to name a few. 
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When established by an act of Con

gress in 1949, its primary mission was 
to receive and preserve buildings, sites, 
and objects of historic significance, 
which did not belong in Federal trust
eeship. Since that time, the Trust has 
acquired 18 such historic properties. 
But today, the Trust only allocates 
about 20 percent of their annual $30-
plus million budget to this primary 
mission. In fact, the Trust has adopted 
significant administrative barriers to 
its primary mission. The Trust does 
not accept new properties unless they 
are fully endowed to cover all future 
operating expenses. 

The bulk of the Trust's operating 
funds, 80 percent, is spent on activities 
which facilitate public participation in 
the preservation of historic sites, 
buildings, and objects. 

According to the Trust's annual re
port, in 1991, they spent $772,000 for lob
bying, entertaining, and catering. They 
have become a major lobbying force at 
the local, State, and Federal levels. In 
one case, they sent bulletins to all 
their Virginia members urging them to 
write their State senator or delegate to 
oppose pending legislation and even 
provided sample letters. 

They have also been very involved in 
lobbying for certain Federal legislation 
through articles in their magazine and 
press releases. The cover of their 1988 
annual report declares Victory At Ma
nassas reflecting their extensive lobby
ing efforts to convince Congress to ap
prove a legislative undertaking at a 
cost of over $150 million. 

Since I am not a tax attorney, I don't 
understand how they do all this lobby
ing and still maintain their 501(c)(3) 
status, but I presume it is all legal. 

In 1991, the Trust litigation depart
ment had a budget of over $700,000. In 
the last 5 years, the Trust has entered 
over 30 lawsuits against the Federal 
Government including suits against 
the FAA, State Department, Army 
Corps, EPA, FCC, ICC, NASA, and even 
the Justice Department, and Interior 
Department, which by law sit on their 
board of trustees. 

Every year, the Trust publishes a list 
of the 11 most endangered historic 
places in America. Just a few weeks 
ago, the Trust declared that the entire 
State of Vermont was the No. 1 most 
endangered place in America. It ap
pears that they want to keep the entire 
State as it is, forever. 

But the merit of Trust activities is 
not the primary issue today. Rather, 
we must focus on the funding issues 
raised by this amendment. 

In the last 4 years, Federal funding 
for the Trust has increased by 33 per
cent, with the 1994 request of $7 million 
reflecting a 14 percent increase over 
last year. At the same time, revenue to 
the Trust from non-Federal s_ources has 
also increased. In fact, over the last 5 
years, revenues have exceeded Trust 
expenses every year. The Trust has de-
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veloped a portfolio of assets which now 
exceeds $50 million. 

Mr. Chairman, as I stated at the out
set, I am not seeking to abolish the 
Trust or the many good programs they 
carry out, I just want to remove an un
necessary Federal subsidy. The Trust 
was established in 1949 l:>ut did not re
ceive any taxpayer funds until it suc
cessfully lobbied for an earmark in 
1968. The Trust existed for its first 20 
years without Federal funds just as it 
can without this $7 million. 

Finally, I would point out that it ap
pears to me that the Trust already en
visions itself as free of any limitations 
which might exist on its activities by 
virtue of this Federal funding. In a 1992 
letter, the former president of the 
Trust wrote, "the National Trust is a 
private, non-profit organization, and 
not an agency or instrumentality of 
any government." 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to grant the wish of the former presi
dent of the Trust and set them apart 
from the Federal Government. 

The question to supporters of the 
Trust is this: Isn't it time we in Con
gress began to distinguish between pro
grams which are worthy and programs 
which are worthy of Federal funding? I 
urge my colleagues to vote "yes" on 
this amendment. 

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

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA]. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I will 
not take all my time, but I do want to 
point out that this is a group that was 
chartered by the Congress in 1949, and 
its mission reaffirmed and expanded in 
1966, so it is a creature of this body. 
The reason we have been putting fund
ing in is to leverage the private sector. 

If all of our programs were as suc
cessful in leveraging as this one has 
been, we would be in great shape. For 
the $7 million we get far more from pri
vate sector donations. This reflects the 
fact that they have confidence in the 
National Trust to provide leadership in 
historic preservation. 

Not only do they bring to that re
sponsibility knowledge, but they also 
provide for local communities experts 
that can help them determine what 
they should preserve. There is a great 
interest in preservation of historic 
buildings. I think a classic example is 
the Old Executive Office Building. As I 
understand it, at one point it was de
cided to tear it down and build some 
typical modern structure. 

Thanks to people who had a concern 
for historic preservation, like the Na
tional Trust, that building was pre
served, and if any of the M~mbers have 
visited the Old Executive Office Build
ing, they know what a treasure it is in 
this city. 

Here we have an opportunity to pro
vide help to comm uni ties all across the 

Nation who want to preserve some of 
their historic treasures. I think, given 
the fact that that $7 million leverage 
far more private dollars, we should 
continue our support for this program. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gen
tleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just like to point out, if I might, 
the experience we have had with the 
National Trust for Historic Preserva
tion in Omaha, NE. Let me tell the 
Members, over the years we have had 
many, many of our most important 
buildings in downtown Omaha ren
ovated and preserved as the result of 
the find work of this organization. 

I can just tell the Members, as one 
voice from the Midwest, I think it 
would be a very serious mistake for 
this body to zero out these funds. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, may I 
ask the Chair how much time I have re
maining? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. DELAY] has 8 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. BLILEY]. 

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment of my col
league, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DELAY]. We are not trying to get rid of 
the National Trust. Far from it. It has 
a $30 million annual budget, of which $7 
million is from the U.S. Treasury. 

As my colleague pointed out, it has 
only been since 1969 that they have re
ceived any Federal funds. For the first 
20 years of its existance they operated 
entirely on private funds. They only 
use $6 million for its original purpose, 
which is to preserve and maintain his
toric properties. 

What it does do is, as the Members 
know, publish "Endangered Historic 
Places," and it listed recently the 
whole State of Vermont. It pays its 
president $225,000. It pays its president 
$225,000 a year. It expended $777,000 on 
lobbying, entertaining, and catering, 
and it spends, and get this, $700,000 
suing the Federal Government. There 
have been 30 suits filed in the last 5 
years. Of the 45 total that they have 
filed, 30 have been against the Federal 
Government. 

At a time when we are desperately 
short for cash, at a time when Inde
pendence Hall is requesting private do
nations in order that it may stay open, 
I think we could better put this $7 mil
lion to other uses. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. MCMILLAN]. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment offered by my good 
friend, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DELAY]. 
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The gentleman has a good record in 

cost control and I do not want him to 
weaken it. 

The gentleman seeks to strike $7 mil
lion from overall $40 million in the In
terior bill for a 1:1 matching grant to 
the National Trust for Historic Preser
vation. 

With all due respect to the gen
tleman, I oppose it. 

The National Trust was created by 
Congress in 1949 to stimulate, educate, 
and preserve significant properties of 
our historic heritage, most recently 
the home of James Madison. 

It has an outstanding record which 
time will not allow me to review. The 
Republican Research last fall held 
hearings which documented many of 
their efforts. 

Its education programs have stimu
lated enormous private-sector rehabili
tation of historic properties. The list is 
long: Boston, Charleston, New Orleans, 
Baltimore, and Washington, and the 
amount of private investment is mul
tiples of the small government invest
ment. It is main street program alone 
has spanned over $2.8 billion. Interest
ingly, North Carolina and Texas are 
among the top six States. 

It privately raises over $22 million to 
match Federal funding of $7 million by 
better than 3 to 1. We do not get that 
kind of return on anything. 

Now, I appreciate the zeal of the gen
tleman to save money. But for those 
who would seize upon this paltry 
amount to score Bulldog of the Treas
ury points, let us examine how they 
vote on pocketbook i terns for their own 
States; for example, $1.6 billion 
supercollider or space station. 

Let me leave you with the question. 
Would Texas be Texas if it has the 
supercollider and no Alamo? I think 
not. 

Mr. Chairman, I would simply ask 
the gentleman to take into account the 
fact that this is simply a very paltry 
savings and is worthy of our continuing 
to make private sector investment in 
the United States. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Colo
rado [Mr. HEFLEY]. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of the DeLay amend
ment. 

First, let me make it clear that I 
support the National Trust. I support 
the job it does in preserving and ad
ministering historic sites. I hope the 
National Trust continues to go on and 
work within the outline of its charter. 

Having said that, however, I do op
pose Federal funding for the Trust. 
Why would I do that? The Trust ex
isted, as has already been said, for 20 
years without any Federal funds. The 
Trust has a $50 million surplus. The 
Trust only spends 20 percent of its $30 
million budget each year operating its 
properties, and the Trust spends over 
80 percent on administration, outreach, 

lobbying, lawsuits against the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. Chairman, why is the Federal 
Government giving money to an agen
cy to bring lawsuits against it? As 
other speakers on this amendment 
have pointed out, the Historic Trust 
spent over $700,000 in 1991 suing the 
Federal Government. It also spent 
$770,000 in lobbying, entertaining, and 
catering. These might be necessary ex
penses, but the U.S. taxpayers should 
not be subsidizing them. 

Mr. Chairman, we have a $300 billion 
deficit. We have a $4 trillion debt. We 
are considering the world's largest tax 
increase. The National Trust for His
toric Preservation is a successful non
profit organization that does not need 
Federal assistance. 

D 1400 
The amendment recognizes that. 
No one is saying that the National 

Trust was not a good idea when it was 
formed in 1949, and no one is saying 
that the National Trust has not done 
some good things. But the question is 
simply: Is it something we have to do 
with Federal dollars at a time when we 
are having such a terrible budget cri
sis. I think not. It is a good role for the 
Federal Government to start some
thing and then to spin it off to the pri
vate sector and then let the private 
sector carry it. 

I hope my colleagues will support the 
amendment. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. PETE 
GEREN] . 

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment offered by my friend from 
Texas. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. MOLLOHAN]. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to this amendment 
and would submit that the Federal 
Government's involvement in this pro
gram has been crucial to the private 
sector participation with the National 
Trust. It is that partnership between 
private and public sectors that has 
made this program the success it is, a 
technical success as the National Trust 
brings expertise to local historic pres
ervation efforts and a financial success 
as the Federal Government's contribu
tion is $1 to $4 coming from other 
sources. 

The only reason, Mr. Chairman, that 
I can imagine for supporting the 
amendment of the gentleman from 
Texas is if Members might be opposed 
to preserving this Nation's rich archi
tectural heritage, or feel that the Fed
eral Government should have no in
volvement whatsoever in that process. 
The National Trust is a real success 
story. The Federal Government's par
ticipation with them has been a real 

success, and I urge Members to oppose 
this amendment. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield P/2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. BARTLETT]. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Chairman, I have some prepared re
marks that I will submit for the 
RECORD. But I would just like to say 
that no Member that I have heard 
speak is opposing the National Trust 
for Historic Preservation. 

This is an organization that has been 
in existence for a very long while, and 
for many years functioned without any 
Federal contribution at all. The Fed
eral Government does not have to be 
involved in funding, or helping to fund 
every activity and every aspect of our 
lives. They clearly have enough money 
from the private sector, and they do 
not need additional money from the 
Federal Government. 

We can make a statement here of 
purposes, that we are looking for op
portunities to reduce the deficit, to 
hopefully one day be able to reduce the 
enormous debt that our country has. I 
think Abraham Lincoln expressed the 
fundamental principle here when he 
said that government should only do 
for its citizens what they cannot do for 
themselves. It is very clear that our 
citizens can do this for themselves. 
They have been doing it. There is a $50 
million surplus here and we do not 
need the $7 million. 

Let us make the proper statement 
today. I rise in strong support of this 
amendment. 

I rise today in strong support of the amend
ment to delete the $7 million earmark for the 
National Trust for Historic Preservation. 

Our constituents have sent us here to do a 
job; to prioritize spending and make cuts 
where necessary. I have agonized over some 
tough votes since I came to Congress, how
ever, this is not one of them. 

We do not need to appropriate $7 million to 
the National Trust. It has an annual budget of 
$30 million, with over 80 percent of this from 
private contributions. 

Annual revenues have exceeded expendi
tures at the trust over the last 5 years and the 
trust now has assets which exceed $50 mil
lion. This does not seem like an organization 
which is in need of funding from a bankrupt 
Federal Government. 

Abraham Lincoln asserted that government 
should only do for its citizens what they can
not do for themselves. Clearly, charitable con
tributions from the private sector can be totally 
adequate to support the National Trust for His
toric Preservation. 

Furthermore, the Trust should earn the re
spect of the private sector contributors by de
leting expenditures such as the $770,000 on 
lobbying entertainment and catering costs and 
$700,000 for its legal department which has 
entered into more than 30 cases against the 
Federal Government in the last 5 years. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment does not 
abolish the National Trust, it simply permits 
the Trust to continue its function with private 
funding which was its only source of funding 
for its first 20 years. 
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The National Trust for Historic Preservation 

is a good idea which does not need support 
from the Federal Government. It . is liberally 
supported, as is appropriate, by the private 
sector. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ANDREWS]. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, let me just say. with due respect 
to my close friend from Houston, I 
think this is a very bad amendment. ' 

The issue today and the debate on 
the various amendments are about 
choices and about spending and about 
history and preservation. We do have 
to make some very difficult decisions. 

There is no better group in this coun
try than the National Trust for His
toric Preservation. Their cost-effec
tiveness, their leadership, their ability 
to assess priorities and raise private 
dollars is the very best way America 
can go about preserving its history and 
preserving its most important archi
tecture. 

This program is a tremendous suc
cess, and we would be pound foolish as 
a Congress to cut off this modest con
tribution to the National Trust, and I 
urge the defeat of this amendment. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. RAVENEL]. 

Mr. RAVENEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. The 
gentleman who just alluded to Charles
ton, SC, is correct. You know there are 
really only two different cities in 
America. One is Charleston, SC, and 
the other one is San Francisco. And 
those who have not been to Charleston, 
you really ought to come. 

Most communities would boast if 
they have a single historic house, and 
if they have 8 or 10 they really think 
they are lucky. Go to Charleston and 
you have an 18th and 19th century city 
intact, thousands of houses down there 
and it is a living city. We live in it, and 
there is hardly a project that has been 
restored down there, preserved or that 
is ongoing that the National Trust for 
Historic Preservation has not been in
volved in. 

Taking $7 million, I say to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY], is just 
really a pittance when you reflect it 
into the magnitude of our budget. It is 
just a pittance when spread over the 
entire Nation. And for what they do, 
for what they do I think that that lit
tle bit of money that we put into their 
budget is well worthwhile. 

I would certainly urge all of my col
leagues to vote against the amend
ment. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to the amendment. 

The National Trust for Historic Pres
ervation really has become the con
science of cultural preservation, of his
toric preservation in this Nation. 

This amendment speaks to the price 
and the cost, and I think what it really 
does not talk about is the legacy of our 
national heritage. it is I think a situa
tion where some can name the price of 
everything but the value of nothing. 

I think if we really look at this proc
ess, we spend a very small amount of 
money in terms of accomplishing a 
great deal of good. Today is a day 
where we talk about partnerships and 
working with the private sector. The 
National Trust for Historic Preserva
tion has been a successful partner for 
over 43 years in establishing those 
partnerships. 

I guess the motto here with this 
amendment might be if it is successful, 
kill it. And we have to remember that 
the National Trust for Historic Preser
vation is a catalyst that actually stim
ulates the investment and education of 
the public for an awareness of our cul
tural and natural resources. 
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The fact of the matter is that some

one suggested they had $30 or $40 mil
lion in surplus. Most of that money is 
endowments that are committed to 
specific projects, to the properties, and 
to which the donations that have spe
cifically been made. 

The fact is that the National Trust 
runs efficiently. It is working. It acts 
as the national conscience in terms of 
bringing issues to the forefront that 
are important, whether it is the west 
front of the Capitol, whether it is the 
Old Executive Office Building, whether 
it is Independence Park, whether it is 
the State of Vermont. Incidentally, in 
the State of Vermont, the Governor 
and the congressional delegation fa
vored the endorsement and recognition 
of the State as an endangered cultural 
legacy. The National Trust has again 
exercised a traditionally and impor
tant role. 

The National Trust has done im
mense good. Our Nation has got our 
money's worth, and more, and I would 
hope the Members would strongly op
pose this DeLay amendment. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, this is amazing to me. 
This is why the American people are so 
fed up with this place. 

We cannot even cut $7 million and 
change a policy, and the whole argu
ment is we do not want to destroy this 
wonderful agency where none of the 
supporters and all of the wonderful 
things they have to say about this 
trust will change one iota if my amend
ment passes. We are not killing the 
agency. We are not killing the trust. 

They can continue to go on. In fact, 
a number of rich people that called me 
today trying to stop me from doing 
this could write a check to cover the $7 
million. 

As far as the leverage is concerned, 
that is a sham. They do not leverage 

this money. This is a way of getting 
extra little moneys. They have gone for 
20 years without any Federal moneys, 
and now all of a sudden they have 
found a little treasury, and they start
ed getting a little bit and a little bit 
more. The last 4 years the;v have in
creased their Federal moneys by 33 per
cent. This year it is a 14-percent in
crease. It is not leveraging money, be
cause they deal with a lot of rich peo
ple that contribute a lot of money to 
this organization. That is what has 
happened here. 

I cannot tell you the number of calls 
I got this morning, generated from this 
trust trying to save this $7 million so 
they could spend it, from rich people. 
Now, you talk about you want to tax 
the rich, you want to get the rich. If 
you vote against my amendment, you 
are protecting the rich. That is who 
deals with this trust fund. That is who 
enjoys the efforts. 

It has nothing to do with the good 
work that they do. They have projects 
in my district. They did a great job on 
the Main Street program in Angleton. 
They did a great job with the court
house in my home county of Richmond. 

We all know what this is. This is a 
rich man's playground. They enjoy 
going to historical foundation-type 
events. They enjoy having these kinds 
of things. Some of them make money 
off of it, like historical areas within 
cities where they bring tourists to, and 
they like the Federal Government to 
be involved in this. We all know what 
this is. 

What I am trying to do is change pol
icy. They could continue the good work 
that they can do by raising private 
funds. They do not need Federal funds, 
and those organizations that do not 
need Federal funds ought to exist on 
their own, and they can do that. 

Vote "aye" on the DeLay amend
ment. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr . Chairman, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. DELAY], my good friend, 
says that he is amazed. I am amazed at 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DELAY]. 

Over the years on the Committee on 
Appropriations, I have watched his ac
tions. He has been a ·champion of pri
vate enterprise. He has been a paladin 
for the balanced budget, and here we 
have an organization that has a bal
anced budget. The National Trust has 
balanced its budget in each of the last 
5 years, and he is opposed to its operat
ing with a balanced budget. 

Now, that is not a reason for denying 
the trust its Federal grant, nor does it 
mean that the Federal grant is not nec
essary to its operations. 

The fact is the grant is necessary. It 
is necessary for it to operate its seven 
regional offices, to supply technical 
support to localities and nonprofit 
groups all across the country and to 
maintain its house museums. 
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Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. YATES. I am happy to yield to 

the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. Chairman,- I rise to make my col

leagues aware of the fact that among 
the many jewels that I represent in the 
district of Philadelphia is Independ
ence Hall. Perhaps this is the very 
foundation of our history in America. 

But this national treasure was at 
risk from years of neglect, and I am de
lighted that this bill contains funding 
for the restoration program to take 
Independence Park out of the risk, and 
as a result of that put it on a priority 
basis. 

To a large extent, that is because of 
the work of the National Trust for His
toric Preservation. So many of our 
links of the past are at risk here in 
America. Some are threatened by ne
glect, decay, and still others by bull
dozers and overdevelopment. 

I ask my colleagues to vote against 
the DeLay amendment and to continue 
to work on the National Trust for His
toric Preservation. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
BILBRAY). All time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DELAY]. 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

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

vice, and there were-ayes 116, noes 315, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bentley 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Camp 
Canady 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Costello 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
DeLay 
Dickey 
Doolittle 

[Roll No. 324) 
AYES-116 

Dornan 
Dreier 
Edwards (TX) 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Grams 
Grandy 
Hall (TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hoke 
Holden 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Knollenberg 

Ky! 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McHugh 
Mclnnis 
McKeon 
Michel 
Minge 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Murphy 
Myers 
Nussle 
Orton 
Paxon 
Penny 
Petri 
Porter 
Po shard 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shays 
Shuster 

Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
Deal 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 

Solomon 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Taylor (MS) 
Thomas (CA) 

NOES-315 

Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Good latte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Inslee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzo Ii 
Mccloskey 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 

Thomas (WY) 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Norton (DC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Slattery 
Slaughter 

Snowe 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 

Conyers 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Henry 

Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Underwood (GU) 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 

NOT VOTING-8 

Leach 
Lightfoot 
Mfume 
Smith (IA) 
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Walker 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Zimmer 

Wilson 

Mr. KILDEE, Ms. McKINNEY, and 
Ms. PRYCE of Ohio changed their vote 
from "aye" to "no." 

Messrs. MCCOLLUM, CRAPO, and 
HALL of Texas changed their vote 
from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LANCASTER 

Mr. LANCASTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LANCASTER: On 

page 44, strike lines 17 through 19 and renum
ber the subsequent sections accordingly. 

Mr. LANCASTER. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment simply deletes section 111 
of the bill. 

My amendment has no budgetary im
pact whatsoever; it neither increases 
nor decreases the amounts appro
priated. 

The amendment will ensure that the 
environmental review process of the 
Manteo (Shallowbag) Bay project on 
the North Carolina Outer Banks will go 
forward under regular order, as re
cently directed by Interior Secretary 
Babbitt. 

The Manteo (Shallowbag) Bay project 
is a congressionally authorized water 
project. The project seeks to deepen 
and stabilize Oregon Inlet, a critical 
point of access for fishermen between 
the Atlantic Ocean and the vast North 
Carolina sounds. Oregon Inlet's treach
erous waters and shoals have destroyed 
too many vessels and claimed too 
many lives. 

Congress has yet to appropriate con
struction funds for this project, and 
there is no such funding in this or any 
other fiscal 1994 appropriation bill. 
First, we must satisfactorily complete 
the required environmental impact 
analyses, and then Secretary Babbitt 
must decide whether or not to issue 
special use permits for Interior Depart
ment lands. Staff at the Army Corps of 
Engineers says that the final environ
mental impact statement will be fin
ished no earlier than July, 1994, and 
perhaps later than that. Secretary Bab
bitt recently advised me that he has 
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made no decision one way or another 
on the permits and that he will insist 
that the environmental review process 
be fully completed before he even con
siders the matter. Thus, there is no 
need for the restriction on Secretary 
Babbitt imposed by section 111. 

In summary, section 111 is unneces
sary because the environmental review 
process will consume most, if not all, 
of fiscal 1994, and Secretary Babbitt 
has forthrightly stated his neutrality 
on the project and has declared his de
termination that the environmental re
view process fully run its course. My 
amendment, which is supported by 
North Carolina Governor Jim Hunt, 
costs no money. Let's allow the normal 
decisionmaking process to go forward. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANCASTER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, we have 
no objection to the amendment. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANCASTER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, this is 
language in which I have had an inter
est. It involves 1112 mile long jetties on 
the Outer Banks of North Carolina. 
They were authorized in 1970. Virtually 
nothing has been done since. I would 
note that since that time all but one 
Secretary of Interior has opposed this 
project. 

While I continue to oppose construc
tion of these jetties from an environ
mental and economic perspective, I am 
not going to object to the amendment 
today. I have had an assurance by let
ter from the Secretary of the Interior 
that there would be no action taken 
with respect to issuance of permits 
necessary for construction, during fis
cal year 1994. That, in effect achieves 
the same objective as the language 
does, so I will not oppose having it 
withdrawn by the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from North Carolina. 

I do want to say that my concern is 
that these jetties potentially will have 
a detrimental impact on Cape Hatteras 
National Seashore and Pea Island Na
tional Wildlife Refuge, so I do think we 
need to proceed with great caution. I 
want to quote from a letter to me from 
the Director of the U.S. Geological 
Survey, Dallas Peck: 

In the case of jetties, however, there is 
considerable evidence that jetties can cause 
appreciable long-term damage, unless appro
priate measures are taken to accommodate 
to the coastal processes that continue to op
erate. Studies have shown that sand manage
ment can be effective, but such mitigation is 
a major long-term and potentially costly un
dertaking. 

There is an environmental impact 
statement underway. 

The Corps of Engineers will deliver 
that statement to the Department of 
the Interior. 

The Secretary, as I mentioned ear
lier, has assured me that under no cir-

cumstances would there be any action 
in fiscal year 1994. Given that assur
ance, I will not oppose the amendment. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANCASTER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
commend the gentleman from Ohio for 
the agreement that he has accom
plished. I will not object. I will concur, 
but I want to thank the gentleman 
from Ohio for his work. I have the 
same concerns that he has that this 
would affect the littoral movement of 
the lands in the eastern seaboard and 
would affect other natural resources in 
terms of this type of work. 

I have a deep concern about the Or
egon Inlet issue that is being raised 
here. 

With that understanding, I would 
concur with the action here. 

Mr. LANCASTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would simply state that the studies I 
believe will satisfy the concerns of the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] 
and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REG
ULA]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to 
speak on this particular amendment at 
this time. 

What I do want to talk about is an 
amendment that may come up later on. 
The reason why I take this time is be
cause we may have to defeat the mo
tion to rise in the committee in order 
to deal with this amendment 

As most Members know, at the 
present time there is a good deal of 
concern about the amount of money 
that will have to go into the Midwest 
to clean up the flood damage in that 
part of the country. 
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There can be absolutely no doubt 

that this Congress is going to have to 
respond to that emergency; the admin
istration is going to have to respond. It 
appears clear that within a matter of a 
few hours the administration will come 
forward with an emergency bill to 
begin paying some of the costs of deal
ing with that ·crisis in the Midwest. On 
the other hand, it is also clear that in 
fiscal 1994, Mr. Chairman, we are going 
to have additional expenses perhaps 
amounting to billions of dollars for the 
cleanup of that particular disaster. 

From this gentleman's viewpoint, 
Mr. Chairman, we ought to begin to 
plan now for the kinds of costs that we 
are going to incur to clean up flood 
damage in the Midwest. We ought not 
just pile all of this on deficit money. 

I have developed an amendment 
which would be made in order or would 
be in order should the committee 
refuse to rise that would essentially set 
aside 1 percent of the moneys in this 
bill, and also it then would be applied 

to other appropriation bills, a set-aside 
of 1 percent of their moneys to be used 
for disaster relief in the Midwest in the 
upcoming fiscal year. It seems to me 
that this is a responsible approach to 
take on this issue, that what we will do 
is to begin to allocate money now that 
secretaries will know is allocated for 
flood relief, and we will have then a 
fund available that will not require us 
to increase deficit in order to respond 
to this emergency. 

Members will have to vote against 
the motion to rise in order to get to 
this amendment. This is an amendment 
that comes as a funds limitation, but 
the way in which it is stated would en
sure that 1 percent of the moneys in 
the bill would be set aside for flood re
lief. 

So, Mr. Chairman, at the appropriate 
time I will be asking Members to vote 
against the motion to rise so that we 
can deal with this issue of how we are 
going to pay for the flood relief in the 
future, and I would hope that the Mem
bers of the House would come down in 
favor of the idea of allocating a certain 
percentage of moneys in each of the ap
propriation bills for this particular 
kind of relief effort. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I under
stand the gentleman's objective, but 
most of the appropriations bills have 
moved to the Senate, and how do we 
accomplish the goal of getting a small 
amount from each of the appropria
tions bills? 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] 
for his question. I think it is an impor
tant question. 

The only reason why this comes up 
on this bill, and it is not a case of pick
ing on this bill, but this is the first bill 
since the disaster. It is the intention, 
and I have talked to the members of 
the Republican leadership who will be 
happy to cooperate on this, but it is 
our intention to go to the Senate and 
also ask them to include such language 
on each of the appropriation bills as 
they come over there so it would be a 
conferenceable i tern on each of the ap
propriations bills that arrive in con
ference, and we have every reason to 
believe, if the House endorses this con
cept, there would be no problem in hav
ing the conferences then agree to the 
concept as well. 

So, Mr. Chairman, it is our intention 
to ensure that it gets applied. If it were 
applied to each of the appropriations 
bills, we would come up with a pool of 
between $3 to $5 billion of money that 
would then be available in the upcom
ing fiscal year to deal with this disas
ter. 

Mr. Chairman, that appears to be the 
sum which is very, very close to what 
would be necessary in fiscal year 1994. 
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Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentleman 
from Ohio for his question. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. LAN
CASTER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the last word, and, Mr. Chair
man, I shall not take the full 5 min
utes. I just want to say a few words 
with respect to the point raised by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER]. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my understand
ing that the President of the United 
States proposes to address this subject. 
I think it would be well, in view of the 
fact that the gentleman has the con
sent of his leadership to have the Sen
ate do something of this nature later 
on, to wait for the President's an
nouncement, which I understand will 
come within the next day or two. 

I propose to support the motion to 
rise. I do not think that we ought to 
open the bill up for that purpose. I 
think it is a very complicated subject 
that the gentleman raises as to how it 
should be paid and under what cir
cumstances it should be paid, and it is 
something that I do not think we 
should act quickly upon. 

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

Mr. YATES. Of course I will yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, the 
point is, if we do not begin to act, we 
cannot begin to set aside the funds as 
these appropriation bills come through. 
If the gentleman is saying we have to 
wait 2 or 3 days, the fact is two more 
appropriations bills will then have left 
the House, and we will not have acted 
on reserving money for the upcoming 
fiscal year. There is no reason why this 
could not be dropped in conference if it 
is inappropriate at that time, but it 
does seem to me that the House may 
want to send a signal that we do indeed 
want to at least in the upcoming fiscal 
year find a way of paying for disaster 
relief. This gives us the opportunity to 
do so in a way which does fit the rules 
of the House. 
. Mr. YATES. Well, as the gentleman 

himself has pointed out, 10 appropria
tion bills have already been approved 
by the House and are now over in the 
Senate. I do not see what is gained by 
delaying the next one, two or three ap
propriations bills. If the gentleman 
proposes to deal with 10 of them in the 
Senate in the same way, I do not know 
what is gained by it. 

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

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. The appropriate signal 
to send to the Senate though is that 

this is an action that the House desires 
to take. The way in which the House 
can make that clear is by adopting the 
measure. If we simply say to the Sen
ate that the House would like them to 
do this and then have no action, it is 
not likely that the Senate would act, 
but this is a way of ensuring that we 
can act and send a signal to the Sen
ate, and that is the only reason why I 
would suggest to the gentleman having 
a vote in the House today would be a 
proper thing to do. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I just 
would like to comment on this debate 
for a moment. 

Mr. Chairman, my district is one of 
those which has been inundated by the 
flooding on the Mississippi River, and I 
would like to say to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] that I 
am supportive of ideas to try to find 
ways to fund disaster assistance. That 
is a reasonable thing to do. But I would 
also add the following: 

The river has not crested. We do not 
have a notion as to what this is going 
to cost us in terms of Federal disaster 
relief. The gentleman just believes that 
it is within $5 billion. I hope he is 
right, but he has no way of knowing be
cause God has not decided at this point 
when to stop visiting this fury on the 
people who live along that river, and 
let me add this. 

This gentleman has been on this floor 
supporting year in and year out Cali
fornia earthquake relief, Hurricane An
drew relief, relief requested by previous 
Republican Presidents for inter
national crises involving the Kurds, 
the Kuwaitis, the Somalis and every
one else, and now we have the people of 
the United States of America needing a 
helping hand, and the gentleman says, 
"Well, let's wait and see if we can get 
it through the appropriations process." 

Mr. Chairman, I will not stand for 
that, and I do not believe the House 
will either. 

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

Mr. YATES. Not at this point, but I 
will yield to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania in a few seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, i.t has been pointe9. 
out to me by one of the gentlemen 
from Louisiana that they expect a hur
ricane in October all along the gulf 
coast. At that point what are we going 
to do? Are we going again to take 
something out of the appropriations 
bills in order to pay for that? 

Mr. Chairman, this is a new kind of 
procedure, that the gentleman wants 
to use to take care of floods, which is 
different from every other disaster. I 
do not think we ought to do it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK
ER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES] for yielding to me because I 
think the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
DURBIN] has badly misinterpreted my 
point. 

The point is that we are going to pass 
a disaster relief bill for this fiscal year. 
I do not think there is any doubt that 
a supplemental appropriation is going 
to be asked for by the President and 
that it will pass the House of Rep
resentatives. That will be added .on def
icit money. 

It is also clear, with the new fiscal 
year only just a few months away, that 
additional · money will be needed in 
that fiscal year. It is that setaside that 
I think we ought to begin to bill, and I 
do not suggest that I know that it is 
going to be $3 billion or $5 billion. 
What I am suggesting is I know it is 
going to be at least that much and that 
we ought to begin setting aside the 
money now. 

Mr. Chairman, we can begin that 
process here today. It does not cancel 
out the desire of the American people 
to respond immediately. We do not 
have to wait for the appropriations 
process to move forward. We simply 
want to make certain that the appro
priations process, as it moves forward, 
responds to what is going to be a legiti
mate need in the upcoming year. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] 
has expired. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT: At 

the end of the bill , insert after the last sec
tion (preceding the short title) the following 
new section: 

SEC. . (a) COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMERICAN 
AcT.-None of the funds made available in 
this Act may be expended by ·an entity un
less the entity agrees that in expending the 
funds the entity will comply with sections 2 
through 4 of the Act of March 3, . 1933 (41 
U.S.C. 10a- 10c; popularly known as the "Buy 
American Act"). 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT RE
GARDING NOTICE.-

(1) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT 
AND PRODUCTS.-In the case of any equipment 
or product that may be authorized to be pur
chased with financial assistance provided 
using funds made available in this Act. It is 
the sense of the Congress that entities re
ceiving the assistance should, in expending 
the assistance, purchase only American
made equipment and products. 

(2) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.
In providing financial assistance using funds 
made available in this Act, the head of each 
Federal agency shall provide to each recipi
ent of the assistance a notice describing the 
statement made in paragraph (1) by the Con
gress. 

(c) PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS WITH PER
SONS FALSELY LABELING PRODUCTS AS MADE 
IN AMERICA.- If it has been finally deter
mined by a court or Federal agency that any 
person intentionally affixed a label bearing a 
" Made in America" inscription, or any in
scription with the same meaning, to any 
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product sold in or shipped to the United 
States that is not made in the United States, 
the person shall be ineligible to receive any 
contract or subcontract made with funds 
made available in this Act, pursuant to the 
debarment, suspension, and ineligibility pro
cedures described in sections 9.400 through 
9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Regulations. 

Mr. TRAFICANT (during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, this 

is a standard amendment offered to all 
appropriation bills and accepted. It is a 
buy-American amendment. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the 
chairman of the subcommittee 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, this side 
has no objection to the amendment. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, we ac
cept the amendment. I strongly sup
port the buy-American concept. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
hope when we deal with all these trage
dies and disasters, we use American
made products made by Americans. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair

man, I move to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, there is a provision in 

the bill, which I support, that estab
lishes a joint task force with represent
atives of Alaska Natives and Alaska 
schools to examine the needs of the 
schools and formulate recommenda
tions to address those needs. This pro
vision will help foster much-needed di
alog and cooperation on educational is
sues in rural Alaska, and I applaud the 
chairman of the subcommittee for in
cluding it in the bill. 

However, there is one small point 
that requires some clarification. Most 
schools in Alaska are operated by local 
school districts as is the usual case in 
the lower 48 States. However, in the 
rural areas the State operates a num
ber of schools directly through its de
partment of education. Because of the 
isolation of many of the smaller rural 
school districts, the State also provides 
technical and administrative assist
ance, as well as a high level of direct fi
nancial support. Because of this dual 
responsibility, the State Department of 
Education and the school districts 
should both have a voice on the task 
force. 

I would like to ask the gentleman 
from Illinois, who is also chairman of 
the subcommittee, if it is his under
standing that the committee intended 

the term "Alaska schools" to refer 
generally to both the local school dis
tricts and the State Department of 
Education? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, the un
derstanding of the gentleman from 
Alaska is correct. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SHARP 

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SHARP: Page 60 , 

line 3, strike " $438,163,000" and insert 
''$433,163,000''. 

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Chairman, today on 
behalf of myself, Representative KLUG, 
Representative SWETT, and Representa
tive UPTON, I am asking you to support 
a bipartisan amendment to the Interior 
appropriations bill (H.R. 2520) which 
would cut $5 million for an oil shale re
search project by the Department of 
Energy [DOE]. 

The amendment is supported by the 
Office of Management and Budget, the 
Department of Energy, Council for 
Citizens Against Government Waste, 
the National Taxpayers Union, and 
nine major environmental groups. 

Since 1944, the Federal Government 
has spent millions of dollars every year 
on oil shale research despite no pros
pect of oil shale becoming economic 
and despite overwhelming environ
mental problems. 

In fact, $300 million in research has 
been spent since fiscal year 1976 despite 
repeated attempts by Presidents 
Reagan, Bush, and Clinton to severely 
curtail or eliminate this program. 

An additional $114 million was paid 
to oil shale producers during the last 
decade as part of a production subsidy 
program. The United States paid $50 a 
barrel for oil shale when world oil 
prices were $18 a barrel. Despite these 
efforts all heavily subsidized oil shale 
production has been abandoned by in
dustry. 

For fiscal year 1994, President Clin
ton, like President Bush in fiscal year 
1992, recommended no funding for oil 
shale. Despite this, -the Interior appro
priations bill contains $5 million in 
funding. 

To produce oil from shale one must 
mine large volumes of rock, crush it, 
heat it to high temperatures to extract 
a poor quality oil, dispose of spent 
shale, then upgrade the low-quality 
shale oil to normal crude oil then fi
nally refine it into useful products. 
This is an incredibly complex and ex
pensive process which will not be 
changed significantly by further re
search. 

Supporters of oil shale claim that the 
big breakthrough is always around the 
corner but it never seems to arrive. 

As far back as the 1940's the Bureau 
of Mines was claiming that "oil shale 

can be mined underground for less than 
the cost of finding new petroleum re
serves"; 50 years later this is still not 
the case. 

According to a June 30 OMB letter, 
"It is highly unlikely that our rel
atively large oil shale resources * * * 
will ever make a significant contribu
tion to our domestic energy supply." 

Another sobering assessment comes 
from Petroleum Geology a standard ge
ology textbook: 

The problem of retorting such volumes of 
shale is stupefying. Whether it can be 
achieved with a net gain in energy and with
out depriving large territories of their entire 
water supply has yet to be demonstrated. 

Oil shale is a disaster for the environ
ment for at least four reasons: 

First, it produces an exponentially 
larger volume of solid waste compared 
to oil drilling, requiring enormous 
areas to be covered with spent oil 
shale; 

Second, it requires large volumes of 
water for processing but oil shale de
posits are located in western desert 
areas; 

Third, it is worse from a global 
warming perspective than all fossil 
fuels including coal because of the 
large ratio of carbon emissions to use
ful energy; and 

Fourth, it produces a nitrogen rich 
oil which if not treated would lead to 
increased NOx emissions. 

Unocal, the final oil shale producer, 
ceased operations in 1991, having spent 
$1.2 billion, or over $200 for every barrel 
of shale oil produced. 

In total the largest U.S. oil compa
nies have a combined annual research 
budget of over $3 billion. If they believe 
in this technology they can do the re
search themselves. They have declined 
to invest their dollars and we should 
too. 

Oil shale is just too expensive to 
mine when compared to the price of a 
barrel of oil and would be extremely 
harmful to the environment if it ever 
were produced in significant quan
tities. 

Let - us terminate a program for a 
change. Cutting the funds will not 
hack it. Enough is enough. Vote for the 
Sharp-Klug-Swett-Upton amendment 
to eliminate funding for oil shale re
search. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHARP. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, this side 
will be glad to accept the amendment 
of the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the support of the gentleman. 

Mr. YATES. If the gentleman will 
yield further, let me say for the benefit 
of my friend, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. REGULA], the ranking member, the 
reason we have accepted this is not be
cause it terminates the oil shale re
search that we have been carrying on 
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for many, many years. I think that 
over the years it has been necessary for 
us to conduct that research because of 
the question of shortages of petroleum 
in this country and because we have so 
much shale in this country. We look 
for the possibility of being able to ex
tract oil from the oil shale and use it. 

However, up to this time it seems 
that the possibility of that extraction 
process providing oil at price levels 
that are comparable to the cost of 
other oil, is in the far distance. There
fore, I am inclined to agree with the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. SHARP] 
and have no objection to the amend
ment. 

I also would like to correct certain 
impressions left, not the least by a 
Washington Post article of July 13, 
that the amount provided in this bill 
for oil shale was a result of a mysteri
ous process, taking care of freshman 
Republicans, and resulting from an in
explicable urge to provide pork to all 
comers. 

First, no Member of Congress has 
ever asked the committee to fund this 
project. I had no idea in whose district 
it was located. 

Second, this $5 million continues an 
existing facility through the third and 
final year of a cooperative research and 
development agreement [CRADAJ be
tween Lawrence Livermore National 
Laboratory and major shale oil indus
trial partners-Amoco, Unocal, Chev
ron, and Conoco. 

Third, the original research on hot 
solids retorting which this project con
tinues, was initiated by the Depart
ment of Energy, not Congress, and was 
included in the President's budget as 
recently as fiscal year 1993. 

Fourth, oil shale research is one of 
the items specifically authorized for 
funding in section 2012 of the Energy 
Policy Act of 1992. The gentleman was 
one of the main supporters of that leg
islation. Our appropriations are actu
ally below the authorization. 

I regret that the rhetoric and public
ity over this project have been blown 
completely out of proportion to its 
overall significance. In the face of such 
outcries, justified or not, it would be 
difficult to support this modest contin
ued effort to improve oil shale tech
nology, given the budget cutting mood 
of the House. I therefore accept the 
gentleman's amendment. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHARP. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA]. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Cha~rman, I would 
point out, and I am not going to object 
to the amendment, but in section 2012 
of the Energy Policy Act of 1992, this 
was authorized at $6 million. I believe 
the gentleman's committee produced 
that bill, if I am not mistaken. Is that 
correct? · 

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Chairman, actually 
another committee produced the bill. 

It was authorized. As the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] well knows, 
the gentleman's committee struggles 
for money to implement the National 
Energy Act and has not been able to 
come up with enough money for a vari
ety of authorizations, as is the customs 
around here. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, we have 
heard so much today about the lack of 
authorization, and I thought it might 
be worthwhile to point out that in this 
instance it was authorized, but perhaps 
not felt we should appropriate the 
money after the authorization. 

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Chairman, this gen
tleman certainly has no complaint 
with the Subcommittee on Interior Ap
propriations with respect to authoriza
tion. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, having 
said that, I have no objection to the 
amendment. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I realize the chairman 
and ranking Republican accepts the 
amendment, but I do believe the re
search ought to continue. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
Sharp-Klug amendment to eliminate all fund
ing for oil shale research. Recently, Lawrence 
Livermore entered into a CRADA, a coopera
tive research agreement with four oil compa
nies: AMOCO, Chevron, Conoco, and 
UNOCAL to conduct research on oil shale. 

American needs to wean itself off of our de
pendence on foreign oil. The United States 
has massive oil shale reserves. This funding 
will help our Nation develop a new method of 
producing domestic oil. 

Estimates from Lawrence Livermore state 
that it is certainly possible that we can develop 
oil through the oil shale process at a competi
tive price. Congressman SHARP'S estimates 
are quite simply hard to believe. 

There are people in this country who do not 
wish to develop new sources of energy. If you 
are among them vote for this amendment. 

If you support domestic oil production op
pose this amendment. If our dependence on 
Middle East oil bothers you oppose this 
amendment. If you support research oppose 
this amendment. 

I urge my colleagues to take a close look at 
this amendment, and am convinced that if you 
do, you will oppose this antidomestic oil pro
duction research amendment. 

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. I thank both the chairman 
and also our ranking member for the 
indications that they have made that 
they are willing at this point to sup
port the amendment. But let me make 
the following point for the record and 
emphasize what my colleague, the gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. SHARP], has 
said. 

Mr. Chairman, neither the Depart
ment of Energy nor the President 
wants this program. In fact, no Presi
dent since Carter has been behind this 

program wholeheartedly. The Reagan 
administration tried to reduce funding 
by 90 percent. President Bush asked for 
only token funding, at best. This pro
gram has continued to survive, as if 
written in stone. 

As stated before, shale oil is not pro
ductive. It has been tried before, and is 
not profitable. In 1982, Exxon Corp. 
closed its Colony project near Grand 
Junction, CO, after spending $1 billion. 
In January, 1991, Occidental Petroleum 
shut down its Colorado shale oil 
project as part of a corporate restruc
turing. That project had a book value 
of $30 million. UNOCAL lost $199 mil
lion between 1987 and 1990 before sus
pending its operation. 

The Los Angeles Times reported that 
during UNOCAL's best year of produc
tion, it lost $7 million. This is while 
the United States was subsidizing the 
program at a cost of $114 million to 
cover the difference between the mar
ket price and the guaranteed price of 
$49.77, the current world price is $17.95 
a barrel. The chairman of UNOCAL ad
mitted in the same article that it could 
only cover costs of production if oil 
was at $42 a barrel at 3.3 million bar
rels per year. That's without making a 
profit. 

Contrary to the committee report, no 
significant industry interest in this 
program exists. This is because of the 
negative profit margin at current oil 
prices. Congressional Research Service 
estimated startup costs at $5 to $6 bil
lion for a medium-sized 50,000 barrels
per-day plant. Delays in construction 
would increase the costs. Chairman of 
UNOCAL, Richard Stegmeier: "We 
gave it a good try, but were obviously 
unable to do that. With all the fixed 
costs and low production and low on
stream efficiency, we would have had 
to take in well over $50 a barrel to 
break even.'' 

The Department of Energy does not 
expect shale oil production to be eco
nomical in the near- to mid-term time
frame. 2025 is the earliest technology is 
forecast to exist to make shale oil a 
significant contributor to liquid fuels. 

The oil shale program cost over $300 
million alone in fiscal years 1976 
through 1993 and the price support pro
gram added another $114 million to its 
price tag. The Synfuels Corporation, 
which counted oil sale among its re
search work, abandoned it and all 
other projects after spending over $15 
billion. 

If the program has legitimate merits, 
it should be able to qualify for moneys 
under the National Energy Policy Act, 
passed in the 102d Congress, or other 
competitively bid DOE projects. 

If funds are appropriated, funding 
would be required in fiscal year 199~96 
to complete the projects. The adminis
tration would prefer to use the money 
for closeout costs unless it can be dem
onstrated that significant national 
benefits in the near-term can be deliv
ered by proceeding with this activity. 
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If shale oil production were to reach seem to be able to kill Federal pro-

1 million barrels per day, half of the grams once they get started. 
goal set in the 1980's, the already The advanced liquid metal reactor 
strained Colorado River Basin will be program, which we voted to kill several 
put under more stress: 5 percent of weeks ago, was a good example of an 
western water will be needed for shale unnecessary program which needed to 
development in the region. Congres- be terminated. The oil shale program is 
sional Research Report states: "The another. 
availability of water is likely to re- . Mr. Chairman, the ~ederal Govern
main over the long term a dominant , ~ent has been conduct1.ng researc~ .on 
constraining factor" for shale produc- 011 shale for 50 years-wit~ few pos1t1ve 
tion in the West. "Industry will affect res~lts. When the process is completed, 
visibility and air quality not only near yo~ ve .got a hu~e amount of waste
the facilities but also in nearby parks which is an environme~tal p~oblem
and wilderness areas " the report con- and you have ~sed up mcred1ble vol-
l d ' umes of water m an area where water 

c u es. often is scarce. 
D 1500 It takes a ton of shale to produce 

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

I yield to the gentlewoman from 
Florida [Mrs. THURMAN]. 

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
support this amendment to delete $5 
million for the Department of Energy's 
oil shale research program. 

The sponsor of the amendment has 
listed the reasons why my colleagues 
should support this amendment. Oil 
shale never will be economical, not at 
$200 per barrel. Oil shale is a disaster 
environmentally, wasting valuable 
water. Oil shale is bad for the budget. 

But, I have a particular reason for 
supporting this amendment. The more 
money we spend on fossil fuel research, 
the less money and attention we as a 
nation devote to nonfossil, renewable 

each barrel of oil-and it's ridiculously 
expensive oil. The last time a commer
cial company tried to sell their oil 
from shale, their costs were around 
$200 a barrel-more than 10 times the 
current price for a barrel of oil. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe we should be 
looking toward the future, not the 
past. The President's energy budget 
significantly increases funding in the 
direction we ought to be going-toward 
energy efficiency and renewable en
ergy. We should not continue spending 
millions of taxpayer dollars trying to 
wring a few more drops of oil from 
rocks. 

Oil companies have abandoned their 
efforts in this area, despite massive 
government subsidies. 

Because the oil shale program 
doesn't make sense, Presidents Reagan, 

energy sources. Bush, and Clinton have all tried to re-
Mr. Chairman, we as a nation and a duce or eliminate it. For fiscal year 

legislative body appear to have learned 1994, the administration has rec
nothing in the past twenty years when ommended zero funding for oil shale. 
it comes to energy policy. We continue Nevertheless, like many government 
to treat polluting, nonrenewable fuels programs that refuse to die, the oil 
as the only real source of energy· shale program has been funded for this 

For years, I have spoken for more at- year at $5 million. 
tention to alternative fuels, especially Recovering oil from shale is an in
fer solar energy. Renewable fuels are credibly complex and expensive proc
not depleted by their use. They do not ess. First you have to mine huge vol
pollute our air or threaten the ozone umes of rock. Then you have to crush 
layer. the rock into fine particles, heat it to 

Earlier this year, I noted on this high temperatures to extract a low 
floor the advantages of renewable en- quality oil, upgrade the low quality oil 
ergy in the areas of jobs creation, cost to normal crude oil, and then finally 
savings to consumers, and trade expan- refine the oil to make it useful. 
sion. We disregard those advantages Mr. Chairman, we should stop spend
when we continue to fund petroleum- ing millions of taxpayer dollars each 
related energy projects. year for something which appears to 

This country needs to look to the fu- have no prospects of ever making eco
ture for its energy supplies and not to nomic or environmental sense. 
the past. Oil may have been the life- I'd like to point out to my colleagues 
blood of 20th century American indus- that this amendment is supported by 
trialism, but renewable energy should the administration, along with the Na
be the source of our economic strength tional Taxpayers Union, Citizens 
in the 21st century. Against Government Waste, and nine 

Oil shale is the past. I urge my col- major environmental groups. 
leagues to support the amendment. Mr. Chairman, continuing the oil 

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Chairman, I would shale program is throwing good money 
like to thank the chairman and the after bad. I urge my colleagues to join 
ranking member for their support of . me in supporting this amendment-kill 
this amendment. Mr. Chairman, given the oil shale research program. 
our massive Federal deficit, we have Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
got to do everything we possibly can to unanimous consent that debate on this 
eliminate unnecessary government amendment and any amendment the re
spending. The problem is, we never to be limited to 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] wilLbe recog
nized for 5 minutes, and the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. YATES] will be recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA]. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. HANSEN]. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
sorry I was not here earlier. I under
stand it has been accepted by both 
sides and it is somewhat noncontrover
sial at this particular point. However, I 
would like to point out something, if I 
may. 

That is that we go through the peaks 
and valleys of this idea of the price of 
fossil fuels. Many of us who have been 
in the Middle East know without a 
doubt that there is a good possibility 
that we will be cut off from time to 
time from Middle East oil. What we 
further have to realize, if we are cut 
off, it is as inevitable as the Sun com
ing up, is the price of fossil fuels in the 
United States is going to go up. 

Have any Members been driving in 
the Pacific rim or Europe lately? They 
will see that they are paying a large 
amount for fossil fuels. 

I do not know if Members realize this 
or not, but in three States in the Unit
ed States, we have more oil in oil shale 
than we have in the entire Saudi Ara
bia. It is sitting there waiting to be de
veloped. 

The time is going to come, let me 
just play prophet here for a moment, 
the time will come and shortly will be 
when we are going to be standing here 
saying, "Why weren't we prepared 
when we saw this drawback and there 
was no oil to be had? Why weren't we 
doing the technology that is necessary 
to be ready for this?" 

Members will say, "We got all kinds 
of oil shale out in Colorado and Wyo
ming and Utah and, if we wefe pre
pared, like the Canadians, who have 
been able to do it, we would have a 
source of oil." 

Mr. Chairman, I just say, in my hum
ble opinion, we are being very penny
wise and pound-foolish on this amend
ment, cutting it off. It will look good. 
It will play good back home and make 
good press, but we are going to be cut
ting off our nose when it comes to 
something we are going to need. And 
we do not have to be prophets to real
ize what is going on in the Middle East 
where a majority of our fossil fuels are 
coming from at this particular time. I 
hope that the other body uses a little 
more sense in this particular area. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. REGULA]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
yields back 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA]. 
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Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, we 
depend on monarchs and dictators for 
fuel now. Congress votes every time to 
stop and cut back on nuclear utiliza
tion. We talk about all of these pie-in
the-sky energy programs. 

Most of the oil shale has been done 
politically out in the West, where it is 
deep in the Earth's crust. There are no 
consumers, no pipelines. 

The State of Ohio has a 40-year sup
ply of oil, uninterrupted, for all of 
America's needs trapped in shale rock, 
and we are going to kill it here. I know 
it is going to be killed. 

I am not going to ask for any vote. I 
think Congress is so damn dumb, they 
could throw themselves on the ground 
and miss. 

We have a huge trade deficit now. 
Most of it is oil. And we are stopping 
the research. 

Do Members realize that the first 
cost-per-barrel oil shale was about 
$200? There are some costs now bring
ing it down to about $37. 

Yes, we have this cheap import now, 
and we also have energy trapping 
America by people overseas that really 
do not care about our independence. 

This $5 million is not a waste of tax
payers' dollars. Much of it has been 
done out there on the west coast. We 
could do it on the east coast where it is 
closer to the surface, closer to the con
sumers, closer to those transmission 
lines, and this would be much more 
cost-effective. 

I am a little bit upset that there was 
not more of a fight made in this area. 
America is about as close to energy 
independence as a Third World nation. 
I think Congress should be ashamed of 
itself. 
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Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BAKER]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. BAKER] is recog
nized for up to 3 minutes. 

Mr. BAKER of California. Mr. Chair
man, I would just add to what the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] has 
said. I would not have spoken on this. 
However, the reason I am speaking is 
twofold. 

We have 600 million barrels of oil in 
the ground in reserve waiting for tech
nology to bring it up. We know we have 
problems in the Middle East, yet we 
are willing to turn our back on a $7 
million appropriation to continue the 
scientific research. 

The second reason I am opposing it is 
not because of the oil reserves, but be
cause of the press release style in 
which this nonsense was brought before 
us, running around saying, "This is 
pork." Whose pork is this? Whose dis
trict is this in? Who put this in the 

budget? Do the Members know who put 
it in? The subcommittee chairman, 
when he had the appropriation bill. 
That is where it was. 

Now we are talking about allocating 
money. It came from the Department 
of Energy. It did not come from a Mem
ber. It does not benefit a Member. This 
is not pork, this is energy. 

Do we want to be energy-independ
ent? Do we want to continue the re
search? They do this at the National 
Laboratories, and one of the national 
laboratories that is working on it has 
told me they have gotten rid of the car
bon dioxide that was a byproduct of 
this. Now they are working on the sul
fur dioxide. It is going to take some 
time, because they are not just trying 
to produce oil, they are trying to 
produce a clean fuel. They take natural 
gas, run a laser through it, and try and 
take the last particulates of pollution 
out of there so we can have a clean 
fuel. When these folks discover that, 
they are going to come back with press 
releases and say, 

There is a pork project. Do you know they 
are trying to build hydrogen fuel? And it is 
a few years off, so let us cut it and be big he
roes. 

That is the wrong policy for America 
if we want it to be energy-independent. 
I do, and I will not support this amend
ment, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, in our energy strategy, we 
need a policy of consistency. This amendment 
would kill funding for the third year of a 3-year 
CRADA--cooperative research and develop
ment agreement. When our Government en
ters into research agreements with industry, 
we should remain consistent and follow 
through with our end of the bargain. This pro
gram was authorized in section 2012 of the 
National Energy Policy Act of 1992, and the 
work conducted is in accordance with the law. 

OIL SHALE RESEARCH IS ECONOMICALLY SOUND 

Production of oil from shale, like other tech
nologies, becomes cheaper with experience. 
The Canadian tar sands experience is the 
closest example of a technology which started 
out 50 percent more expensive than ultimately 
possible. 

Currently, estimates for production of oil 
from shale are in the $30 per barrel range. If 
oil shale has received the same research 
funding level as coal liquefaction, the ultimate 
price of production would already have 
dropped. 

Beyond the cost is the products. Comparing 
shale oil products with petroleum crude is mis
leading. For one, the price of crude is volatile 
and subject to change; second, shale oil has 
other uses which would bring in a much higher 
market value than petroleum crude. One of 
these is shale oil modified asphalt binder. This 
binder has been found to greatly improve the 
life of asphalt roads and can sell for as much 
as $150 per barrel. Also, as much as 40 per
cent of shale barrel could be converted to the 
asphalt modifier product, greatly improving the 
economics of a shale plant, even at small 
scale. 

The U.S. shale resource is enormous. It is 
a resource treasure rather than a liability to 

the country, if reliable, economic extraction 
processes can be developed to tap this re
source in an environmentally acceptable man
ner. The Lawrence Livermore National Labora
tory [LLNL] in Livermore, CA, has joined with 
four major oil companies to do just that. They 
have made improvements in the technology, 
improving the reliability and reducing the costs 
of shale production. They are solving the key 
technical questions and developing a plan for 
the next steps needed toward commercializa
tion. They have determined that spent shale 
leaving the process is nonhazardous, present
ing no special disposal problems. They have 
developed a design which uses less water and 
coproduces electric power as a byproduct. 
These innovations have transformed the proc
ess from an expensive petrochemical plant, to 
a simple power generation plant with shale co
production. This, coupled with the improved 
economics for several key components, will 
allow shale oil to become competitive much 
faster than previously thought possible. 

OIL SHALE IS ENVIRONMENTALLY SOUND 

The technology for producing oil from shale 
involves many of the same steps needed for 
the copper mining industry. The shale must be 
mined, processed, and discarded. Economic 
impacts of a few operating shale plants will 
not stress the region. The spent shale is non
hazardous and suitable for landfill. Shale oil 
produces more carbon dioxide, C02, than for
eign oil, but not more than domestic oil. In 
shale production, C02 is generated operating 
the process machinery. Old processes, which 
allowed all of the carbonate rock in the shale 
to decompose also produced excess C02. 
Modern processes limit the amount of carbon
ate decomposition and recover much of the 
heat energy through electric power production. 
Thus shale oil production produces approxi
mately the same amount of C02 as coal. Do
mestic petroleum production also produces 
more C02 than the resource itself, since 
stream flooding and other reservoir enhance
ment techniques consume energy and 
produce C02. Thus a shale oil industry is no 
more environmentally unacceptable than do
mestic petroleum production in terms of C02. 
and the major byproduct, spent shale, does 
not present a disposal problem. In fact, Unocal 
received an award for the management and 
disposal of their spent shale during operations 
of their process. 

THE BENEFITS OF OIL SHALE ARE WIDESPREAD 

The oil industry did not stop their shale de
velopment due to environmental concerns, but 
rather, the need to focus on short-term profits. 
And, yes, industry and the Government have 
spent many millions on research and develop
ment. At present, the only viable effort on 
shale development in the United States is the 
LLNL-Department of Energy-industry partner
ship. This oil shale CRADA has for the first 
time been able to bring together all partici
pants with 20 years of experience, to aid in 
advancing the LLNL developed hot-recycled
solid process. This represents a fresh oppor
tunity to develop a technology building on the 
experiences and expertise developed over 
time. The fact that the Livermore CRADA has 
attracted and kept participation with four major 
oil companies, Amoco, Chevron, Conoco, and 
Unocal, throughout a period of severe staff re
ductions within the industry, is a strong indica
tor as to the success of the project. If fiscal 



July 14, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 15647 
year 1994 funding is cut, DOE will be relin
quishing its commitment to the project and 
turning its back on the first and largest 
CRADA signed between LLNL and industry. 
This sends a very bad message to industry 
that DOE cannot be counted on to keep its 
commitments in Government-industry partner
ships. 

Here's what industry participants have to 
say about the importance of the shale oil co
operative research and development agree
ment [CRADA]: 

Amoco: 
I had hoped that this CRADA would con

tinue * * * based upon sound technical 
progress. I would like to see this cooperative 
program continued. * * * The U.S. oil indus
try spent billions of dollars in a rush to de
velop oil shale during the decade following 
the crude oil embargo. Only a very small 
portion of these funds were used for research 
on advanced process technology. The LLNL 
CRADA represents a unique opportunity for 
government and industry to work together 
to advance the state of the art in oil shale 
processing. This CRADA is probably the last 
chance to build on the practical experience 
gained from this industrial effort. 

Unocal: 
I believe oil shale can figure into the en

ergy needs of the U.S. The future use of oil 
shale is dependent upon factors beyond our 
control (for example OPEC) and factors with
in our control. One essential factor within 
the nation's control that needs to be in place 
for any large commercial development of oil 
shale to take place is a cost effective and 
proven technology. One approach is to wait 
until the need arises to begin developing the 
technology which results in a significant 
delay in the nation's ability to use this re
source when it most needs it. 

Chevron: 
The program is in the second year of oper

ation and should be continued for one more 
year to conclude the specific research tasks 
contemplated by the CRADA and to realize 
value from the investments made and work 
completed to date. This work is essential for 
addressing certain technical problems that 
need to be resolved before the HRS tech
nology can be used to commercially produce 
shale oil from our proven domestic oil shale 
reserves. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California yields back the balance 
of his time to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. REGULA]. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio has 1 minute remaining. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Alaska 
[Mr. YOUNG]. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair
man, I would like to suggest one thing 
about this amendment. People talk 
about a great saving. Actually, it is 
going to take about $3 million to stop 
this project, so the net gain is very lit
tle. 

The fact that has been brought to 
this conversation before concerns the 
dependency we have on foreign oil. By 
the year 2005, we will be dependent 75 
percent on foreign oil; not American 
jobs, not American oil workers, but we 

will be dependent upon foreign coun
tries. 

There is a tremendous amount of oil 
in this shale. I agree with what the 
gentleman said, it is probably more ec
onomical if we did not have to compete 
against the world prices, but we are 
competing against world prices. That 
does not mean the world price is al
ways going to be $18, $19 a barrel. It 
could go as high as $50 or $60 a barrel, 
or one day, it will be projected to be 
$100 a barrel. 

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest we are 
being very shortsighted here. There is 
not going to be a vote on it, it has been 
accepted, but I hope the American peo
ple will listen to what is happening 
here today. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. YATES] has 3 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
PENNY]. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of the Sharp amendment, which would cut $5 
million for an oil shale research project by the 
Department of Energy. Since 1944, Congress 
has been looking at ways to make squeezing 
oil out of rocks profitable. We've spent over 
$279 million in the past 15 years, and we're 
still not even close to developing a technology 
that can compete on the free market with 
crude oil. 

The President requested termination of the 
project, and the two previous administrations 
sought to eliminate it. A bipartisan coalition of 
taxpayer groups and environmentalists have 
pulled together in support of this amendment. 

Crude oil prices remain less than half of the 
Government-supported price for oil shale. Cur
rent research indicates there are no prospects 
for turning oil from shale into a viable source 
of energy. Environmentalists oppose its use 
because of solid waste problems and the 
enormous amount of water that must be used 
in its extraction. 

I hope in this watershed year of fiscal re
straint, we can put our money where our 
mouth is and stop pouring taxpayer money 
into projects that don't make sense, both fis
cally and environmentally. I urge support of 
the amendment. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. COPPERSMITH]. 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. Mr. Chairman, I 
think we have heard previously in this 
debate the very good reasons to sup
port this amendment. I salute its spon
sors, as well as the chairman and rank
ing member, for proposing and accept
ing this amendment. 

We have heard about the history of 
this program, how three administra
tions have tried to kill it. We have 
heard about the terrible economics, 
how there is no significant private sec
tor interest. We also have heard about 
the environmental problems, as well as 
overriding the budget issues involved. 

I just want to make two points for 
the record. First, contrary to a state-

ment by a prior speaker, I have a copy 
of a letter dated June 30, from Sec
retary O'Leary of the Department of 
Energy saying that scarce Federal 
funds should not be used for this pro
gram at this time, given the long-term 
nature of any eventual payoff and the 
lack of substantial private industry in
terest. The Department of Energy sup
ports this amendment to delete the 
unrequested $5 million from this bill. 

Second, we also have heard about the 
physics involved, how this process re
quires more energy to produce fuel 
than the fuel contains. There is also an 
unwritten law of physics involved here, 
call it Newton's Fourth Law, that a 
program in funding tends to remain in 
funding. I hope we can show our voters 
that this fourth law does not apply al
ways, that we finally can kill this pro
gram. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. UPTON]. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of our amendment, because it 
is time to end this program. There is 
no reason to put another Federal dollar 
into oil shale. Enough is enough. The 
age of oil shale is not over, it never 
began. Its advocates insisted that shale 
would blossom as soon as the price of 
oil rose high enough or the level of sub
sidies reached a critical point. Mr. 
Chairman, the price of oil increased 
tenfold in 6 years, and the Federal Gov
ernment made tens of millions of dol
lars available for oil shale develop
ment. The private sector, as indicated 
by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
KLUG] invested its own billions of dol
lars too, and yet oil shale went no
where. 

It cannot be produced at less than 
$100 per barrel of oil, five times today's 
price. It cannot be developed without 
doing gross damage to the environ
ment. 

The theory behind oil shale develop
ment involves mining the shale, turn
ing it into rubble, and heating it to 
squeeze a substance called kerogen out 
of the rock. However, it will not work 
economically. even though it may be 
technically feasible. What is not fea
sible is squeezing more money out of 
the Federal Treasury. I urge my col
leagues to support this amendment by 
voting yes. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. SHARP]. 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

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

vice, and there were-ayes 395, noes 37, 
not voting 7, as follows: 
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Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Castle 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
De Lay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Bal art 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 

[Roll No. 325] 
AYES-395 

Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
ls took 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E . B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 

Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Norton (DC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
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Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 

Baker (CA) 
Brooks 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clinger 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Hall(TX) 
Hansen 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hunter 
Johnson (CT) 

Conyers 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 

Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Talent 

NOES-37 
Kolbe 
Lewis (CA) 
McCrery 
McDade 
Michel 
Murtha 
Myers 
Orton 
Packard 
Pickett 
Quillen 
Regula 
Ridge 

NOT VOTING--7 
Henry 
Leach 
Lightfoot 
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Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Towns 
Tucker 
Underwood (GU) 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walker 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Smith (OR) 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Thomas (WY) 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Vucanovich 
Williams 
Yates 
Young (AK) 

Smith (IA) 
Wilson 

Mrs. MINK and Messrs. FOGLIETTA, 
HEFNER, SMITH of Michigan, MOL
LOHAN, and DARDEN changed their 
vote from "no" to "aye." 

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

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CRANE 

Mr. CRANE. · Mr. Chairman, I off er an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CRANE: Page 78, 

strike line 10 and all that follows through 
line 7 on page 79. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRANE. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all time on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto be limited to 40 minutes, 20 
minutes to be controlled by the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. CRANE] and 20 
minutes on our side. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, reserving the right to object, I 

think it is important that we know 
how many Members intend to speak on 
this amendment. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object, is it possible to get 
some kind of a show of hands? I know 
of four or five. 

The CHAIRMAN. The request is for 40 
minutes total time, 20 minutes on each 
side. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I object. I 
object, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will it 

change his .mind if we make it 30 min
utes on each side? 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, continu
ing my reservation of objection, I 
would be inclined to accept 30 minutes 
on each side limitation. I do not think, 
in fact, we will end up consuming all of 
that time. 

Mr. YATES. Will the gentleman per
mit me to get the limitation, and then 
if we do not finish it, fine. 

Mr. CRANE. Yes. Thirty minutes on 
each side as the limitation? 

Mr. YATES. Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN. The unanimous

consent request is for a total time of 1 
hour on this amendment, 30 minutes on 
each side, 30 minutes controlled by the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] 
and 30 minutes controlled by the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. CRANE]. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]? 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, reserv
ing the right to object, this is not a 
time limitation beyond this amend
ment? It is just on the Crane amend
ment? 

The CHAIRMAN. Just on the Crane 
amendment and all amendments to the 
Crane amendment. 

Mr. WALKER. I withdraw my res
ervation of objection. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I with
draw my reservation of objection-. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Illinois [Mr. CRANE] will be recog
nized for 30 minutes. 

D 1540 
Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to put 

this question into a bit of an historical 
perspective if I might and remind those 
present who are not familiar with what 
the amendment does that it eliminates 
all funding for the National Endow
ment for the Arts, a program that was 
set up in 1965, during the guns-and-but
ter era of President Lyndon Johnson. 

It was the conviction of some at that 
time that this initial $2.5 million that 
was allocated for this program would 
help promote the furtherance of art in 
this land, and the escalation of funding 
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since then has gone up dramatically, so 
that the past several years it has been 
in the $170 to $180 million per year 
range. 

That is not an inconsequential num
ber when we are looking for areas 
where we can make budget cuts that do 
not do injury. Clearly, this budget cut 
falls into the category-the elimi
nation of $174 million-when private 
sector funding for the arts is currently 
running at $9.3 billion a year. That is 
private sector funding for the arts. 

I think it is important to realize that 
that is an 18-percent increase over 1991 
levels of funding, which were $7.9 bil
lion. If you look at it since 1989, pri
vate donations have increased by a 
total of 37 percent. 

The fact of the matter is the Na.., 
tional Endowment for the Arts is an 
unnecessary program. But beyond 
being unnecessary, there is a question 
that should trouble every Member, if 
he harkens back to when he raised his 
hand here after the election and took 
the oath of office. Then he swore to up
hold that Constitution, so help him 
God. 

The fact of the matter is this issue 
was debated in Philadelphia, and 
Charles Pinkney introduced an amend
ment at that time, and the Pinkney 
amendment was to use Government . 
funding at the national level to pro
mote literature, art, the humanities. It 
was overwhelmingly rejected at that 
time by the Framers of our Constitu
tion as an item that was beyond the 
purview of the functions of our na
tional Government. We continued to 
adhere to that constitutionally proper 
position from 1789 down to 1965, when 
we made this modest venture and de
parture that may have seemed incon
sequential at the time but, like so 
many other programs here, they may 
start out on an inconsequential basis 
but then they have the ability to 
achieve a life of their own. 

Now, we are talking in the billions of 
cumulative dollars that have been 
spent here unnecessarily when, as I 
say, we have this generous donation of 
giving and funding to the arts by those 
in the private sector. 

In addition to this, I think it is im
portant for people to realize that when 
Government bureaucrats make a grant, 
as happens every year in the allocation 
of moneys under the Endowment for 
the Arts, they are denying moneys 
from the taxpayers to other bene
ficiaries. 

Mr. Chairman, who died and made 
Government bureaucrats the supreme 
authorities on arts? The fact of the 
matter is that it is in the eye of the be
holder. But to give you some idea of 
the potential inequity in this, in 1991 
the allocation of resources for the peti
tioners was 4,251 beneficiaries out of 
17,677 who had requested funding. 

One of the arguments advanced, 
"Well, if you are a beneficiary, that 

helps attract some of that private sec
tor money." To be sure, it may. But on 
the other hand, that is at the expense 
of 13,000, almost 14,000 people who did 
not get recognized. So it puts them at 
a disadvantage. 

In addition to that, historically there 
has been a disproportionate allocation 
of resources. The funding process in
deed is parochial. Twenty-three per
cent of all grants in 1992 went to the 
State of New York, 14 percent went to 
California. And Arkansas, Idaho, Kan
sas, Mississippi, Nevada, North Dakota, 
Oklahoma, South Carolina, South Da
kota, West Virginia, and Wyoming re
ceived less than one-half of 1 percent of 
all NEA grants. 

In addition to that, there was an arti
cle by James Kilpatrick not long ago 
wherein he pointed out how there were 
people · in the dance programs who were 
serving as individuals on the panels to 
make grants. And they did not vote 
themselves moneys, but the fact of the 
matter is, he pointed out, panel B allo
cated grants to panel A. Panel C allo
cated grants to panel B. And panel D 
allocated grants to panel C. In short, 
there is a good ole boy network obvi
ously that prevails here. 

The final point that I will try to 
stress with you is that if you think 
back to some of the great artists in our 
national history, our great artists per
formed without any kind of Govern
ment assistance, just as they will con
tinue to perform without any govern
mental assistance. 

My amendment, unlike ones we have 
had on the floor here before, is not 
making a commentary on the quality 
of the work that receives grants. I have 
my own personal predilections about 
that and I have voted accordingly in 
the past. 

But the fact of the matter is, how
ever, we do not have constitutional au
thorization to continue funding of this 
kind of a program, A; and, B, when we 
are faced with the prospects of these 
astronomical deficits and we are con
templating the biggest tax increase in 
the history of mankind as one way of 
addressing it, I submit to you a pref
erable way is to eliminate waste and go 
back to fulfilling that constitutional 
oath of office that we all took by rec
ognizing the Founding Fathers said 
this is not constitutional. 

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

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. If I may have the at
tention of the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. CRANE]: Do I understand the gen
tleman to be opposed to all Federal 
subsidies for arts institutions? · 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to th~ gentleman. 
Mr. CRANE. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
Mr. Chairman, all of the NEA sub

sidies would be eliminated under my 
amendment. 

Mr. YATES. This is true. But is this 
because the gentleman's arguments as
sume there should be no grants of Fed
eral subsidies for arts? The gentleman 
made a constitutional argument about 
that. 

Mr. CRANE. When we authorized, for 
example, the painting of our first 
President on the wall over there, a tar
geted allocation of money for that or 
even moneys that are for various des
ignated purposes, statuary, that is to
tally outside the context of putting 
artists on a dole at public expense. 

Mr. YATES. Is the gentleman op
posed to Federal grants to the National 
Gallery of Art? 

Mr. CRANE. To granting money to 
the National Gallery of Art? I would 
have reservations about that, yes, in
deed I would, because we can do that 
also through the private sector. There 
is infinitely more money available 
there than there is at taxpayers' ex
pense. 

Mr. YATES. So the gentleman would 
favor closing the National Gallery of 
Art? 

Mr. CRANE. If the gentleman would 
yield, no, I would not favor closing it. 
I would favor promoting the National 
Gallery through the private sector, and 
I am confident the National Gallery 
could survive. 

D 1550 
Mr. YATES. Well, then is the gen

tleman opposed to the grants of Fed
eral funds for the Smithsonian Muse
ums? 

Mr. CRANE. For the Smithsonian In-
stitute, for art? 

Mr. YATES. Yes. 
Mr. CRANE. For art, yes. 
Mr. YATES. So we would close down 

the Hirshhorn and the Freer and the 
Air and Space Museums? 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, the 
Hirshhorns exist in a multitude out 
there. The Hirshhorns of this world and 
this country can continue to promote 
their designated gifts to enhance our 
appreciation of the arts. You do not 
have to do that with Government fund
ing. 

Mr. YATES. Would the gentleman be 
opposed to Federal funding to assist in 
educating school children in the arts 
and music? 

Mr. CRANE. To educating school 
children, making art a part of the cur
riculum? 

Mr. YATES. As the Arts Endowment 
does, the Arts Endowment does make 
grants for the purpose of educating 
public schoolchildren in the arts. 

Mr. CRANE. It should not be doing 
that. 

Mr. YATES. It should not? 
Mr. CRANE. That is what we have 

local taxes for and that is why we in
clude art as a part of the curriculum in 
all our educational programs. 
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Mr. YATES. Is the gentleman op

posed to Federal funding of such insti
tutions as the Lincoln Memorial, for 
example? 

Mr. CRANE. Funding the Lincoln 
Memorial? A national memorial, a 
statute that we have here at the end of 
The Mall, funding for the statue is not 
within the context of promoting the 
arts. 

Mr. YATES. I see. So the gentleman 
would not be opposed to that? 

Mr. CRANE. National statues, basi
cally I would not have a problem with, 
but I do not put that in the context of 
the National Endowment for the Arts. 

Mr. YATES. Well, I thank the gen
tleman again. I was just trying to find 
out what the gentleman's total philos
ophy in this connection was, and I be
lieve I have. 

This is the gentleman's attempt 
which he makes every year, our annual 
visit to the floor of the House fo try to 
kill the appropriations for the arts. 

I must say to my good friend that he 
is adroit. He is fast, if nothing else. 
Last year the basis for his argument 
was that this kind of a grant is uncon
stitutional. This time he says the arts 
grants are not needed to the National 
Endowment because the arts gets 
enough money through private sources, 
and he gave us a figure of an increase 
of about 18 percent. 

I suggest to the gentleman if he 
checks that figure, he will find that it 
is not an increase of 18 percent, but 1.8 
percent. I checked that with the orga
nization that puts out those statistics, 
because I could not understand why it 
would go up by 18 percent, and they 
said it did not. It went up by 1.8 per
cent. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman continue to yield? 

Mr. YATES. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. CRANE. The figures for 1991 were 
$7 .9 billion. The figures for 1992 were 
$9.3 billion. 

Mr. YATES. But I point out to the 
gentleman, I am glad the gentleman 
raised that point--

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 5 additional minutes. 

If the gentleman will look at that 
category again, he will notice that the 
grants are not only for the arts that he 
speaks about, the grants· are for the 
arts, for culture and for the human
ities, for three categories. 

I asked in my call to the organiza
tion that made the statistics available 
to give me a breakdown of that, and 
they pointed out what that category is 
made up of, arts, culture, and the hu
manities. 

For example, arts, culture, and the 
humanities, is made up of film, video, 
and holography. It includes television. 
It includes printing, publishing, includ
ing newspapers, literary journals, other 

publishers, producers of print mate
rials. It includes history museums, 
which the arts do not cover. It includes 
maritime museums, including historic 
ships which are under our National 
Park Service and not under the Na
tional Endowment for the Arts. 

It includes natural history, natural 
science museums, including anthropo
logical and Native American museums. 

I will tell the gentleman, I am read
ing from the sheet that that organiza
tion gave to me. I would be glad to 
turn that over to the gentleman at any 
time. 

But I will continue with what I was 
trying to say. They also include 
science and technology museums. They 
also include sports and hobby museums 
and specialized museums. 

In addition to that, the category in
cludes subjects such as art history. 

Now, art history is exclusively the 
province of the National Endowment 
for the Humanities, not for the Na
tional Endowment for the Arts. 

History and archeology are included. 
Classical languages are included. 

Foreign language schools and services. 
Language and linguistics. Literary 
services, philosophy, ethics, theology, 
comparative religion, theology schools, 
education, historic preservation, his
torical societies, genealogical organi
zations, commemorative events, cen
tennials, fairs and festivals, veterans' 
war memorials, all the contributions 
for these events which are totally be
yond the appropriations for the Na
tional Endowment for the Arts are in
cluded in that category and in that 
sum that the gentleman read. 

Now, it is obvious to me, I do not 
know whether it is to the gentleman, it 
is obvious to me that that sum for $9 
billion which the gentleman treated as 
a comparable sum for funding private 
arts is not applicable in this case. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I would argue 
that the majority of it is indeed appli
cable. 

Mr. YATES. But the gentleman does 
not know that. I have read to the gen
tleman 20 to 30 different other cat
egories which attract contributions. 

Mr. CRANE. Isolated, in many in
stances insolated grants, individual 
grants, but cumulatively I am arguing 
still, Mr. Chairman, that these appro
priations that we are making here at 
the national level are a fraction of 
what the private sector is allocating 
for the promotion of art in this coun
try. 

Mr. YATES. I do not know how much 
that may be, and I suggest the gen
tleman does not. 

I would say to the gentleman that in 
a broad category he may be right, be
cause the National Endowment for the 
Arts acts as a stimulus for private giv
ing. It is because the National Endow
ment for the Arts has been in existence 
over the years that you find the pri-

vate g1vmg for the arts going 
up and up. 

I suggest to the gentleman that if the 
National Endowment for the Arts were 
eliminated, you would not find nearly 
as great an impetus for private giving 
as you would because the Arts Endow
ment is in existence at the present 
time. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. There was an interesting 
article in the Wall Street Journal a few 
years ago that showed a correlation be
tween 1965 when the Endowment was 
created and the increase in Federal 
funding. 

I always remember one phrase. They 
said a grant from the National Endow
ment for the Arts was like the G·ood 
Housekeeping Seal of Approval. That is 
what it has meant for the private sec
tor. They want to know, does the En
dowment support this particular activ
ity, and if they do, then there is a will
ingness on their part to match those 
funds. 

Earlier, when we talked about the 
trust, it was 29 to 1. The Endowment 
for the Arts is about 10 to 1 in terms of 
matching funds. Under the law in the 
challenge grant area, you might put up 
a dollar and it has to be matched by $3 
in the private sector, so the money is 
used for leveraging and it has worked 
very effectively. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois has again ex
pired. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 4 additional minutes. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman continue to yield to me? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. I would argue, Mr. Chair
man, that if we took away the funding 
for the Endowment, which by the way, 
I think we spend like 70 cents per ci ti
zen in the United States, compared to 
France which spends something like 
$32 per citizen. We have one of the 
smallest funding levels for the arts of 
any of the major countries in the 
world. It is almost embarrassing. 

But I would say this. If we took away 
the money for the arts, you would see 
private contributions reduced as well, 
because there would not be the sense 
that we are in a partnership here with 
the Federal Government. I think it has 
worked well. We have kept the funding 
at a pretty stable level. It has not in
creased, but I feel that the National 
Endowment for the Arts has been one 
of the best investments we have ever 
made. 

I think the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. YATES] has done more work, over
sight, and brought them in every single 
year, he brings every panel up to have 
them discuss the work that they are 
doing. 
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I know there have been a few con

troversial grants over the years. When 
you consider the thousands and thou
sands of applications that have been 
considered and approved, many of 
which are not approved, I think they 
have done an incredible job. They have 
had tremendous citizen involvement in 
the panel system. 

I think the record of the Endowment 
is one of the very finest, and I think it 
is something of which we in the Con
gress should be exceedingly proud. 

So I would urge that the amendment 
would be defeated, that we would con
tinue to fund this, and I would just 
compliment the chairman for his great 
leadership on this issue. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman is correct about his other re
marks, and I thank him also for the re
marks he has made about this. 

Reclaiming my time, Mr. Chairman, 
let me just say that our committee has 
decided that the arts and the human
ities are important. The Congress has 
been one of the great champions of the 
arts and of the humanities over the 
years since it was organized in 1965, 
and our committee, every member of 
our committee supports the appropria
tions that we have made. They believe 
that the arts are a necessary part of 
our American way of life, that they in
deed made their contribution not only 
to the )oy and to the quality of our 
lives, but to our economic well-being as 
well. 

Let me quote from the beloved Bar
bara Jordan of Texas who will be re
membered by many Members of the 
House as one of our brightest col
leagues. She recently made a speech on 
the Arts Endowment and its activities. 

The arts are integrally related to the 
United States economy and contribute to 
our Nation's wealth, competitiveness, and 
growth. 

D 1600 
She estimated the contribution of 

the arts to be more than $173 billion to 
our GNP, which incidentally is more 
than the restaurants contribute. I say 
that because the gentleman has just 
sent a "Dear Colleague" letter around 
urging a particular tax exemption for 
business expense deductions. 

Are the arts a priority? Let me tell 
the gentleman what the Arts Endow
ment does. Let me tell the gentleman 
about the little town of Jesup, IA, a 
rural area, a farm area of 2,500 people. 

During one of our subcommittee's 
hearings this year we listened to the 
testimony of people from Jesup, IA and 
from other small communities. They 
are not famous people. We had famous 
people coming before our committee 
and testify: Opera singers, violin 
virtuosos, all kinds of famous people. 
But this was Amy Berns, a high school 
student, from Jesup, IA, who traveled 
to Washington to tell the Congress 
what it meant to her and her commu
nity to have a quartet, a quartet of 
chamber music called the Ying Quar-

tet, come into their lives for a year, a 
school year. They were part of an NEA 
rural residency program, and listen to 
this, may I say to the gentleman from 
Illinois. 

The citizens of Jesup raised $13,400, 
half the cost of sustaining the Ying 
Quartet, provided free housing and re
hearsal space to bring the Ying Quartet 
to the town of Jesup, and in exchange 
the Yings provided string lessons to 
their children, gave concerts in remote 
places in the area, dropped by class
rooms to help with class projects, 
shared their experiences and their trav
els with the residents of Jesup. 

As for the town, Amy Berns' mother 
came here, and she started to cry at 
our hearings. She started to cry as she 
described what it has meant to her 
daughter to have had that NEA grant 
sending that Ying Quartet to Jesup, IA, 
to do what it did in teaching the chil
dren and bringing this joy and quality 
of life to the people of that town. 

We heard also from the people of 
Rockport, ME; Kodiak, AK; from 
Blytheville, AR; from Manitou Springs, 
CO; from Carrboro, NC; Morristown, 
TN. They all came to share their expe
riences with National Endowment 
grants. 

So I say to the gentleman that I am 
sorry that he has offered this amend
ment. I think the NEA has made a 
magnificent contribution to the qual
ity of life of the American people, not 
only in the urban areas, but in the 
rural areas as well. The money is dis
tributed throughout the programs. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I say to the gen
tleman with all respect that I hope 
that his amendment meets the same 
fate that it met last year when it was 
defeated by over 200 votes. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, in response to the 
commentary of the distinguished gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] and 
his poignant story about Iowa, Iowa 
has better than one-tenth of our na
tional population. In terms of the allo
cation of funds though from the NEA 
they get seven-tenths of 1 percent. It is 
hardly a fair redistribution, and this 
gets to the point that I have made ear
lier in my comments about California, 
big State of California, biggest in the 
Union. We could add California, Illi
nois, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Texas, 
Florida, and they do not begin to get 
what the Sate of New York gets, just 
one single State, and it is illustrative 
to me of the misallocation of resources 
whenever we get government involved 
in programs like this. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to 
my distinguished colleague, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN]. 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, after 
struggling with NEA funding for years, 
and years, and years, I believe last year 
was the first time I supported the 
amendment of my good friend and col
league, the gentleman from Illinois, to 

completely abolish the funding. I am 
going to explain again today why I sup
port the Crane amendment. 

I have no quarrel with all the good 
things that the distinguished gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] said 
about NEA funding. Bu( Mr. Chair
man, we ought to have a ground rule 
around here. The rule should say that 
we will not fund with mainstream 
American taxpayer money so-called 
works of art that cannot be discussed 
in this Chamber. Where children visit
ing with their taxpaying parents are in 
the gallery. I cannot in good con
science describe some of the vile nihi
lism at the Whitney Museum of Amer
ican Art in the city of my birth, the 
once beautiful New York City. If we 
cannot discuss it on the floor of Con
gress, how can we possibly fund this 
garbage? 

Mr. Chairman, the NEA used to, with 
every dollar, fund legitimate artists 
and worthy thespians. Now it funds 
pornography and sodomy. It may only 
be a tiny percentage, but as I told the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] 
last year, this $175 million feeds the ni
hilistic cancer eating away at our 
country. 

How can any of my colleagues at a 
townhall meeting defend the following. 
I will try and figure out some way to 
get through this without offending the 
youngest child in the gallery, Mr. 
Chairman. I will do the same hosting 
the "Rush Limbaugh Show," on Mon
day, Tuesday, and Wednesday of next 
week. This show reaches 20 million peo
ple, 20 times more than are watching 
the proceedings of this Chamber. 

The Whitney Museum of American 
Art in New York City received general 
operating funds from the NEA to the 
tune of $200,000 over the last 2 years. 
Thus, every Whitney exhibit has indi
rect NEA support. This is fact. 

Now Whitney currently has two ex
hibits. One is called "Abject Art." It is 
designed to be foul, and vile, and repug
nant. It says in the brochures, "You 
will find this repugnant," and, if you 
do, I guess then you're an art aficio
nado. The other exhibit is called, "The 
Subject of Rape." 

Now here comes my painful exercise 
in trying to describe vaguely an exhibit 
indirectly funded by the NEA without 
offending any Americans. 

"Abject Art," and this is from their 
brochure, "describes a body of work 
which incorporates or suggests abject 
materials such as dirt, hair, excrement, 
dead animals, menstrual blood, and 
rotting food.'' 

Further quoting from their brochure, 
"employing methodologies adapted 
from feminism, queer theory, 
poststructuralism, Marxism and psy
choanalysis.'' 

I cannot read the next line that my 
staffers, including female staffers, 
wrote for me. 
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In this exhibit a young woman is 

shown going No. 1 in the toilet. I, as 
my colleagues know, softened that a 
little bit. There is also a 3-foot mound 
of doodoo. I softened that a little bit. 
There is a dismembered sculpture of 
two women having-I cannot read that 
at all. Then there are framed samples 
of baby fecal stains. Since I have just 
welcomed my ninth grandchild into the 
world, I know what fecal stains look 
like. Drying them and framing them? I 
do not understand why American tax
payers have to fund that garbage. Then 
there is a film by two American homo
sexual men titled ''Skull'' fallowed by 
the f-word. In this piece, one man is 
shown shoving his head into-I cannot 
read this. Let us say he puts it into the 
other man's body. I did not know one 
could do that, but, oh, yes, it can be 
done on film and funded by American 
taxpayers. The journal explanation 
reads, "When the perpetrator with
draws, his head-" blankety blank. I 
cannot read it. I cannot say what he 
does with his head. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DOR
NAN] has expired. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time do I have? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. CRANE] has 18 min
utes remaining. 

Mr. CRANE. I yield the gentleman 
from California 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. DORNAN. Then the man wipes 
his head off with his hands, and then he 
does something with his tongue and his 
hands that I cannot describe. 

Then there is a film called "A Spy" 
where our Savior, Jesus Christ who 
died for our sins, is depicted as a 
woman standing naked with all various 
body parts exposed. They love to get 
into blasphemy, some of these phony 
so-called artists. 

This trash, this garbage, Mr. Chair
man, passing for art should make every 
lady and gentleman in this Chamber 
blush. I truly hope we are asked about 
this at our townhall meetings. If this is 
as far as the self-proclaimed elite art
ists can push their God-given imagina
tions, then our Nation is in worse 
shape than any of us can suppose. Our 
Federal Government cannot continue 
supporting NEA until we figure out a 
way to carve out this vile, blasphemous 
and scandalous garbage from the public 
dole. 

D 1610 
I will put in the RECORD one of the 

best columns I have read on our cul
tural war by Mona Charen. It is found 
on the front page of today's com
mentary section of the Washington 
Times. Just listen to this opening: 

Venture with me once more into the world 
liberalism has created: New York City. New 
York City has been governed politically, edu
cationally, spiritually and morally by liberal 
ideas for at least 30 years. Fads that merely 
sideswiped other parts of the Nation-like 

high school condom distribution and a thera
peutic approach to crime-have become in
stitutional pillars of New York 's liberal su
perstructure. So how are they doing? 

She goes on to talk about sexual as
saults by gangs of up to 30 teenage boys 
on little 12- or 13-year-old girls in New 
York swimming pools. 

Why are they doing this? Go to the 
Whitney Museum of Art, and you will 
see. We are witnesses to a tragic de
cline in our culture and American civ
ilization. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume in 
which to tell the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DORNAN] that the show to 
which the gentleman referred, the ab
ject art was not funded by the National 
Endowment for the Arts 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
point out to the gallery that applause 
is not permitted. We would ask the gal
lery to listen, and not indicate any 
support or opposition to the speeches 
of any Members. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Mon
tana [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I had 
not intended to speak to this matter of 
obscenity, but given what has just 
transpired here in the well, let me re
mind my colleagues that I had the 
privilege of leading the last two reau
thorizations of the National Endow
ment for the Arts. Those reauthoriza
tions, just as the NEA has, had their 
difficulties, but issues were raised. The 
NEA was restructured and reformed. 
And when we finished those debates, I 
think that the vast majority of the 
Members not only in this chamber and 
in the Senate, but in the country, were 
supportive of the National Endowment 
of the Arts. 

One of the reasons they were support
ive is because I put language in the Na
tional Endowment of the Arts legisla
tion that says the following: "Obscen
ity is without artistic merit, is not 
protected speech, and shall not be fund
ed by the National Endowment for the 
Arts." 

So that debate is over. That debate is 
over. It is illegal for the National En
dowment for the Arts to fund obscen
ity. 

Let us get on to the real issue, and 
that is the value of the National En
dowment for the Arts to this country. 

Prior to the National Endowment for 
the Arts there were 37 professional 
dance companies in America; today 
there are more than 300. Prior to the 
National Endowment for the Arts, 
there were 27 opera companies in this 
country; today there are 110. Prior to 
the National Endowment for the Arts, 
there were 58 orchestras; today there 
are more than 1,000 community orches
tras throughout this country. There 
were 22 professional theaters in Amer
ica prior to the National Endowment 
for the Arts; today there are 422. 

Mr. Chairman, let me put it another 
way. Last year 17 million Americans 
attended National Football League 
games. Twenty-four million Americans 
attended the symphony. Fifty-two mil
lion Americans attended live theater. 

Americans are a people that enjoy 
the arts, and this is a country that has 
set this small agency aside with a rel
atively small amount of money to help 
leverage the funding for such things as 
the Vietnam Memorial Wall, and 
"Driving Miss Daisy." The National 
Endowment for the Humanities spon
sors the Civil War series by Ken Burns. 

These endowments, particularly the 
National Endowment for the Arts, have 
over this past quarter of a century en
livened this country. 

Could it ever substitute for the pri
vate sector? Of course not. Nor does it 
intend to. It simply provides a little 
yeast for new emerging artists, for the 
arts to be spread across this country in 
ever widening waves and ripples, so 
that people that live in the small com
munities, as well as those who live in 
midtown Manhattan or downtown Chi
cago, can enjoy the best of art, which 
is the best that this country has to 
offer. 

A vote for the gentleman's amend
ment would be a vote to strike that 
heritage from this country. A vote for 
the gentleman's amendment would be a 
mistake. That is why a vast majority 
of the people in this country do not ac
cept what the gentleman is trying to 
do, but rather what the majority of us 
will do, and that is to vote to continue 
funding for the National Endowment 
for the Arts. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DORNAN]. 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to respond to the challenge that no 
NEA money went to "Abject Art" or 
the "Subject of Rape" at the Whitney 
Museum. I will read the exact words 
that I used. 

I said, and these are my exact words, 
that the Whitney Museum of American 
Art received general operating support 
with NEA tax dollars to the tune of 
$200,000 over the last 2 years. Thus, 
ergo in Latin, thus every Whitney ex
hibit has indirect NEA support. Not 
gainsayable. Proven. Fact. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to make one 
comment. The one comment is that 
there is no logical correlation between 
the massive escalation of funding of 
the arts and the existence of the NEA. 

Second, I would like to point out to 
my colleagues, the disproportionate al
location of funds certainly is no way of 
trying to provide a justification as the 
chairman did when he cites little tiny 
Iowa there. But little tiny Iowa does 
not get a fraction of the money it pays 
to underwrite the program. 
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Mr. Chairman, I yield 5. minutes to 

my colleague from a neighboring dis
trict, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
MANZULLO]. 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, this 
past week I was in a helicopter and 
toured the 16th Congressional District 
of Illinois, and it is under water. The 
debate over the NEA is a debate over 
priorities. With a $4.22 trillion debt, we 
as Members of Congress have to realize 
that our purpose here is to finance only 
those programs that are absolutely 
necessary to the functioning of this 
Government. 

Every year Congress spends up to its 
maximum allowance. We leave our
selves very little room to pay for unan
ticipated emergencies like the flooding 
that has hit the Mississippi River 
plains and buried little East Dubuque 
under water, and flooded tens of thou
sands of acres in Stevenson County, 
and hundreds, if not thousands, of 
farmers in the process of losing their 
generations and generations and gen
erations on the family farm. 

Why can we not make the not-so
tough decision to ax programs of sec
ondary priority to pay for disaster re
lief? Why can we not help the people of 
the flood damaged Midwest and not in
crease the Federal deficit? 
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I am not singling out the NEA. I 

voted 58 times in this body, since com
ing here in January, to cut spending. I 
encourage my colleagues to read the 
Interior spending bill, because it con
tains other programs of low priority 
besides the NEA. 

Mr. Chairman, northern Virginia will 
receive $450,000 to repair a bicycle path. 
My district is drowning in the floods. 
Mr. Chairman, what would $174 million 
do to the people of the Midwest who 
are drowning in water? We checked 
with a major relief organization, and 
here . is what $174 million would do to 
the people who have been savaged by 
the Mississippi River that does not 
know its bounds. 

It would pay for 7 .3 million meals, 
159,000 people could be housed for 
months in temporary shelters, and 200 
emergency mobile feeding centers 
could be sent to the Midwest. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not a matter of 
art. This is a matter of priority. We are 
wrestling to find money in this country 
to literally, physically bail out the 
devastating floods that have hit the 
Midwest, and that is why we have to 
cut wherever it is necessary, to get rid 
of programs · that are not absolutely 
necessary to the functioning of this 
Government .. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MANZULLO. I yield to the gen
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman is not suggesting that if this 
amendment is not enacted that Con-

gress is not going to support flood re
lief for the emergency in the Midwest, 
is he? 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, 
what I am suggesting is that this $174 
million could be used toward that be
cause my understanding is that the 
supplementary appropriations bill that 
will come here probably will be added 
to pure deficit financing. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will continue to yield, I would 
suggest to him, I think the Congress is 
very sensitive about the plight that 
people in his district and his State are 
facing. That is a separate issue. 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, it is 
not a separate issue. The people that 
are drowning are taxpayers. 

Mr. DICKS. But to say that we 
should eliminate the National Endow
ment for the Arts because we have an 
emergency in the Midwest, this Con
gress is capable of dealing with emer
gencies in California with earthquakes, 
Mount Saint Helens in the State of 
Washington, now this terrible flood. We 
had a terrible problem in Florida. 
These are emergency situations. 

This is, on the other hand, a program 
that has been in existence since 1965, 
that has admirably served the Amer
ican people. 

I would suggest to the gentleman, 
drawing this analogy or comparison is 
not really in the American interest. 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, we 
are talking about dollars. We are meet
ing with the SBA, FEMA, all the sher
iffs, the · Governor of the State of Illi
nois, and there is no money. There is 
no money to bail out the situation. 

Mr. DICKS. There is an emergency 
provision. 

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

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

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
here the President's plan for dealing 
with the Midwest floods. It is pure defi
cit add on. It is $2.5 billion of pure defi
cit add on for just the next 3 months. It 
does not even speak about next year. 

Earlier today, when I suggested that 
we ought to begin to deal with the 
problem for next year, that was re
jected, too. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will continue to yield, the gen
tleman is not suggesting that we 
should not deal with the flood, is he? 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, 
what I am suggesting here is this: I am 
not attacking the NEA in a singular 
position. I have gone after other pro
grams. 

I am simply saying, this Government 
has no money. When I look at the dairy 
cattle that are stranded and there is no 
feed and I look at the farmers who 
come to me saying, "Congressman 
Manzullo, what can be done, we are 
going to lose our farms," how can I jus
tify to them that $174 million is going 

to fund something that is not abso
lutely necessary for the function of 
this Government? 

I am talking about priorities. I am 
talking about people who are on the 
verge of losing everything they have. 

That is what this Congress is about. 
It is supporting only what is necessary 
to live on. I invite my colleagues to get 
in the helicopters, to see the devasta
tion that is happening and ask them
selves, should we be voting in favor of 
a program that is not absolutely nec
essary? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

In order to reply to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. CRANE], I asked the 
NEA about the Whitney exhibit. I will 
tell the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
CRANE] that I ~eceived the following 
reply: 

"In August 1992," during the Bush ad
ministration I may say, "the National 
Council on the Acts recommended a 
$20,000 grant to the Whitney's ISP. In 
September 1992, the then-acting chair
person, Anne Imelde-Radice, approved 
the Council's recommendation for the 
ISP grant application. The fellows or
ganized one or more exhibits to be pre
sented at the museum or one of its 
branches, like the exposition on abject 
art. The Endowment did not fund the 
exhibition." 

This is from the NEA. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 

the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
NADLER]. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to oppose this misguided at
tempt to efforts eliminate funding for 
the National Endowment for the Arts. 
While the arts are viewed by some, ob
viously, as a luxury which should be in
vested in only during times of national 
prosperity, such people fail to recog
nize the huge impact that the arts have 
on our Nation's economy, on our citi
zens' education, and on all Americans' 
quality of life. 

The NEA contributes substantially 
to our national economy. It has been 
estimated that 6 percent of our gross 
national product is generated by the 
arts industry-making the arts a larger 
industry than agriculture. 

In addition, investment in the arts 
have a tremendous multiplier effect on 
the economy. The $116 million invested 
by the NEA in 1992 is estimated to have 
generated local economic activity to
talling $1.68 billion, an almost 
fifteenfold return in jobs, services and 
contracts. A Federal commitment to 

· the arts is not a 1 uxury; it is a neces
sity for our country's economic well
being. 

There is also a common misconcep
tion that NEA funding is concentrated 
in urban areas. Federal arts dollars, 
however, reach far beyond our Nation's 
cities. The congressional district which 
I represent in New York City includes 
many of our Nation's finest cultural in
stitutions, and is home to hundreds of 
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artists. But the buck does not stop 
there. 

A recent study tracked 100 nonprofit 
cultural institutions in New York, 
which provide services or performances 
in States throughout the country. Illi
nois, for example , was the recipient of 
more than 30 programs, which although 
originating in New York, provided hun
dreds of performances and services in 
Illinois, pl us many additional ones in 
other States. 

NEA funding reaches 10,000 artists-in
residence at more than 11,000 commu
nity sites in all 50 States, benefiting 
approximately 4.5 million students a 
year. 

Over the past 5 years, combined audi
ences of over 336 million have partici
pated in events supported by the En
dowment. 

This is as much a part of our cultural 
landscape as our farms and our fac
tories. I urge defeat of this amend
ment. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I would 
just like to comment that the District 
of Columbia gets a larger percentage of 
NEA funding than all but two of the 
States of the Union. There is a good 
working relationship here. I can appre
ciate the gentleman from New York de
fending the NEA program inasmuch as 
his State gets almost one-fourth of all 
the NEA funding. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, in 
the 102d Congress, as a freshman, I lis
tened to the chairman and supported 
the NEA because there he told me that 
the language would stop some of the 
activities, as my friend from California 
pointed out. That did not happen. Lan
guage is not stopping obscene art sup
ported by the NEA. 

The second point is. the Ying Quar
tet. It is very touchy, but why should 
my taxpayers in California pay for the 
Ying Quartet? My children did not 
hear it. 

We talk about funding, 17 million in 
a football game, 24 million went to a 
symphony. 

0 1630 
I went to a symphony the week be

fore last and was given the Golden 
Baton Award. I wrote a check out of 
my own account for $1,000 for the San 
Diego Symphony. That is how it should 
be funded. 

I would say to the gentleman from 
New York, there are 6 million people in 
New York, and over 1 million are on 
welfare. How about putting some of the 
money toward the welfare recipients? 
The gentleman said 6 percent of the 
GDP comes out of the arts. Then it 
ought to pay for itself. If there is $24 
million going, then it ought to pay for 
itself. If there is $1.68 l;>illion, a fifteen
fold return out of the arts, then it 
could pay for itself. 

Again, it is not a question of what 
the art funds, it is the fact that it 
funds. American taxpayers are having 
to foot the bill in a time when we have 
a deficit of $4 trillion, $1.5 billion a 
day. We are cutting 30 percent out of 
defense, and the President's budget is 
cutting an additional $127 billion out 
of it. 

I think the NEA should be cut, and 
let it stand on itself. If art is art, then 
let it support itself. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Ms. WOOLSEY]. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in opposition to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Illinois 
to cut funding for the National Endow
ment for the Arts, and I urge my col
leagues, on both sides of the aisle, to 
join me in voting "no." 

For those Members who are con
templating voting for this amendment 
to save money. I ask them to think 
again, because the NEA is one of the 
most powerful seed grant programs 
working today. 

In fiscal year 1992, the $153 million in 
program funds invested by the NEA le
veraged $1.68 billion in contributions 
and funding from businesses, groups, 
individuals, and other sources. That 
figure means that each dollar invested 
by the NEA, produces $11 in matching 
funds. In turn, this creates a 20-fold re
turn in jobs, services, and contracts. 

Since the Endowment's founding in 
1965, the number of orchestras has in
creased from 110 to 230; nonprofit thea
tre companies have gone from 37 to 450; 
opera companies have grown in number 
from 27 to 120, and dance companies 
from 35 to 450. In California alone, the 
number of performing arts companies, 
museums, and arts organizations grew 
from 650 to over 1400. 

My district, the two counties, north 
of San Francisco-Marin and Sonoma, 
have received close to $100,000 this year 
for such diverse programs as individual 
creative writing grants to the 
Headlands Center for the Arts in 
Sausalito, which has a terrific open 
studio program for visual artists. The 
wonderful Marin Symphony and Public 
Art Works Company also received seed 
grants to bring their services to more 
people. 

The total Federal commitment to the 
arts is less than two ten-thousandths of 
1 percent of our budget. It costs the in
dividual taxpayer 68 cents a year. 

Mr. Chairman, I firmly believe that 
cutting unnecessary and unworkable 
programs is vitally important. If my 
colleagues are serious about having a 
real impact in debt reduction, look 
elsewhere in the budget. The NEA is an 
excellent program and it deserves Fed
eral support. Please, vote "no" on this 
amendment. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to our colleague, the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. KINGSTON]. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Crane amendment, 
and want to explain why. I want to do 
so, admitting that I do have some 
mixed emotions, knowing that the 
NEA does do a lot of things that are 
good things, but I think there are three 
messages we need to convey to the 
NEA and those who support it, and par
ticularly within the NEA organization. 

No. l, they need to be more sensitive. 
No. 2, they need to be more account
able. No. 3, we in the U.S . . Congress 
need to save more money. 

I am doing this without any bitter
ness, maliciousness, or anger. My 
daughter wants to be an artist, my fa
ther is an artist, I was a member of the 
Georgia Arts caucus. However, I do so 
because of the demands of the constitu
ents back home. People are very out
raged. I think we need to address their 
concerns. 

In World War I, it was a trench war
fare. Often the American forces and the 
Allied forces found themselves in 
trenches abandoned by the German 
forces. Today I find myself in a trench 
abandoned by those who fight for inclu
sion, by those who fight for women's 
rights and civil rights and religious 
toleration. 

Today, in the name of censorship, 
those very people have abandoned their 
trench. Yet only yesterday, we debated 
a voluntary service bill that had in it 
language to prohibit funding for any 
institution that practices gender bias. 
In fact, our universities all over the 
country are going through their text
books and cleansing in the name of po
litical correctness. Is that not censor
ship? Is that not what the Federal Gov
ernment is demanding right now? 

What would have happened if the of
fensive pictures would have used as 
their victims minorities or women? 
Would these groups have abandoned 
their trenches? No. The fact is, the vic
tim of this was Christians, in many 
cases, and they are offended. Like any 
other group in the United States of 
America, they need to be defended by 
our Government. 

I say to the Members, they have the 
right to be defended, and we have the 
right to demand sensitivity by the 
NEA. I support freedom of speech, but 
I believe that, second, the NEA must be 
accountable. If I ask someone to paint 
a picture of a cow by a stream, and I 
am paying for it, and I am given a pic
ture of a naked lady, we have a prob
lem. I can withhold the money, and 
that is the case. 

Finally, let me say that we are $4 
trillion in debt right now. If the NEA is 
doing as well as football and other en
tertainment, let them do as football 
and baseball and basketball, and carry 
their own weight. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 30 seconds in order to reply to 
my friend, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM], who said that 
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his children were unable to hear the 
Yin Quartet play in Iowa, and why 
should he spend money for that? 

I should like to point out to my good 
friend, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, that his chil
dren can hear some things that the 
children in Iowa cannot hear. For ex
ample, in San Diego, the NEA has been 
making grants to the San Diego Opera, 
the Old Globe Theater, the Laguna 
Playhouse, the San Diego Museum of 
Art, the San Diego Chamber Orchestra, 
an orchestra just exactly like the Ying 
Quartet, the San Diego Museum of 
Contemporary Art. 

Let me say to the gentleman, his 
children are very lucky. All of the 
grants go to provide art for his chil
dren and for the other children in the 
San Diego area. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman would get all of the lib
eral Members who are going to vote for 
this to give $1,000, like I did last week, 
he can pay for this amendment. If he 
wants to support it, support it pri
vately. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to my friend, the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA], the distin
guished ranking member of our com
mittee. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I have 
not been a big fan of t~e NEA, as those 
Members who have been here in past 
years would recognize. I do think, as 
was pointed out by the gentleman from 
Montana, that in the reauthorization 
process we set in standards that pre
vent obscenity, that require citizens 
and not bureaucrats make decisions on 
the grants, that encourage and require, 
as a matter of fact, that the arts 
money go back to the State in a great
er share. Generally, I think that reau
thorization did a lot to improve the 
way in which the National Endowment 
for the Arts is operated. 

I was interested, the previous speak
er mentioned that football, baseball, 
and basketball are not subsidized. I 
would, I believe, observe that many of 
the stadiums that are built around the 
country are built with taxpayers' 
money. That is certainly a direct form 
of subsidy to sports. 

In any event, the arts money does le
verage, as was pointed out earlier, a 
great amount of private money. Many 
of the private donations are based on 
approval by the NEA for a small por
tion. It becomes a way in which we can 
encourage private contributions. 

Of the major industrial countries in 
the world, the United States contrib
utes the least in public tax dollars be
cause of this leveraging feature. We do 
encourage private contributions, and 
as the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
CRANE], who is a member of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means, knows, we 

provide for tax deductibility of those 
contributions, which is another form of 
tax subsidy, because we recognize on 
balance that the arts con tribute to the 
national character, they contribute to 
the rich cultural heritage of our Na
tion. 

Also, I would like to read a state
ment from a Lachan Richardson that 
was made in front of our committee. 
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She said this, and she is from Wash

ington, DC: 
Maybe when you think about funding the 

arts, you think about entertainment. That's 
not what it is all about. I would like you in
stead to think about young people. Young 
people like me, not just watching the arts, 
but actually using the arts every day of our 
lives. The reason that I want you to think 
about it is that funding the arts is more than 
supporting entertainment. For me and my 
friends art is a life-line. The arts have 
changed my life. 

My name is Lachan Richardson. I am 17 
years old and I attend Ballou High School in 
DC. I also have a eight-month-old baby girl. 
I am a participant in the Living Stage Thea
tre Company's Teen Mothers of Today 
project. In this program a group of teenagers 
my age go to the theater every week to do 
creative work with the acting company. 
They do plays for us about important things 
and we get to be artists also because we 
write endings for them to act out. 

So these programs do reach out to 
many people in all walks of life, and I 
think make important contributions to 
our national cultural heritage. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I remind 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] 
that huge Ohio gets only one-third of 
the money from NEA that the District 
of Columbia gets. It is hardly a fair re
distribution. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding the time. I 
have listened with interest as pro
ponents of this spending talked about 
the need to have operas and orchestras 
and art buildings, and I concur that we 
need those things. But we do not have 
the right to ask working families to 
pay their tax money to such endeavors. 

Right now, if you go across the array 
of publications · about the state of the 
average blue collar worker and his 
family in this country, and his inabil
ity to meet his bills, his inability to 
send his children to a university, his 
inability to make mortgage payments, 
and the difficulty in just keeping his 
head above water in today's life, the 
idea that these people should be subsi
dizing art is one that absolutely should 
be rejected by this body. 

For those who talk about the values 
of art to young artists, I would like 
them to think of Olaf Wieghorst, who 
is from San Diego and who was the 
dean of the Western artists. When he 
passed away several years ago at the 
age of 90, he was the highest priced art-

ist in the world. He painted million
dollar pictures, and he did it without 
ever receiving a dime of subsidy, and 
he was proud of that. And he did some
thing that was unique in the art world. 
He worked his way through his career. 

He was a cowboy, and he worked in 
the border areas with the American 
cavalry in the last part of the last cen
tury and the first part of this century. 
He was a New York mounted police
man. He came to San Diego County and 
worked with his hands, and he built 
buildings out of adobe with his own 
hands that are still there. 

That is the artistic ethic that we 
should endeavor to have our young peo
ple follow, the idea of self-reliance, of 
rugged individualism, and yes, of free 
enterprise. And the idea that we are 
creating the ethic that Government 
controls and funds art is exactly the 
wrong idea to be giving our young peo
ple. And I support the Crane amend
ment. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself my remaining minute. 

Last month, the House of Represent
atives voted 243-181 to eliminate fund
ing for the National Endowment for 
Democracy [NED]. While embodying a 
noble purpose, the NED, like many 
Federal programs, has outlived its use
fulness. I commend my colleagues who 
voted last month for fiscal responsibil
ity, and I call on those same budget
minded reformers to support my 
amendment to the Interior appropria
tions bill to strike the funding for the 
National Endowment for the Arts 
[NEA]. After all, art should go before 
democracy. 

I would reiterate finally, Mr. Chair
man, my original statement. It is a 
constitutional question. It was debated 
in the Philadelphia Convention, and 
funding for this sort of thing was re
jected by the Founding Fathers who 
crafted our Constitution, and which we 
all faithfully swear to uphold. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time of the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. CRANE] has 
expired. The gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. YATES] has 1 minute remaining. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
my remaining 1 minute to the distin
guished gentlewoman from New York 
[Ms. SLAUGHTER], chairperson of the 
House Arts Caucus. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding the 
time. I am going to disregard my 
speech. I think the speakers before me 
have made the case for the great eco
nomic benefit that the arts has to this 
country and to revitalizing cities and 
small towns all over the country. 

I want to spend my time talking 
about the benefit to children. I re
cently heard on the radio, on NPR, a 
child psychologist from Chicago say 
that by the time their patients were 12 
years old, 60 percent of them had 
watched someone shot to death or 
stabbed to death before their eyes. We 
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know that there is not only a physio
logical but psychological shutdown 
when that occurs in a very small child. 

One way we know how to deal with 
that is through the arts. I had the op
portunity of watching a little boy, 5 
years old, working with his hands on a 
collage and he was able to say to the 
boy next· to him, "Did you know that 
my brother was dead. He was shot, " 
and then the tears started rolling down 
his eyes. 

We know also what happens with 
children who have the benefit of arts 
programs, both music and art, that 
they are eventually better students for 
the discipline that they learn from art. 

There are two things we want to 
work with, and that is the violence on 
the streets and what it does to our 
children, and we want to make them 
better academic students. If the arts 
does that, it is money well spent. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, my constituents in 
Arizona have told me time and again that they 
want Congress to "cut spending first." 

They have told me time after time, for ex
ample, that they want an end to Government 
subsidies. And, as a result, I have cast some 
very tough votes-against agricultural sub
sidies, for example, even though some Arizo
nan farmers certainly benefit from those sub
sidies. 

We have before us today an amendment to 
defund the National Endowment for the Arts 
[NEA]. To the extent that the Endowment is 
helping to educate people, children in particu
lar, about the importance of art and artistic ex
pression, I believe it serves a worthwhile func
tion, especially if the private sector cannot for 
some reason fulfill that task. 

However, the NEA also subsidies individual 
artists across the Nation, and as with other 
subsidies, we have to ask why? These are in
dividuals who have chosen their own profes
sion. They know the risks and the rewards. 

Like any other American, they must find a 
way to sell themselves and their work in the 
marketplace. Some will succeed, and some 
will fail. The outcome is determined by their 
own ability and hard work, and whether or not 
there is public demand for the work as evi
denced by ticket sales, sales of art work, and 
the like. 

If there is sufficient demand for an artist's 
work, there is no need for taxpayer subsidies. 
By the same token, if there is not sufficient 
public demand, then that should be reason 
enough to demonstrate that taxpayer sub
sidies can't be justified. 

As we look for ways to cut huge budget 
deficits, and as resources become ever more 
scarce, we must begin to prioritize. If faced 
with a choice between funding more basic 
needs-such as nutrition and housing for the 
needy-or subsidizing the careers of artists, I 
believe most of us would opt for the former 
over the latter. But there is a mentality that 
prevails around here-that we can have it 
all-that has brought this Nation to the brink of 
financial disaster. 

Mr. Chairman, it is unfortunate, but sub
sidies are not the only issue here. It appears 
that the NEA is at it again, funding works that 
many Americans can't help but find obscene 
or offensive. 

This time, the grantee is the Whitney Mu
seum in New York City, and the exhibit is one 
on "Abject Act." It includes, for example, a de
piction of a three-foot mound of "synthetic" ex
crement. If the museum wants to exhibit ex
crement, fine. Let them pay for it. But, my 
guess is they would find better ways to spend 
their own money. 

It is really a shame that this kind of abuse 
has not been rooted out by the NEA and the 
arts community, before we have had to ad
dress it here. Instead, it has too often been 
defended as an aberration that should not 
taint the other good work that the Endowment 
does. But, it has. 

Taxpayers are furious. They are furious with 
how Congress wastes their money, and they 
ought to be. If we can't even get the NEA to 
end grants for the exhibition of excrement, 
how will we ever make the really difficult cuts 
in spending needed to reduce the Federal 
budget deficit? 

Mr. Chairman, I am voting for this amend
ment to send the NEA a message that busi
ness-as-usual has got to come to an end. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, there is language in 
the bill that has caused great concern 
among some of my constituents in Ar
kansas, so I rise for the purpose of en
tering into a colloquy with the chair
man of the subcommittee, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES]. 

Mr. Chairman, the plain language of 
the bill states that the limitation in
cluded is on the planning, scoping, or 
preparation of timber sales using 
clearcu tting in the Ouachita and 
Ozark-St. Francis National Forests. 
Therefore, incidental cuts occasioned 
by natural disasters or necessitated to 
address a threat to Forest health would 
not be covered by this limitation. Addi
tionally, the Forest Service Wildlife 
Program for maintaining on enhancing 
wildlife habitat or for habitat for en
dangered or threatened species would 
not be affected. 

Am I correct? 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, if the 

gentleman will yield, the gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, It 
is also my understanding that the gen
tleman would have no objection to the 
insertion of the word "permanently" 
on line 20 of page 57 preceding the word 
''alter.'' 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, the an
swer to that is no. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, as Con
gress ponders new tax increases and deficit 
reduction, I believe this body must work hard 
to eliminate all unnecessary Federal spending. 
Freezing spending at fiscal year 1993 levels is 
a start, but Congress must work to do more. 
I am pleased the House was able to trim the 
total appropriation in H.R. 2520, during consid
eration of the bill, yet I remain unable to sup
port the final measure on its fiscal merits. 

Mr. GEREN of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to Mr. DELAY's amendment to 
eliminate funding for the National Trust for 
Historic Preservation. 

We created the trust to educate the public 
about our historic resources, what they mean 
and how to preserve them. It is the only na
tional organization with this mission and this 
Federal grant is essential to its operations. 

The $7 million grant for the trust was re
quested by President Clinton and is subject to 
a matching requirement. In years past, the 
trust has far exceeded a 1-to-1 match from 
private sources and has very effectively lever
aged private funds. This money will allow the 
trust to continue its public education, technical 
assistance and outreach work of seven field 
and regional offices across the country. 

These offices provide a wide range of sup
port to localities and nonprofit groups, as well 
as fund the maintenance and operation of 18 
historic house museums across the country. 
This grant also enables the National Trust to 
dedicate a portion of privately raised funds to 
direct grants for much needed preservation 
projects such as deserted downtown neighbor
hoods and rural communities. 

I want to make it very clear that none of this 
money will be used to fund new programs but 
instead will be used to save at-risk commu
nities arid outreach to new audiences. 

The trust is a good example of a public part
nership that works. It makes no sense to pun
ish the National Trust because it is able to le
verage its Federal grant by raising a substan
tial portion of its budget from the private sec
tor. We should support and encourage public
private partnerships that work and I therefore 
ask that you join me in opposing Mr. DELAY's 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. CRANE]. 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

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

vice, and there were-ayes 105, noes 322, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 326) 

AYES-105 

Allard Dickey Hutchinson 
Archer Doolittle Hutto 
Armey Dornan Hyde 
Bachus (AL) Dreier Inglis 
Baker (CA) Duncan Inhofe 
Baker (LA) Emerson Is took 
Barcia Everett Johnson, Sam 
Bartlett Ewing King 
Barton Fawell Kingston 
Bliley Fields (TX) Knollenberg 
Boehner Gallegly Ky! 
Bonilla Gekas Laughlin 
Bunning Geren Levy 
Burton Gingrich Lewis (FL) 
Buyer Goodlatte Linder 
Callahan Goodling Livingston 
Calvert Grams Manzullo 
Canady Greenwood McCandless 
Coble Hall(TX) McHugh 
Collins (GA) Hancock McKeon 
Combest Hastert Michel 
Condit Hayes Moorhead 
Cox Hefley Myers 
Crane Herger Orton 
Cunningham Holden Paxon 
DeLay Hunter Petri 



July 14, 1993 
Pombo 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Roberts 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Royce 
Sarpalius 
Sensenbrenner 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilen$on 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Camp 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 

Shuster 
Skelton 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 

NOES-322 

Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grandy 
Green 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
lnslee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Lazio 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 

Sundquist 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Young (AK) 

Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzo Ii 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
Mcinnis 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Norton (DC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roemer 

· Rogers 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
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Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Slattery 
Slaughter 

Conyers 
Dingell 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Frank (MA) 

Smith (NJ ) 
Snowe 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Underwood (GU) 
Unsoeld 
Upton 

Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-12 
Henry 
Leach 
Lightfoot 
Rangel 
Smith (IA) 

D 1706 

Studds 
Torres 
Towns 

Mr. MENENDEZ and Mr. 
MACHTLEY changed their vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Messrs. HAYES, COX of California, 
and PETE GEREN of Texas changed 
their vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Mr. YATES. 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. 
MCNULTY) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. GLICKMAN, 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. 2520) making appropria
tions for the Department of the Inte
rior and related agencies for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1994, and for 
other purposes, had come to no resolu
tion thereon. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID
ING FOR FURTHER CONSIDER
ATION OF H.R. 2010, NATIONAL 
SERVICE TRUST ACT OF 1993 

Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 103-177) providing for further 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2010) to 
amend the National and Community 
Service Act of 1990 to establish a cor
poration for national service, enhance 
opportunities for national service, and 
provide national service educational 
awards to persons participating in such 
service, and for other purposes, which 
was referred to the House Calendar and 
ordered to be printed. 

ANNOUNCEMENT REGARDING 
PREPRINTING OF AMENDMENTS 
OF H.R. 2010, NATIONAL AND 
COMMUNITY SERVICE ACT 
Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to a-ddress the 
House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Massachu
setts? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, and I will not 
object to the request of my good chair
man, but if I could just continue on 
with my reservation, I would yield to 
the gentleman to make his statement 
so that I could ask a question or two 
when he finishes. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY], 
chairman of the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, the 
Rules Committee has granted a second 
rule to determine floor consideration 
on amendments of H.R. 2010, the Na
tional Service Trust Act of 1993. The 
rule, which is otherwise open, requires 
that amendments be printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD no later than 
Monday, July 19. I want to alert Mem
bers on this requirement for H.R. 2010 
so that they will be prepared with their 
amendments. 

Any Member who wishes to offer an 
amendment to the National Service 
Trust Act must have that amendment 
appear in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
no later than Monday, July 19, 1993. 

Amendments should be titled "Sub
mitted for printing under clause 6 of 
rule XXIII (23)" and submitted at the 
Speaker's table. 

o 1710 
Amendments do not need to be sub

mitted to the Rules Committee. 
Mr. SOLOMON. If I might continue 

my reservation, Mr. Speaker, on the 
statement the gentleman just made, is 
the House going to be in session on 
Monday? That is important, we_have to 
know whether we can file amendments 
on Monday. 

Mr. MOAKLEY.· I have been informed 
that the House will be in session Mon
day, Mr. Speaker, but I am not sure 
there will be any votes on Monday. 

Mr. SOLOMON. But it will be appro
priate for Members who may be home 
over the weekend to file amendments 
on Monday for consideration on Tues
day or later? 

Mr. MOAKLEY. That is right. 
Mr. SOLOMON. So that they would 

be printed in the RECORD for the fol
lowing day on Tuesday? 

Mr. MOAKLEY. The gentleman is 
correct. We extend the time, as the 
gentleman knows, because when we re
ported out the second part of the rule, 
we extended the time until Monday. 

Mr. SOLOMON. If I could just say to 
the gentleman, as he knows, since he is 
the chairman of the Rules Committee 
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and I am the ranking Republican, we 
had a considerable discussion about 
this rule which would require 
preprinting. This is an entirely new 
program that many Members still are 
up in the air on. We have concerns 
about it because we are not sure 
whether these preprinted amendments 
would be subject to secondary amend
ments. 

Just for example, I have an amend
ment which we have been working on 
all day which would transfer the fund
ing of this new program out of the vet
erans part of the pie of the budget and 
place it in the education part; in other 
words, transfer it from function 800 to 
function 500. 

I guess my question is, with this 
preprinting requirement, would my 
amendment that I would be offering 
that is preprinted be subject to any 
secondary amendments, or would this 
amendment have to stand by itself? 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, as the 
gentleman knows, any amendment 
that is germane will be allowed and a 
secondary amendment could be ap
pended to it. 

Mr. SOLOMON. It would be in order 
to it? 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Yes. 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman. 
As I say, we are going to oppose the 

rule when it comes to the floor. 
Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am 

glad the gentleman brought it up, be
cause any Member can submit his 
amendment. The only prerequisite is 
that it has to be filed by Monday and 
be germane. Otherwise, there is no 
problem. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for clarifying this for 
the Members of the House. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 2264, OMNIBUS BUDGET REC
ONCILIATION ACT OF 1993 
Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent to take from the Speak
er's table the bill (H.R. 2264) entitled 
"An Act to provide for reconciliation 
pursuant to section 7 of the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 
1994,'' with a Senate amendment there
to, disagree to the Senate amendment, 
and agree to the conference asked by 
the Senate. 

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

There was no objection. 
MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MR. KASICH 
Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I offer a 

motion to instruct. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. KASICH moves that the managers on 

the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the Senate amendment to H.R. 2264, be in
structed to reject increases in Federal spend
ing within the scope of the conference by ex
cluding from the conference report all provi
sions that increase direct spending, except 
social security. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KASICH] will be recognized for 30 
minutes, and the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. SABO] will be recognized 
for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 4 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, it is certainly good to 
be back after the Fourth of July recess 
getting an earful about how the Amer
ican people feel about how we are man
aging things in Washington. It is inter
esting. 

I not only received a lot of comments 
from my people at home about the fact 
that we ought to be cutting spending 
first, but I just received a very inter
esting letter from a lady by the name 
of Martha Tillman from Stone Moun
tain, GA. I would like to read part of 
this letter because I think in a nutshell 
it describes people's frustration with 
what is going on in Washington, DC. 

This letter is addressed to: · 
DEAR REP. JOHN INDY KASICH: While watch

ing you debate the budget one evening on C
Span, it came to me. Put an old brown hat 
on his head and a whip in his hand and there 
is the real live Indiana Jones. Like him, you 
have undertaken a crusade which has more 
obstacles to overcome than Indy ever had. 
Changing the budget process may prove to be 
more difficult than finding the ark. You even 
have your own snake pit, the Rules Commit
tee , to deal with. Keep fighting those fires 
and someday you will clear a path to real re
form. 

The lady from Stone Mountain, GA, 
sent me all the Indiana Jones replica 
information, and she says, closing her 
letter: 

It was important that Indiana Jones won 
the fight, but what is more important is that 
the Republicans and those who are concerned 
about cutting spending first, including my 
colleagues on the Democrat side of the aisle, 
win this fight. 

What the motion to instruct con
ferees does is basically to strip out all 
the new entitlement spending that rep
resents the difference between what we 
did in the House and what we did in the 
Senate. 

The question would be, do we not ap
prove of any of these new entitlement 
programs? The answer is no. That is 
not the judgment. That is not the deci
sion here. 

When President Clinton came to the 
House floor to present his budget to 
the Members of the House and the Sen
ate, he said we are going to have a 
major deficit reduction package, and 
that package is designed to reduce the 

Federal deficit. In fact, he even pro
posed a deficit reduction trust fund, 
and he said all the taxes would go into 
this trust fund in order to reduce the 
deficit. 

And here we turn around and we find 
that the House bill has $39 billion in 
new increased direct entitlement 
spending. The Senate only has $18 bil
lion. 

Our motion is to reduce the new 
spending in the House bill to the level 
that the Senate has. So essentially it is 
a savings of $21 billion. 

Really, what the American people are 
saying, I know they are saying it dur
ing your Fourth of July parades and 
my Fourth of July parades and in 
Stone Mountain, GA, is to cut spending 
first. If you are going to step up to the 
plate and raise taxes, you ought to at 
least put it in a situation where it is 
being used to reduce the deficit, not to 
increase and explode new entitlement 
programs. 

I may not even find fault with some 
of the recommendations in these new 
entitlement programs. Some of them 
actually make sense, but the increase 
in welfare spending ought to be part of 
the Comprehensive Welfare Reform 
Package. 

The increased spending in Medicare 
and Medicaid ought to be part of Mrs. 
Clinton's overall health care reform 
package. 

This is not the vehicle we should use 
to tax and spend. That is exactly what 
this vehicle presently is, tax and spend. 
You raise taxes on the people, then you 
turn around and you create more new 
entitlement programs. 

What this motion to instruct con
ferees says is let us control spending. 
Let us not use more taxes to have more 
spending. 

I remember when President Clinton 
was running for President. He got up 
on TV, and I thought it was very good. 
He said, "You know, the Republicans 
are going to get that old record out and 
they are going to put it on the phono
graph and they are going to say, Bill 
Clinton, he is tax and spend, tax and 
spend." 

Well, do you know what this rep
resents? This means that Bill Clinton 
and the Democrat leadership got that 
old record out themselves and put it on 
the phonograph and that record is tax 
and spend, tax and spend. 

What we are trying to do is keep you 
from spending so much. 

You want to raise taxes? We do not 
·agree with that. But if you are going to 
raise the taxes, the American people 
certainly do not want them to be used 
for new spending programs. 

So I urge you to support the motion 
to instruct conferees to cut spending, 
approve these new programs in some 
other way at some other time within 
existing funding. Create new priority 
programs. 

Let us not use these taxes to raise 
more spending and drive the deficit 
even deeper. 
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Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time· as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the motion to instruct, and I would 
urge Members to defeat the previous 
question when that vote comes, at 
which point I will offer a substitute 
amendment for the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] 
which would delete his language, but 
which would instruct the managers on 
the part of the House to accept in con
ference the provisions as relate to the 
Senate provisions relating to the tax
ation of Social Security benefits under 
the income tax code. 

Mr. Speaker, we have back before us 
today the Senate version of reconcili
ation. While we have some disagree
ments, there is fundamental agreement 
in 85 to 90 percent of the bill between 
the House and the Senate. It is a bill 
that reduces the deficit, the House and 
Senate both reduce the deficit, by 
about $500 billion over the next 5 years 
through a combination of spending 
cuts which are real. The fact is that 
spending cuts come first in both House 
and Senate bills through tough, tough 
limits on discretionary spending over 
the next 5 years which are enforced 
through cuts in entitlement programs 
and through raising revenues primarily 
by increasing the taxes on the most 
wealthy in our society. Over two-thirds 
of the revenues in this bill come from 
those making over $200,000 a year, 70 to 
75 percent comes from people making 
over $100,000 a year. 

However, Mr. Speaker, there are 
other problems in our society that we 
also have to deal with. Both House and 
Senate in some fashion deal with some 
of the basic inequities that exist in our 
society. One of the fundamental rec
ommendations of the President was an 
expansion of the earned income tax 
credit and a fundamental belief that 
people who are working full time in 
America should not be in poverty. The 
Senate modified the House's provision 
as it relates to the ITC, but they re
tained a substantial part of it. Clearly, 
we must negotiate those differences in 
conference. As I understand, and I am 
not sure what the total interpretation 
of my friend from Ohio's motion is, he 
would eliminate most of those provi
sions. 

We also deal with some of those peo
ple who are in fundamental hunger in 
this country and do not have money to 
buy food. Through some modification 
of the food stamp program the Repub
lican substitute and instruction would 
out of hand reject any discussion be
tween the House- and the Senate on 
that issue. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we go to conference, 
we will deal with those differences be
tween the House and Senate in a ra
tional, fair way. We do not want to pre
judge those things which deal with fun
damental fairness for some of the peo-

ple in our society. We want to deal 
with creating a very progressive, new 
method of raising revenue in our coun
try, but at the same time the House at 
this point is willing to say to our con
ferees that we are willing to accept the 
higher thresholds and changes of tax
ation in Social Security in conference. 

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

Mr. SABO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I want to make sure that I under
stand this. The gentleman originally 
passed out of this House the Democrat 
plan that increased taxes on Social Se
curity recipients in the upper income 
levels, and now the policy is changing; 
is that correct? 

Mr. SABO. We have a different 
threshold figure in the House and the 
Senate. Our instructions to conferees 
would be to say, ''Accept the Sena.te 
version." 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. And the 
Senate is lower than the House? 

Mr. SABO. Higher. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. It is higher 

than the House? 
Mr. SABO. Right. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. So the tax 

on the Social Security recipients would 
be less in effect? 

Mr. SABO. That is accurate. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Well, I want 

to say, "Congratulations. At least 
you're starting to see the light on the 
horizon.'' 

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

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished Repub
lican leader, the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. MICHEL]. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] 
for yielding this time to me. Today we 
are in the process of appointing con
ferees to work out the differences be
tween the two bodies on the largest tax 
increase in the history of the country. 
The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] 
is our ranking member on the Commit
tee on the Budget, and he has exercised 
his prerogative of offering a motion to 
instruct the conferees as he sees fit. I 
rise in support of his motion for a num
ber of reasons. 

Mr. Speaker, we have been told over 
and over again by our Democrat col
leagues that this is a deficit reduction 
bill. Well, if the President and the 
Democrats in the Congress are serious 
about reducing the deficit, then why is 
there $39 billion of spending increases 
in the House-passed version and $19 bil
lion of spending increase in the Senate
passed version of this reconciliation 
legislation that we are considering 
going to conference on? If I may be per
mitted to use the President's favorite 
euphemism, Mr. Speaker, Americans 
are being asked to make a contribution 
so that there can be more Government 

spending. We are instructing conferees 
today that at the very minimum they 
should reject spending increases as al
lowed within the rules of the con
ference. 

I ask my colleagues, "Why include 
massive new spending in a bill pur
ported to reduce the deficit?" It is be
cause this is not truly deficit reduction 
legislation, but the same old Democrat 
one-two punch, tax and spend. I would 
like to remind my colleagues that the 
major spending increases in the House
passed version of this legislation, the 
$7 billion increase for the Food Stamp 
Program and the $28 billion for the 
earned income tax cretlit, are solely 
there, quite frankly, to mitigate the 
impact of the $72 billion Btu energy tax 
on lower income Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, I say t<i my colleagues, 
"If you oppose the Btu energy tax 
which hi ts middle-class Americans 
hardest, then you should support this 
motion to instruct conferees." 

I would ask my colleagues to join us 
today, Mr. Speaker, in instructing con
ferees that they should at the very 
least not agree to increase new spend
ing in the legislation. Republicans 
would have preferred to reduce the def
icit through reducing the size of the 
Federal Government, not by asking 
Americans, including middle-income 
Americans, to contribute to a larger 
Federal Government and Federal bu
reaucracy. We have said all along, in 
justification of the gentleman from 
Ohio's budget substitute, that the gen
tleman and those of us on our side pre
ferred not to spend so much and, there
by, foreclose the necessity for increas
ing taxes, which seems to be the incli
nation on the part of the Democrat 
side. 

So, again I would ask my colleagues 
to vote for this motion to instruct the 
conferees and thereby indicate their 
opposition to the increases in spending 
that the conferees on the reconcili
ation bill must decide on. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] for having 
yielded me such time. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. WASHINGTON]. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. SABO], the chairman of the Com
mittee on the Budget, for having yield
ed this time to me. 

I would like to engage the gentleman 
from Ohio. I tried to get him to yield 
to me before, but I know he was pre
occupied with what he was doing, so I 
have asked for this time. I want to ask 
him about one subject matter area. 

I know that there is a school of 
thought in politics that says: "If you 
say something often enough, especially 
if you say it in a medium like tele
vision, whether it is true or not, people 
will believe it," and the gentleman 
used the tax and spend mantra very ef
fectively, and the gentleman knows 
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that I respect him, that I respect his 
vision, and his commitment, and his 
courage, and I have told him so in 
other fora, and I am telling him here 
today. 

I ask the gentleman, If you had to 
choose between borrowing $500 billion 
and spending it, and taxing $500 billion 
and spending it, which would you 
choose? 
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Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. WASHINGTON. I yield to the 

gentleman from Ohio. 
Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, that is 

like asking me to pick between the 
devil and the deep blue sea. I have a 
different way in which I think we can 
reduce it. 

I say to the gentleman, we raised 
taxes in 1990, and I can tell the gen
tleman that raising those taxes did not 
produce the revenue and also hurt the 
economy and defeated George Bush. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. When did the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] 
come to Congress? 

Mr. KASICH. 1982. 1983 is when I was 
sworn in. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. So did the level 
of debt and the amount of deficit each 
session of Congress rise because Con
gress borrowed money and spent the 
money, or taxed for the money and 
spent the money? 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I am glad 
the gentleman asked that. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. I am, too. 
Mr. KASICH. Because in 1982 we 

raised taxes, and in 1983 the deficit 
went higher. We raised taxes in 1990, 
said we were going to do certain 
things, which we did not do and did not 
generate the revenue, and the deficit 
went higher. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
would ask the gentleman, how about 
1981? 

Mr. KASICH. If the gentleman will 
yield further, in 1981, that is when the 
tax cut and the spending cut bill came 
to the floor and it generated incredible 
economic growth starting about the 
end of 1982 into 1983. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Did the deficit go 
up after the tax cut, or did it go down? 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, the deficit 
went up. But I say to the gentleman, 
the revenues went up. The problem was 
that spending went up far greater then 
the revenue went up. The revenue was 
going up by about $90 to $95 billion 
every year, but the spending leap
frogged. 

Now, I will say to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. WASHINGTON] that one 
area I did not agree with the Reagan 
administration on was ' the significant 
level of increase in defense spending. I 
thought it was too much. But, frankly, 
it is both the White House and the Con
gress that has been unabl~ to control 
the spending monster. I do not blame 
one party. 

But this package is significantly dif
ferent than the package that was pre
sented to us when Bill Clinton was a 
candidate for President. 

Mr. WASHINGTON: Mr. Speaker, re
claiming my time, we come back to my 
question. I know that the gentleman 
would not want to be put in that posi
tion, but sometimes life comes down to 
two choices. And if you were the king 
of the universe and you had to choose 
between raising $500 billion by taxing 
the citizens to raise it, or by borrowing 
the money, which of those two alter
natives, if those were the only avail
able and you wanted to raise the 
money, would you choose? 

Mr. KASICH. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I would say to the gen
tleman, just like Indiana Jones. You 
know, when he · was caught in that 
snake pit down there, we thought he 
only had one option. But you know 
what? Indy figured out another way. 

What we put on the table, and the 
gentleman knows this, are the specific 
spending cuts that we think can reduce 
the deficit as much as what the Presi
dent proposes, without tax increases 
and without killing the economy. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Mr. Speaker, 
that reminds me of the shell game that 
some of my clients used to play when I 
practiced criminal law. They take 
three walnut shells and they put them 
down on some unsuspecting soul that 
could not figure the difference out, and 
tear the end off of a pencil and put it 
down and move them around and ask 
them to bet money under which one of 
the walnut shells the eraser was. And 
the answer was it was under none of 
them. 

I know and the gentleman knows 
that if you have to choose between 
those, if you had any common sense at 
all, it is more responsible to raise the 
money by taxes than it is by debt. Be
cause at the end of the year, you still 
have the debt to pay. 

Mr. KASICH. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I want to say to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. WASHINGTON] 
that I think all of us are guilty of two 
things. First, it is easy to spend, and it 
is easy to raise debt. It really is. And it 
is a tragedy for our country. 

I want to say to the gentleman, this 
year the Republican members of the 
Committee on the Budget laid the spe
cifics down. We laid down all of it. So 
if there is pain, it can be dosed out to 
us. In fact, the Democratic National 
Committee tried to run a campaign 
against my colleagues based on our 
plan. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Mr. Speaker, if I 
could reclaim my time for just one mo
ment, I think the gentleman will find 
with the National Taxpayers League, 
that I am probably in the 97 percentile 
in the bottom in the amount of money 
that I vote to spend. I am a liberal, but 
that does not mean it has anything to 
do with how much I vouchsafe the 

Treasury. I do not spend the taxpayers' 
money. But I would rather tax for the 
money than borrow for the money, be
cause you still have the debt to pay. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself Ph minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to take a 
second and say to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. w ASHINGTON]. I think the 
gentleman is a man of integrity. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. I thank the gen
tleman. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I also be
lieve that it is a legitimate debate to 
wonder whether you can tackle deficits 
by increasing taxes, or whether you 
ought to cut spending. It is my feeling, 
and I think we have demonstrated in 
an intellectually honest way, that we 
can cut spending without taxes. I re
spect the position of the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. WASHINGTON] that we 
should raise the taxes. 

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

Mr. KASICH. I will be glad to yield. 
Mr. WASHINGTON. Mr. Speaker, 

that was not my point at all. My point 
was if we go around saying tax and 
spend, tax and spend, and the people 
out there that watch television think 
those are the only options and forget 
about the fact that we have a $4.3 tril
lion deficit, not from taxing and spend
ing, but from borrowing and spending, 
and the gentleman knows it, and I 
know it, and everyone on the floor 
knows it. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, reclaim
ing my time, let me say to the gen
tleman, I think the taxes have aggra
vated the problem that forces us to 
borrow and spend more. But I cannot 
disagree with that. But what I said to 
the gentleman is at least we have 
come, as members of the Committee on 
the Budget and our conference, in 
terms of laying a specific plan down 
that can be judged. 

We did not just try to stand here and 
criticize you, stand here and throw 
bombs. We are trying to put the intel
lectual honest debate on the table. 

I appreciate the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. WASHINGTON] pointing out 
what is really a problem. And we have 
to really stop running away from it, 
because we are going to bankrupt this 
country. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. If the gentleman 
will yield further, we know that then 
and now when you had the courage to 
bring an alternative to the floor, the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] 
knows that I complimented him then 
and I compliment him now, because 
that is the way we solve our problem, 
not by throwing ·brick bats at each 
other. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I would 
say to the gentleman, if we talk any 
longer, I will have to come to his dis
trict and campaign for him. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my motion 
to instruct conferees. 
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MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MR. KASICH 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to instruct. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. KASICH moves that the managers on 

the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the Senate amendment to H.R. 2264, be in
structed to reject increases in Federal spend
ing within the scope of the conference by ex
cluding from the conference report all provi
sions that increase direct spending (except 
Social Security) and to accept the higher 
thresholds on the treatment of Social Secu
rity benefits in section 8215 of the Senate 
amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KASICH] will be recognized for 30 
minutes, and the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. SABO] will be recognized 
for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I have a par
liamentary inquiry. 

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

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I am curi
ous: How many times can the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] with
draw a motion and substitute a new 
one? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
clause 2 of rule XVI, the gentleman 
may withdraw his motion prior to a de
termination thereon and enter a new 
motion. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 4 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, what we are really try
ing to do is put my friend in a fix, be
cause he was trying to put us in a fix. 

You see, what we want to do is we 
want to cut the $21 billion in new 
spending. What the gentleman was at
tempting to do was to try to say, 
"Well, wait a minute. If you vote 
against that, then you'll have an op
portunity to raise the threshold where
by senior citizens are going to get 
taxed.'' 

By the way, I think most senior citi
zens do not know they are going to get 
taxed. 

Mr. Speaker, what we have done is 
we have incorporated the motion of the 
gentleman in our motion, so you can 
have a "two-fer" now. We are going to 
give you two for one. We are going to 
allow you to vote to cut spending, and 
we are going to allow you to raise the 
threshold on when we begin taxing our 
senior citizens from $32,000 to $40,000. 

Of course, we on this side feel we 
ought not be putting this burden on the 
senior citizens and raising their taxes 
to 85 percent. I would say to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. PICKLE], 85 per
cent of their Social Security benefits 
are going to be taxed if . they are at 
$40,000. 

In Ohio $40,000 is not r_ich. I know 
down in Austin, TX, it is not rich. And 
what I say is we have incorporated 

both: Cut the new spending out, and do 
not put new entitlements in a rec
onciliation bill designed to reduce the 
deficit. Make it deficit reduction: Do 
not make it a creation of new spending 
programs. That is what the President 
said he wanted to do. 

At the same time we are also going 
to give you a chance to raise the 
threshold under which you are going to 
be taxed for Social Security. 

0 1740 
So I think this is a great motion to 

instruct conferees. I would urge the Re
publicans and Democrats, both sides, 
to vote to control the increase in new 
Federal spending programs and also to 
raise the threshold on which our senior 
citizens are going to begin being taxed 
to 85 percent of their Social Security 
benefits. 

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

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

I, again, rise in opposition to the re
vised Kasich motion and would ask the 
Members to vote against the previous 
question. Being the motion as revised, 
we will have a revised substitute. 

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

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 30 seconds. 

What I want the membership to un
derstand is the vote will be, if Members 
vote for the motion to instruct con
ferees that is being offered on this side 
today, they will be voting to reduce the 
new spending increases in the bill and 
also to raise the threshold at which 
senior citizens are going to be taxed. If 
they are in favor of the new spending 
entitlement initiatives, vote against 
me. But if they are in favor of elimi
nating the new spending initiatives and 
have them included in the welfare re
form or Hillary's reform bill and they 
also want to help the senior citizens, 
they will vote "yes." 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. MCMILLAN]. 

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

I would like to · bring this back down 
to Earth a little bit. The answer to the 
question from the gentleman from 
Texas is to cut spending. To cut spend
ing, we do not necessarily have to cut 
it under existing levels. We are simply 
talking about the rate of increase. 

Two items in the motion of the gen
tleman from Ohio deserve to be focused 
on. Medicare is first. 

Under current law, CBO projects that 
Medicare spending will total $1.1 tril
lion over the next 5-year period. That 
is with no change. Annual spending 
will increase almost $100·-billion a year, 
from $178 billion in 1994 to $272 billion 
in 1998. 

The House reconciliation package, 
however, contains a $2 billion increase 

in Federal spending in this category in 
1994 and $29 billion worth of incremen
tal programs over the next 5 years, 
over the already massive increase. 

The Senate package contained only 
$18 billion of increases over those 5 
years. There is no good reason to in
clude Medicare expansions, when Con
gress is anticipating a major health 
care reform proposal from the adminis
tration. 

On Medicaid, according to CBO, Med
icaid spending will increase from 94 bil
lion in 1994, that is just the Federal 
share, to $146 billion in 1998. To the $598 
billion projected to be spent on Medic
aid over the next 5 years, the spending 
increase provisions proposed herein 
would add $332 million in 1994 and over 
$3 billion over 5 years. 

The 1-year $300 million entitlement 
for illegal alien health services simply 
increases Federal dollar outlays to pay 
the States' share of cost for certain 
States and not solve the problem. 

The Republican motion would in
struct House conferees to delete this 
provision from the conference agree
ment. There is, again, no good reason 
to include Medicaid expansions, when 
Congress is anticipating a major health 
care reform proposal from the adminis
tration. 

If Medicaid or Medicare expansions 
are appropriate, they should be con
tained in heal th care reform, not in a 
deficit reduction reconciliation bill. 

I urge the support of all my col
leagues of the motion of the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. WISE]. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I just want 
to respond to some of what has come 
from the other side, because I think it 
typifies what we have had throughout 
this debate. We have had a lot of great 
speeches, a lot of great histrionics. We 
just do not have much of a budget. And 
so we talk about no new spending cuts. 
We have seen really what is no new 
spending. It is a popular tag, but there 
is a problem. 

The problem is that we are going to 
have to have a very delicate mixture in 
any kind of economic growth package 
which, yes, focuses on deficit reduc
tion. There are $250 billion worth of 
cuts already in the House version, 
more than $7 worth of cuts for every 
dollar of tax increases. 

We are going to have to have to have 
deficit reduction but, Members, you do 
not get there from here without some 
stimulus. George Bush tried it, and we 
can see where he is economically and 
politically. 

Others have tried it. The fact of the 
matter is, we have to do some delicate 
surgery. It is going to also have to in
clude some stimulus measures. For in
stance, how about rewarding people 
who are married, who are working, who 
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are trying to get out of poverty and re
w~rding them with a little more of an 
earned income tax credit? How about 
that? Is that all right? 

Some would say no. I think that it is 
time to look at doing what needs to be 
done for economic growth. There are 
real spending cuts in there. Yes, there 
are tax increases, but what they are 
not telling us from the other side is 
that three-quarters of those tax in
creases in the House bill, more in the 
Senate, three-quarters of those tax in
creases go to the very weal thy, those 
whose incomes doubled in the last dec
ade while the middle income persons 
saw theirs go up 3 to 4 percent at best. 

So in crying for no tax increases, 
what they are doing is trying to shield 
those who benefited the most from pay
ing their fair share. So I think it is 
very important to get this thing to 
conference, to recognize the siren song 
that we are hearing, but to recognize it 
for what it is. 

It is an excuse for doing nothing and 
particularly not moving this economy 
forward. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished chairman 
of the Republican Conference, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY]. 

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

This debate is fascinating. It is like 
reading a John Kenneth Galbraith 
novel. The fact is, colleagues, we are 
talking about a package of real tax in
creases, real spending increases, and 
fictional spending cuts. 

The gentleman from Ohio has come 
forward and said, "Look, if you are 
really serious about deficit reduction, 
then at least vote for my motion to in
struct conferees to take out the new 
spending programs in this package." 

The gentleman from Minnesota has 
said, 

If you offer that, we will use the extraor
dinary parliamentary procedure of defeating 
the moving of the previous question so that 
we can make the question not a question of 
eliminating the new spending programs in 
this deficit reduction package but giving you 
the choice to vote between this tax and that 
tax. 

Their compulsion to tax is so strong 
that they must keep the focus on 
which tax do we want, our tax or the 
tax of the other body. 

If, in fact, we are fool enough to fall 
for this parliamentary gimmick, then 
we will be fool enough to believe the 
gentleman from West Virginia who 
characterized the package under con
sideration as an economic growth 
package. My colleagues, this is not an 
economic growth package. This is a 
growth-in-Government package. 

If we want to have a bigger Govern
ment, then vote with the gentleman 
from Minnesota, defeat the moving of 
the previous question and then make 
the question a question of which tax do 
we want to impose on the retired citi
zens of America. If we want to, in fact, 

stop the growth of government, slow it 
down, impede it, just get in the way a 
little bit, then vote to move the pre
vious question, get on with the ques
tion posed by the gentleman from Ohio 
and cut out the new spending programs 
in this deficit reduction package. 

Please, to my friends on the left, 
please cut out the baloney. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. SLATTERY]. 

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the chairman of the Committee 
on the Budget for yielding time to me. 

One of the things that I think we 
really need to focus on is a point that 
the previous speaker tried to make 
and, I think, incorrectly so. 

I for one am sick and tired of Mem
bers suggesting that this proposal does 
not contain any spending cuts. This is 
just absolutely untrue. I am going to 
talk about the entire proposal before 
us, not just what is in the reconcili
ation package, but let us review it. 

We are talking about $110 billion in 
cuts in the military industrial com
plex, and this is going to involve laying 
off probably a million people in this 
country, maybe a million-and-a-half 
people. 

In addition to that, we are talking 
about cutting Medicare, some $50 to $60 
billion, depending on where we end up 
between the House and the Senate ver
sions. 

We are talking about cutting Medic
aid. We are talking about cutting agri
culture $3 billion over the next 5 years. 
We are talking about cutting veterans 
benefits. 
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We are talking about freezing the en

tire discretionary part of the budget 
for the next 5 years at roughly $580 bil
lion. We have never done this before. 
We are talking about freezing pay. 
That has not been done before, in the 
time that I have been here. We are 
talking about cutting COLA's. 

For any Member of this body to take 
the well and try to tell the American 
people that we are not talking about 
cutting spending is absolutely dead 
wrong. I hope we do not hear any more 
of that nonsense. 

Are there spending increases in this 
proposal? Yes, there are. Are there tax 
increases? Yes, there are. When we 
hear this rhetoric about this being the 
biggest tax increase in the history of 
the world, let us look at that for just a 
second, also. 

When I went home in the last few 
weeks and I talked to my constituents, 
those making $30,000 and $40,000 and 
$50,000 a year, they were expressing 
deep concern to me about these tax in
creases. I asked them, Do you realize 
that if we drop the Btu tax, which is 
going to happen, that the only tax that 
you will be confronted with is maybe a 
5-cent-a-gallon gas tax increase? Your 

income taxes are not going up, your 
payroll taxes are not going up, you are 
talking about a gas tax of 5 cents a gal
lon. 

Then I remind them that Ross Perot 
was talking about 10 cents a gallon for 
5 years. Then people say, "Well, that 
does not sound like the biggest tax in
crease in the history of the world.'' 

I tell them, "If you are making 
$200,000 a year or more, yes, you are 
going to see your rate bumped from 
where it is now to somewhere in the 
neighborhood of 40 percent, depending 
on how we calculate it." 

I think it is time for us to tell the 
American people the truth so they un
derstand these proposals in terms of 
how it affects them personally. 

It is dead wrong for Members of this 
body to try and mislead the American 
public and tell them that we are not 
cutting spending, because we are cut
ting spending with these proposals. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. SMITH], who is going to tell us 
about the deep cuts we are going to 
have in spending over the next 5 years. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding 
time to me. 

First, let me just quickly comment 
on tax increases. The average of the 
tax proposal from the Senate and the 
proposal for the House averages about 
a $260 billion tax increase. It is the 
largest tax increase in the history of 
the world. 

Let us talk about the growth in Fed
eral spending. There are spending cuts, 
but for every spending cut there is a 
modifying spending increase that more 
than offsets it. 

Take a look at this chart for a 
minute. Every year we are increasing 
the amount of spending: From 1993 to 
1994, $60 billion; 1994 to 1995, $60 billion; 
then $50 billion, $70 billion, $70 billion. 
Every year there is an increase in 
spending above inflation, with the larg
est tax increase in history. 

Let us look at what happens to the 
public debt. Every year. we increase the 
public debt. The average of the in
crease in the public debt is $365 billion 
a year for the next 5 years, $365 billion 
divided by the number of days. That 
equals a $1 billion a day increase in the 
public debt for every day for the next 5 
years. 

We have got the largest tax increase 
in history. We continue to increase 
spending at faster than inflation, and 
we increase the way we put ourselves 
into public debt from the existing ap
proximately $4.26 to $6.2 trillion, a 50-
percent increase in the public debt in 
this 5 years. 

We have got, sadly enough, up to $4 
trillion in the 217 years that we have 
been in existence. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the very distinguished gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. RIDGE]. 
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Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 

gentleman for yielding time to me. 
Mr. Speaker, .if we take a look at the 

1980's, I am fearful we can take a look 
at our history dn this body and figure 
out where we ~re going to go in the 
1990's when it comes to Federal pro
grams and Federal spending. 

In 1980 the American taxpayer sent 
to Washington, DC, $517 billion. That is 
B, as in billion. By 1990, the American 
taxpayer had to dig twice as deep, be
cause they took twice as much money 
out of their wallets and sent to Wash
ington, DC, in excess of $1 trillion, so 
in a 10-year period the American tax
payer sent to Washington, DC, twice as 
much money as they had when they 
began that decade. 

In spite of the fact that we asked 
them to dig deeper and deeper and send 
us more and more, we could not control 
an insatiable appetite to take not only 
what they sent us in terms of twice the 
time, two times the taxes that they 
had begun the decade with, but we 
quadrupled the debt. 

We have, with this motion, perhaps 
the defining philosophical and intellec
tual moment for both parties and for 
individuals to define themselves. There 
are not an infinite number of ways we 
can deal with the deficit. There is not 
an infinite number of ways that the 
pain that everybody talks about can be 
shared. 

There are only two ways. We can ei
ther share the pain by taxing people 
more, or we can share the pain by re
ducing the size and the number of Gov
ernment programs. Maybe, maybe 
there is a third option, if we truly in
crease taxes, to legitimately reduce 
the deficit. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. RIDGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
point out that Federal spending is 
going to increase by $122.5 billion, 
$122.5 billion over the next 2 years 
under this plan; in the next 2 years, 
$122 billion. Is that called starving the 
Federal Government? 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, we cannot 
tax our way to prosperity and we can
not bluff our way to honest deficit re
duction. We are heavy on the emphasis 
on taxes. The leadership in both the 
House and the Senate has said, "Let us 
tax." We are not sure which tax we 
want, but we are going to tax. The 
promised spending reductions do not 
materialize in the aggregate, as dem
onstrated by the preceding speaker, be
cause, in fact, every year Government 
spending increases. We cannot tax our 
way to prosperity. We either choose be
tween reducing the size of Government 
or reducing spending. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. SLATTERY]. 
- Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me again. 

Mr. Speaker, when we talk about 
spending increasing over the next 5 
years, let us be honest, again, with the 
American public and say, Yes, spending 
is going to increase. it is going to in
crease under the Kasich plan, accord
ing to the House Committee on the 
Budget numbers that I have, from 
roughly $1.47 trillion in 1994 to about 
$1.7 trillion in 1998, so that is under the 
Kasich plan. In addition to that, under 
the Republican plan the debt, will be 
much bigger than it would be under the 
House plan. 

The other point that I want to make 
when we talk about spending, it is im
portant for us to acknowledge why 
spending has increased since 1990. Let 
me give the Members some real num
bers. Since 1990, over a 4-year period, 
the discretionary spending increased 
approximately 7 percent in aggregate 
over the 4-year period of time. That is 
not where the spending problem is. I 
think we all know that. 

The spending problem is with entitle
ments, the part of the budget that 
amounts to about 50 percent right now, 
that many Members of this body do not 
want to touch. What has happened to 
that? Medicaid has gone up 124 percent 
since 1990, Medicaid. Who is down here 
talking about cutting Medicaid? I do 
not hear much discussion about it. 

Medicare has gone up 56 percent since 
1990. We are talking about trying to 
trim that back between $50 and $60 bil
lion over the next 5 years. Those are 
the programs, coupled with Social Se
curity and the retirement programs, 
that are giving this budget the upward 
boost that we are all struggling with. 

When in the world are we going to 
level with the American people and 
talk to them about the need for us to 
get entitlements under control? I 
would point out to my colleagues that 
this budget resolution contains, for the 
first time in history, caps, the toughest 
caps we could get on the entitlement 
part of the budget. 

0 1700 
As far as I am concerned, that is a 

very important, fundamental proce
dural reform that must be retained in 
the conference. 

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

Boy, am I glad we are back to the 
budget debate between the Republican 
and Democrat plan. And let me tell you 
this: Three-fifths of the cuts in the 
Democrat proposal come in year 4 and 
5, they come in year 4 and 5. If this 
plan passes, we are going to have a new 
President in the fifth year. 

And let me tell Members another 
thing, three-fifths of the spending cuts 
come in year 4 and 5. And you know 
what? Under the total 5-year plan, do
mestic spending goes up 15 percent and 
defense spending, I say to my friend 
from northern Virginia whose people 
are being affected by this base closure 

bill, is going to go down 11.4 percent. 
So what we are doing is we are slashing 
defense spending and we are going to 
throw 2 million people out of work, and 
three-fifths of the cuts come in year 4 
and 5. The bulk of the cuts are in de
fense, and domestic spending is going 
up 15 percent. 

Under your plan the national debt 
goes up well in excess of a trillion dol
lars. And that is based on the fact that 
these silly taxes you are putting in 
place are going to generate revenue. 

Our President, George Bush, was 
wrong about the 1990 tax bill. That tax 
bill hurt the· economy. It did not gen
erate revenue. 

The bottom line is do you want to 
cut spending and control the size of 
government. My colleague from Kansas 
says oh, we have got devastating cuts 
in here. Domestic spending going up 15 
percent is not a devastating cut. De
fense going down 11.4 percent is a very, 
very deep cut, and is going to result in 
millions of Americans being put out of 
work. 

And do you know why we are cutting 
defense this much? Not because we are 
downsizing the Department of Defense 
in a responsible way. Candidate Clinton 
want.ed $50 billion in cuts. President 
Clinton is proposing $129 billion in de
fense cuts, cuts in the outyears of as 
much as $30 and $40 billion. They are 
going to wreak havoc across this coun
try. 

Talk about base closings, now just 
wait until these numbers start to bite. 
It is going to devastate people. 

And you know what we do with that 
defense money? We use it for more do
mestic spending increases. 

This is precisely the opposite pro
gram of what the new candidate for 
President, the new Democrat was pro
posing. These figures cannot be twisted 
or distorted. They are very simple. 

If you are for cutting defense 11.4 per
cent, if you are for increasing domestic 
spending, creating a whole new gaggle 
of entitlement programs, and raising 
taxes for the largest tax increase in the 
history, as the Senator from- Kansas 
says, the largest tax increase in the 
history of mankind, vote against our 
motion. If you are for controlling the 
Federal Government's spending, vote 
for the motion to instruct. Let us de
rail this package before it derails the 
economy of America. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. OBEY]. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I think pub
lic opinion polls make quite clear the 
fact that the public thinks that the Re
publican Party in Congress is opposing 
the President's budget for political rea
sons, not substantive reasons. I think 
the public knows that when it comes to 
economic policy in this Congress, the 
Republican Party has essentially been 
on strike since January. 

I think the record clearly shows that 
the Republican Party does not want to 
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work with the majority party. I think 
they want to make a record. I do not 
think they are really interested in co
operation. I think they are interested 
in trying to make it more difficult for 
us to govern .-

Now, I also think we know what we 
have gotten from your side of the aisle 
for the last 10 years. When your crowd 
took over the White House in 1980 the 
budget deficit was $73 billion. That was 
the deficit. It grew to $300 billion under 
policies rammed through this place by 
Ronald Reagan and George Bush with 
your supine cooperation, and unfortu
nately, some on our side of the aisle as 
well. 

The fact is you say there are no 
spending cuts, but the fact is this Con
gress, this year, in the 9 appropriation 
bills that have passed so far has cut 
more than 100 programs below the 1993 
level. Look at the record. They are in 
all of the appropriation bills that many 
of you voted against. The record is 
there. Take a look at the facts. 

Forget the politics. Get out of the 
way and let us get the job done. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ARMEY], the chairman 
of the Republican conference. 

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

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Wisconsin for that wonderful sermon. 
Other than being totally wrong and 
completely inappropriate, it was enter
taining. 

Look, this is your package. You have 
your man in the White House, your ma
jority in the House, you have your ma
jority in the Senate. You put your 
package together, and you cannot sell 
it to your own people. And the reason 
you cannot sell it to your own people is 
because they cannot go home and reck
on up with their people if they vote for 
this massive tax increase. 

Now you do not talk to us about Re
publican obstructionism. What you 
guys are calling Republican obstruc
tionism is a euphemism for Democrat 
ineptness. 

Now get your act together. Deal with 
this thing honestly, and deal with the 
American public honestly. Quit cook
ing the books, and quit pointing that 
dang foolish finger of yours at us. 

If you cannot get your act together, 
you will not have a package passed, 
and if you do not pass this package, 
you might save your President. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished majority 
leader, the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. GEPHARDT]. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Members of the 
House, we have had an interesting de
bate. But it is time that we start talk
ing about the fact of where we are and 
what we are trying to do today. 

We have an awful deficit problem 
that was created over 12 years, and the 

deficit, without placing blame any
where, was achieved as a result of 12 
consecutive budgets proposed and 
passed by Republican Presidents. That 
deficit now reaches $4 trillion, and that 
was the setting in which President 
Clinton came and brought a plan to the 
people and the Congress to deal with 
the problem in a reasonable way. 

And, yes, 219 Democrats on this side 
passed that plan. And now we go to 
conference. We are asking today, and 
will ask for an instruction which asks 
the conferees to go up on the threshold 
on Social Security taxes, because we 
believe that is the proper instruction. 

It is easy to get up and say that this 
is wrong and that is wrong. The truth 
is it is time for someone in this coun
try to take responsibility, to deal with 
this dagger that is pointed at the heart 
of the American people. And 219 Demo
crats in this House took that respon
sibility, and I admire them for it, be
cause it was the right thing to do for 
the Congress and for the country. Now 
we must put together a conference re
port, which we must pass here in a few 
weeks, and we will pass it. We will pass 
it because people in this country know 
that what we have been doing and the 
economic policies we have been follow
ing have been wrongheaded. 

I would add that when we had Repub
lican Presidents there were many 
times Members on this side were not 
even willing to vote for their Repub
lican President's budget. In fact, there 
were years they would not even bring 
them up, because they had lost faith in 
the theory and the philosophy of those 
budgets. 

But mark my words. We were follow
ing those budgets and the outline of 
that plan was in place and has been in 
place for 12 years. It is time to give 
this side a chance. It is time to give 
President Clinton a chance to do some
thing about a dagger that is pointed at 
the heart of this country. 

Vote against the Republican motion 
to instruct. Vote for ·the Democratic 
motion to instruct and put this coun
try back on the road to sanity. 

D 1810 
Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
distinguished Republican whip, the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GING
RICH]. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I was 
not originally going to plan to speak 
on this motion which I support but 
which I thought could be handled on 
the merits and which could be debated 
on the issue of whether we should vote 
today to instruct that we cut spending 
or whether we should vote to increase 
spending. I thought that was a fair and 
a legitimate and a straightforward 
question everywhere America is at and 
that those who wanted to raise taxes 
and to raise spending would be able to 
vote "no" against the gentleman from 

Ohio [Mr. KASICH], but those who want
ed to cut spending and, therefore, lower 
the need to raise taxes could vote 
"yes." I thought that we would have a 
debate on the principle. 

I have heard, as I understand it , two 
of my colleagues, Democrats, come to 
the floor and explain that they have 
been totally irresponsible, · that even 
though their party has run the House 
since 1955, January 1955, when Samuel 
Rayburn was sworn in as Speaker and 
has been Speaker, and I was, I must 
confess, only 11 at the time, old by the 
standards of some of our freshmen, but 
11, and from the time I was 11 until this 
year when I had my 50th birthday, the 
Democratic leadership has been in 
charge. They have been in charge of 
the Speaker's chair, they have been in 
charge of every committee, every com
mittee, they set up the ratio in the 
Committee on Rules to always get the 
rule they want except for the most rare 
occasion, they get the big offices, the 
big staffs, they get the majority leader, 
positions of enormous power. They set 
the schedule . 

Every bill under our Constitution 
which spends money comes out of the 
Congress, every tax bill which raises 
taxes comes out of the House, and the 
Democrats have controlled this House 
since 1954, and they are proud of it. A 
few of them have the courage to actu
ally applaud, and I assume would actu
ally take responsibility for the size of 
the deficit, the size of the taxes, and 
the failure of the welfare state which 
has been part of that legacy. 

But my good friends came over 
today, and they say that, oh, for the 
last 12 years the Republicans have been 
in charge. Now, this is not a parliamen
tary democracy. Under our Constitu
tion, Senator MITCHELL and the distin
guished powerful Members of the other 
body can do much to obstruct the 
President, and certainly under our 
Constitution, Speakers O'Neill, Wright, 
and FOLEY, all Democrats, could do 
much to obstruct the President. 

To say with a straight face that Ron
ald Reagan got his program through 
with his changes and his reforms, that 
we had the entitlement reforms Reagan 
would have wanted, everyone here 
knows that if Reagan, like Thatcher, 
had had a parliamentary system, if he 
could have won a straight vote in this 
House, and I think that this is an im
portant and legitimate intellectual de
bate about whether at this moment 
America should raise taxes in order to 
raise spending, which is the Demo
cratic Party leadership position, or 
whether America should cut spending 
first, which is what the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] is going to try 
to offer in a minute. 

But I think that that should be de
bated on the merits. 

I, as a history teacher, want to stay 
on this one theme for a minute. Under 
our Constitution, the Congress is very 
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powerful. If you read the Federalist Pa
pers, the Founding Fathers said that in 
peacetime · the Congress would be more 
powerful than the President, and that 
the House would be the more powerful 
because it is the more numerous of the 
bodies. 

I would simply say to my Democratic 
friends that it demeans your own par
ty's proud history of running this place 
since 1954; it demeans the Constitution; 
and it demeans the factual history of 
the House to suggest that Ronald 
Reagan got what he wanted. 

As somebody who has served with 
President Bush and was the whip on 
the Republican side, I can assure you 
that he did not get what he wanted. I 
can assure you that he only agreed to 
taxes in 1990, the biggest mistake of his 
career, because the Democratic leader
ship said, "If you do not cave in and 
break your word, we will walk out of 
the budget summit." I can assure you 
that if BOB DOLE had been the majority 
leader and BOB MICHEL would have 
been the Speaker, we would have 
passed a 1990 budget deal built like the 
Kasich budget, around spending cuts, 
not around tax increases. 

I will be glad, if you get time from 
your side, to answer questions or to 
comment. 

All I will say is that any person who 
gets up here and suggests that in the 
last 12 years the Reagan-Bush pro
grams were passed intact is, in fact, 
not being accurate. That is not histori
cally correct. That is not how it hap
pened. 

As I said earlier, Ronald Reagan was 
not Margaret Thatcher, and he could 
not pass his program by a parliamen
tary vote. 

So all I would say is that why do we 
not spend the rest of this debate on the 
focus of today's motion: Should we cut 
spending first, or, as the Democratic 
leadership wants, should we defeat Ka
sich so we can raise taxes in order to 
raise spending? 

I understand, and if I were the Demo
cratic leadership with the current polls 
in this country, with the country by 77 
to 6 favoring spending cuts, with the 
country by a clear plurality opposed to 
the economic tax increase package, 
with the country worried about bigger 
taxes leading to recession, I would try 
to go back and offer an alternative vi
sion of the past, too. 

But I challenge the Democrats, for 
the rest of this debate, stay on the 
question: Should we cut spending first, 
or should we raise taxes in order to 
raise spending? 

And if your side has time, I will stay 
here and answer questions. I am not 
afraid to debate. I just do not want to 
use up his time. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. WASHINGTON). 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
just did not want the minority whip to 

appear that he was afraid to yield to 
me for a question. 

I have just one question: Tell us in 
which year when Ronald Reagan and 
when President Ronald Reagan was 
President or President George Bush 
was President that the Congress passed 
any of those spending bills that you are 
complaining about over either of their 
veto . 

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

Mr. WASHINGTON. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me suggest to 
you that you look for--

Mr. WASHINGTON. Which year? 
Mr. GINGRICH. You look for any 

year in which the Congress passed their 
programs. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Which year? 
Which year? Which year, which year 
did Congress pass it over their veto, 
sir? 

Mr. GINGRICH. You are missing the 
point. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. No. I am not 
missing the point. 

Mr. GINGRICH. You are missing the 
point. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. The President 
has the right to veto any of those 
spending bills that you are complain
ing about, did he not, under the Con
stitution? 

Mr. GINGRICH. And some of them he 
did veto. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. No; of course he 
did not veto it. 

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

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

Mr. BONIOR. President Reagan and 
President Bush signed those bills for 12 
straight years. No one forged them 
downtown. They signed those bills. 

Mr. WASHINGTON. Be intellectually 
honest, at least. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. GINGRICH]. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I just 
want to make this point, because I love 
the cleverness of that comment. 

Under our Constitution the President 
cannot govern by himself. 

We sat in this House, and we sus
tained vetoes of continuing resolu
tions, and you attempted, your side at
tempted, to impose your will. 

The fact is Republican Presidents 
signed compromise bills that did not 
meet what they wanted because it was 
the best they could get from the Demo
cratic Party that would not help. 

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

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

Mr. WALKER. The fact is that for 
many of those years the Democratic 
Congress has wrapped all of the bills in 
continuing resolutions .so they could 
not be vetoed. And that is an absolute 

travesty to suggest that those were 
somehow President Reagan's creations. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. FRANK]. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, we have just seen an example 
of a phenomenon known to psychia
trists, the ability to blank out entirely 
unpleasant memories. 

For 6 years-for 6 years-the Repub
lican Party controlled the U.S. Senate. 
Now, I was here, and I understand why 
my colleagues forget about that. 

You have heard talk about how the 
Democrats controlled the Congress. 
For 6 years, 6 of Ronald Reagan's 8 
years, the current minority leader was, 
for part of that time, the majority 
leader, so, in fact, of the three 
branches, the President, the House, and 
the Senate, they had two out of three. 
You can check the record. 

No mention will pass their lips of the 
Republican Senate. I admire that dis
cretion, but not their accuracy. 

The gentleman from Georgia is a bet
ter literary critic than he is a history 
teacher, if he can talk about that and 
not mention the Senate. 

In fact, as far as the appropriation 
bills were concerned, George Bush did 
veto one or two about abortion, but the 
great bulk of the bills passed independ
ently, not through continuing resolu
tions, and he signed every single one of 
them. 

But I will concede one thing the gen
tleman from Georgia said was accu
rate. He said that if Reagan had his 
way he would have gotten his entitle
ment reform. True. Look at the budg
ets. The people who benefited from 
Medicare would have been much worse 
off, because year after year after year 
Ronald Reagan proposed, and George 
Bush proposed, deep cuts in Medicare. 
This Congress rejected them. 

So, yes, it is true we did not give the 
entitlement reform to Ronald Reagan 
that he wanted in the form of cuts in 
Medicare, and that is one thing of 
which I am proud. 

I thank the gentleman from Min
nesota. 

0 1820 

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

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I simply want to refresh 
people's memory on history. The same 
day that President Reagan's tax pack
age passed this Congress, none other 
than Secretary of Treasury Donald 
Regan said the following: "Our pro
gram is now in place. President Reagan 
has hit a home run." 

I invite you to remember history the 
way it happened, not the way you 
wished it had happened. 

Second, I would point out the most 
that any Congress has ever changed 
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any President's budget submission, 
going back to 1948, is 3 percent. That is 
hardly enough to change economic pol
icy. 

The fact is that during the Bush and 
Reagan Presidencies, this Congress ap
propriated $20 billion less than was re
quested by Presidents Reagan and Bush 
combined. 

The issue is not, however, the past; 
the issue is the future and the fact is 
that it is clear that the Republicans 
are willing to savage entitlements such 
as Medicare in order to protect the 
very wealthy from finally having to 
pay their fair share of taxes. And that 
is the real issue that divides the two 
parties. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. OLVER]. 

Mr. OLVER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I am a little hesitant to 
take part in this debate, when it start
ed out with the gentleman from Ohio 
likening himself to the most fantastic 
of fantasy characters, Indiana Jones, 
with his brown hat and his whip. 

So, it leaves one with the question of 
whether this is a serious proposal that 
has been put forward by the minority 
party on the other side. To paraphrase 
from another fantasy character, Alice 
in Wonderland, "Things get curiouser 
and curiouser.'' 

But I think it is worth us looking at 
what exactly the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KASICH] is proposing to cut when 
he makes his motion, to remember 
that the motion to instruct says that 
they are excluding from the conference 
report all provisions that increase di
rect spending. 

Well, look back and ask what that 
cuts. If you look at the difference be
tween the Senate and the House bills, 
it cuts childhood immunization; one of 
the spending increases, childhood im
munization, when we have childhood 
diseases returning to the American 
population, to American children. They 
want to cut childhood immunization. 

It cuts family preservation and sup
port moneys. They are always talking 
about family values and about how to 
support families and how to keep fami
lies together. And they want to cut the 
provisions in this bill for preserving 
families. 

It involves cutting, on their part, the 
Hunger Act, the Childhood Hunger Re
lief Act. They, the Republicans, want 
to cut the Childhood Hunger Relief Act 
provisions out of this legislation. 

They want to cut the provisions in 
this bill, the earned income tax credit. 
One provision in this _legislation pro
vides for working people, working peo
ple with children, so that they will get 
a tax break in this legislation. But the 
motion to instruct conferees cuts that 
provision for an earned . income tax 
credit relief for working people with 
children so that they will get some ad-

ditional tax relief. The Republicans 
want to cut that as well. 

Well, I think it is really time that we 
got away from the v:oodoo economics of 
the last 12 years and away from this 
Rambo theory of fantastic characters 
like Indiana Jones with the whip and 
brown hat, and get on with providing 
for $500 billion of deficit reduction, real 
deficit reduction for the first time in at 
least a dozen years. 

I hope that the motion will be re
jected. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, in order 
to get back to the future-and we talk 
about the future-I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
MCCRERY]. 

Mr. McCRERY. Mr. Speaker, in an 
attempt to focus on the item at hand, 
which is the reconciliation package, 
which is the largest part of the Presi
dent 's deficit reduction plan, let me 
just describe the package to everyone 
in this House. 

It is about $250 billion of new taxes, 
increased taxes over 5 years; about $20 
billion of fee increases. You can call 
those spending cuts, if you like, but it 
is $20 billion of fee increases. 

About $55 billion of savings, not due 
to spending cuts but due to savings, for 
interest; that is, interest savings. You 
cannot really call that a spending cut. 

Also, $44 billion of spending cuts in 
the President's deficit reduction pack
age are already scheduled to happen 
under the 1990 budget agreement. . 

So, you cannot really claim credit for 
those spending cuts either, can you? 

That leaves a net spending reduction 
over 5 years of $130 billion, $111 billion 
of which are defense cuts. 

I submit to you that those defense 
cuts will never happen to that extent; 
something is going to come up in the 
world where we are going to say that 
we need to spend more money on de
fense, and you will not get the spend
ing cuts you want, you will get the tax 
increases. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. JACOBS]. 

Mr. JACOBS. The point I would like 
to make for the record, as long as we 
are remembering or trying to remem
ber history, is it seems to me there is 
a certain schizophrenia in the debate. I 
keep hearing that there was a Reagan 
revolution. There either was or there 
was not. On the one hand, they say 
there was a Reagan revolution. Now 
they say there was not. 

I was here in 1981. I know how it all 
happened. I know that Charlie Halleck 
of Indiana-speaking of Indiana-once 
said he was the minority leader and 
leader of the majority because there 
were enough Democrats with the Re
publicans in the House to form a ma
jority. That is exactly what President 
Reagan had during his first 4 years in 
office-not the second 4, but the first 4 
years, which set the pattern. 

He had a majority in both houses, in 
effect, for his program. That is why his 
program started, why it got passed. He 
had a net tax cut in the first 4 years of 
about half a trillion dollars because he 
had a $750 billion cut in the 1981 act, 
and that means that one defense con
tractor-who, by the way, in 3 years 
with a $20 billion profit, paid abso
lutely nothing in taxes to the U.S. 
Government, most of which he made 
from the Government-and _he also 
signed, in real dollars, the highest tax 
increase in history, including this one, 
in 1993 dollars, $308 billion. It was $200 
billion-some then. 

That is what really occurred. The 
spending was increased $1 trillion in 
Mr. Reagan's first 4 years. 

To be fair with him, some of that was 
Social Security. But essentially, the 
social programs were cut, as everybody 
knows. That was the Reagan revolu
tion, was it not? 

And the increases were in four areas: 
They were in farm subsidies. Mr. Rea
gan's farm subsidy which passed was 
exactly six times the size of Mr. 
Carter's farm program in 1980, by the 
mid-1980's. It was in foreign aid. It was 
in the space program. And of course, it 
was in military procurement. 

That is where the spending increases 
took place. Some of us think that it 
was wrong to take the load off at the 
same time that you are increasing 
spending. But some of us thought that 
there was a laughable-or Laffer curve 
that was going to make all that bal
ance the budget in 1984. Well, it did not 
happen. 

The Democratic plan does not cut 
enough for me, even the Republican 
plan does not cut enough for me. But I 
just think a little less fantasy about 
what actually happened ought to be en
tered in the RECORD. 

D 1830 
Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentleman from Con
necticut [Mr. SHAYS]. 

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

I listened to the majority leader tell 
us to be responsible. This motion to in
struct the conferees is responsible. It 
directs the conferees to take the lowest 
spending increases that the House 
made and the lowest spending increases 
that the Senate made. If you vote for 
this motion you are voting to save $21 
billion. 

This motion to instruct the conferees 
does not cut taxes. It does not deal 
with any other issue. It simply reduces 
spending by $21 billion. 

Under the President's plan spending 
will go up 22 percent in the next 5 
years. It increases from $1.4 to $1.7 tril-
lion. · 

Under the President's plan, the na
tional debt will increase $1.8 trillion. It 
will go up from $4.3 to $6.1 trillion. 
This is a 42-percent increase over 5 
years. 
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Does the President's plan do the job? 

Is increasing the national debt $1.8 tril
lion responsible? I do not think so. 

It amounts to a billion dollars a day, 
day in and day out. 

The President's plan includes major 
tax increases. And they will all be en
acted this year. All 100 percent of the 
taxes will be voted on now. They will 
be in place in 1994 and 1995 because of 
action of this 103d Congress. They will 
be in place in 1996 and 1997 because of 
action of the 104th Congress. 

And they will be in place in 1998 be
cause of action of the 105th Congress. 

So you will vote for taxes now and 
lock them in for all those years. But 
what do you do with the spending cuts? 

This Congress will only implement 22 
percent of the President's proposed 
spending cu ts. You are telling the next 
Congress that it will have to imple
ment 44 percent of the President's pro
posed cuts. And you are telling the 
next President and the next Congress 
after that, that it will have to imple
ment the remaining 34 percent of the 
President's proposed cuts. So you are 
locking in the taxes now. But you are 
saying that future Congresses have to 
make the majority of the President's 
proposed cuts. 

The bottom line to our motion is 
that it instructs the conferees to take 
the lowest spending increases made in 
the House and in the Senate, and saves 
us $21 billion. 

Take the lowest increases. Vote for 
our motion. Save $21 billion. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, in closing, 
we have had a lot of discussion of his
tory with varying interpretations 
today. The reality is that however that 
history is interpreted, we arrive at 1993 
with a Federal budget that is substan
tially in deficit. 

We arrive in 1993 with a history of an 
economy where the richest have grown 
wealthier, where the poor have fallen 
behind and most of the middle class 
has been left static or fallen behind. 

We have a new President with a Con
gress, with a potential to act. The 
House has acted. The Senate has acted. 
We will now move on to conference. 

There are several key components as 
we move forward. Number one, there 
are real spending cuts. Forget about 
what has been said by some of our op
ponents today. We have the toughest 
feeeze on discretionary spending for 
the next 5 years that has ever been 
adopted by this Congress. 

We have real changes in entitlement 
programs which will produce lower 
spending. 

There are some modest increases, sig
nificantly less than the spending cuts, 
primarily aimed at the people who are 
the most left out in our society. 

Yes, Mr. Speaker, there are revenue 
increases and those are aimed at those 
people who benefited the most by both 
tax policy and economic change during 
the 1980's and the 1990's. 

Clearly, our friends on the other side, 
while they do not want to talk about 
it, that is what they really object to. 

Two-thirds of the revenues in this 
bill come from people with incomes 
over $200,000. Over 70 percent comes 
from people with incomes over $100,000. 

We are asking those people who bene
fited most during the 1980's and the 
1990's to make the biggest contribution 
to reducing the deficit in the years 
ahead. 

What about the politics of it? Clear
ly, our friends on the other side of the 
aisle are in the minority and like to 
frustrate us in the majority. For the 
majority to pass a bill and end gridlock 
is not easy. 

I noticed earlier when we had a Re
publican substitute on the budget reso
lution, 40-some Republicans did not 
vote for it, even though nobody paid 
any attention really to what was in it. 

We are in the process of ending that 
gridlock, this side working with the 
Democratic President. We are going to 
pass a real package. It is going to have 
real spending cuts, new revenues in an 
equitable fashion, some adjustments to 
make sure that those people who have 
been most left behind by recent admin
istrations have some of their problems 
solved, so I would urge Members to re
ject the motion and vote for the sub
stitute that will be offered later. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KASICH] is recognized for 2 min
utes to close. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, let me say 
to my Democratic colleagues about 
past history, you might remember that 
when George Bush trotted his budget 
out here on the House floor, JOHN KA
SICH trotted out an alternative budget 
because I thought Bush was spending 
too much. I did it three times. It was 
not a lot of fun. The first time I got 39 
votes. So I can share in the concern 
about the past, but of course this vote 
is about the future. 

Now, this is what is going to happen. 
I am going to ask for a vote on the pre
vious question. 

Now, let us get down to a little bit of 
laying our cards on the table. If you 
vote no on the previous question, you 
deny me the opportunity to have a vote 
on spending cuts. 

Now, if you believe in these spending 
increases, then give me a chance. When 
it comes up and you have a chance to 
vote on new spending, vote no, but do 
not deny me a chance to have the right 
to have a vote on these spending cuts. 

What I am suggesting to my col
leagues, you know, I have been cooper
ative. I try to be a gooq. colleague to 
everybody on both sides of the aisle. 
Sometimes it gets frustrating. 

You know, when I went out to work 
with my good friend, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DELLUMS] to kill 

the B-2, people slapped me on the back. 
They said, "Great job." 

You know what I am asking for? I am 
asking you to give me a chance to off er 
this. I am asking my Democrat col
leagues to put the cards on the table. I 
am asking you to let me have a vote on 
cutting $22 billion in new spending. 
Give me the right to have that vote by 
voting yes on the previous question. 

We also have incorporated in our mo
tion, the motion to instruct of my good 
friend on Social Security retirees. We 
are with you on that. We are with you 
more than a hundred percent. As 
George McGovern used to say, we are 
100 percent with you on that. We want 
to get rid of that tax altogether. 

D 1840 
But the bottom line here is: "If you 

come to the floor, and you vote no on 
the previous question, you are voting 
against the motion to reduce spending 
in this bill by $22 billion." 

I say to my colleagues, "Vote yes on 
the previous question, vote yes to cut 
spending and to help our senior citi
zens." 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, if this 
motion to instruct conferees is approved, it 
would result in $21 billion less spending over 
the next 5 years than would otherwise occur. 
Federal spending is projected to grow from 
$1.4 trillion this year to $1.7 trillion in 1998 
under the administration plans. With all this 
new spending, there is plenty of room to make 
this one-fourth of 1 percent cut in total spend
ing. 

It is truly regrettable that it takes so much 
effort to take out spending that should never 
have been there in the first place. This is sup
posed to be a deficit reduction bill. Everyone 
knows you do not cut the deficit by increasing 
spending. 

But I guess if it makes sense to someone to 
try and cut the deficit by increasing spending, 
then it also appears plausible to boost the 
economy by boosting taxes. 

It is little wonder that this administration's 
popularity continues to go down as its taxes 
continue to go up. This new Presidency now 
has the highest disapproval rating in history to 
go along with the largest tax hike in history. 

So it is no surprise that 57 percent of the 
American people disapprove of the way the 
President is handling the economy, only 38 
percent approve. 

Putting hundreds of billions of dollars in new 
taxes on a weak economy is not an economic 
plan; and putting these taxes squarely on the 
backs of the middle class and small business 
is not fair. 

This administration is savaging the middle 
class and small businesses to try and salvage 
a discredited policy of tax and spend and 
spend and tax. What the Nation needs is a 
policy of cut and cut. 

I wish this motion could remove all of the 
President's new spending and new taxing from 
the plan-spending and taxing that should 
never have been there in the first place-but 
at least this is a start. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the motion to 
instruct conferees. 



15668 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 14, 1993 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MCNULTY). 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. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. The yeas 
and nays were ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 184, nays 
238, not voting 12, as follows: 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Deal 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 

[Roll No. 327] 
YEAS-184 

Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 

. Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall (TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
lnhofe 
Is took 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lazio 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Linder 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 

NAYS---238 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 

Myers 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Penny 
Petri 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Tayler (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 

Collins (Ml) 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hoch brueckner 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
lnslee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnil,orrfSD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 

Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 

Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

NOT VOTING-12 
Conyers 
Henry 
Leach 
Lightfoot 

Michel 
Rush 
Sharp 
Smith (IA) 

D 1900 

Thomas (CA) 
Torres 
Towns 
Waters 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Thomas of California for with Mr. 

Rush, against. 
Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas changed 

his vote from "nay" to "yea." 
So the previous question was not or

dered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
D 1900 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, since the 
motion on the previous question was 
defeated, then the gentleman would be 
allocated how much time and would I 
be able to receive part of that time, 
since he is amending my motion? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman would be entitled to 1 hour and 
the yielding of time would be at his 
discretion. The gentleman from Ohio 
would not automatically be entitled to 
time. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I will yield 
to the gentleman from Ohio more time 
than we take. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, would the 
gentleman from Minnesota yield me an 
equal amount of time in order to 
present the case against his amending 
my motion? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is 
not a parliamentary inquiry. 

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

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

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, in the 
case of the previous debate just com
pleted, the 1 hour of time, how was the 
time allocated? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It was 
allocated 30 minutes on each side. 

Mr. WALKER. Was that done by vir
tue of the amendment? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It was 
done pursuant to the rules of the 
House. Under clause l(b) of rule 
XXVIII, the time for debate on the 
original motion was equally divided. 
Recognition after the rejection of the 
motion for the previous question, how
ever, is under the hour rule, and the 
Member recognized for that hour may 
yield time at his discretion. 

Mr. WALKER. So it would have to be 
a matter of courtesy to this side for 
him to give us an equal amount of 
time; is that correct? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has stated what the rules are. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SABO AS A SUB

STITUTE FOR THE MOTION TO INSTRUCT OF
FERED BY MR. KASICH 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I offer an 
amendment as a substitute for the mo
tion to instruct. 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SABO as a sub

stitute for the motion to instruct offered by 
Mr. KASICH: 

In lieu of the instructions in the motion of
fered by Representative Kasich, insert the 
following: 

" I move that the Managers on the part of 
the House at the conference on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses on the Senate 
amendment to H.R. 2264 be instructed to ac
cept the higher thresholds on the treatment 
of Social Security benefits in section 8215 of 
the Senate amendment." 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] is 
recognized for 1 hour. 
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

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

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

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, it is very 
difficult to hear in the House right 
now. Do I understand the substance of 
the amendment before us is to strike 
the language of Kasich and then re
place half the language of Kasich by 
amendment? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The mo
tion was just reported to the House. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, it was 
very difficult to hear it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the Clerk will report the mo
tion. 

The Clerk reread the motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair will not further characterize it. 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, so the ef

fect of the amendment is to strike the 
spending increase portions of the Ka
sich budget? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will not further characterize the 
motion. 

The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
SABO] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. DEUTSCH]. 

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and ex
tend my remarks. 

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

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, are we going to de
bate this or are we going to have a se
ries of speeches inserted in the RECORD 
that will show up as having been de
bated in the House on this subject mat
ter? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I ob
ject. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec
tion is heard. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

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

Mr. SABO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

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

The gentleman is going to get an 
hour's worth of time. We want half of 
the time to discuss our position. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I will take 
less than 2 minutes. I will yield to the 
gentleman 5 minutes. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will continue to yield, at least 
I have got 5 minutes. If we keep talk
ing, maybe I can get up to 10 or 15. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 
my time, I think everything has been 
said. I am not sure everyone said it. 

The motion is obvious. I urge the 
adoption of the substitute amendment. 
I urge members to vote "yes" on the 
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previous question on which we will 
move following the comments of the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. 

Mr. Speaker, for purposes of debate 
only, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, here is the 
situation we are faced with right now. 
The gentleman from Minnesota is try
ing to substitute language for my 
amendment, which already includes 
the language he is trying to substitute 
it for. That is bizarre. 

In other words, we have got the lan
guage of the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. SABO] in our amendment. 

What he is trying to do is to gut the 
spending increase, the spending in
crease cu ts. 

What I am suggesting to my col
leagues-that is why they tie us in 
these parliamentary knots, if they are 
in favor of cutting spending, they need 
to vote "no" on the motion of the gen
tleman from Minnesota. If that motion 
is defeated, we will then have a right to 
vote again on my motion to include the 
spending cuts and his motion. So they 
will get a twofer. If they vote "no" 
here, they get a right not only to help 
the senior citizens but to cut the new 
spending. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote "no." And if we do not win this 
vote, they will then have an oppor
tunity to vote for my motion as 
amended. It will eliminate the new 
spending cuts but at least we will have 
made an effort to cut spending first 
and also to help senior citizens. 

I would urge my colleagues to vote 
"no" on the Sabo motion. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time and move the 
previous question on the amendment 
and on the motion to instruct. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
SABO] as a substitute for the motion to 
instruct offered by the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

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

vice, and there were-ayes 235, noes 183, 
not voting 16, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 

[Roll No. 328] 
AYES-235 

Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 

Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 

Chapman 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English CAZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 

Johnson, E.B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
;Montgomery 
Moran 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 

NOES-183 
Canady 
Castle 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Deal 
De Lay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
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Peterson (MN) 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Fingerhut 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes 
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Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Is took 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson , Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Ky! 
Lazio 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Linder 
Livingston 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 

Clay 
Conyers 
Dicks 
Henry 
Kennedy 
Leach 

McDade 
McHugh 
Mclnnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
More.lla 
Myers 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Penny 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 

Royce 
Santo rum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-16 
Lightfoot 
Markey 
Michel 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (OR) 
Swett 

0 1925 

Thomas (CA) 
Torres 
Towns 
Wilson 

So the amendment offered as a sub
stitute for the motion to instruct was 
agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The question is on the mo
tion to instruct offered by the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH], as 
amended. 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

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

vice, and there were-ayes 415, noes 0, 
not voting 19, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 

[Roll No. 329] 
AYEs-415 

Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 

Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 

Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
Deal 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Bal art 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Good latte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 

Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kasi ch 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Ky! 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mclnnis 
McKean 
McKinney 

McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
-Rohrabacher 
Ros-Leh tin en 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 

Shepherd 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 

Applegate 
Clay 
Conyers 
de la Garza 
Henry 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 

Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 

Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOES-0 
NOT VOTING-19 

Leach 
Lightfoot 
McMillan 
Michel 
Pickett 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (OR) 

0 1943 

Thomas (CA) 
Torres 
Towns 
Wilson 
Yates 

So the motion to instruct, as amend
ed, was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints 
the following conferees: 

From the Committee on the Budget, 
for consideration of the House bill, and 
the Senate amendment, and modifica
tions committed to conference: Messrs. 
SABO, GEPHARDT, and KASICH. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on the Budget, for consider
ation of title I of the House bill, and 
title I of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con
ference: Messrs. STENHOLM, POMEROY, 
KILDEE, SMITH of Texas, and ALLARD. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on the Budget, for consider
ation of title II and section 12009 of the 
House bill, and title II and section 13003 
of the Senate amendment, and modi
fications committed to conference Ms. 
SLAUGTHER, Messrs. MOLLOHAN, GOR
DON, and SHAYS, and Ms. SNOWE. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on the Budget, for consider
ation of title III of the House bill, and 
title III (except section 3003(b)) of the 
Senate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: Mr. FRANKS 
of Massachusetts, Mr. BLACKWELL, Ms. 
WOOLSEY, Mr. LAZIO, and Mr. HOKE. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on the Budget, for consider
ation of title IV and sections 5117, 
13233, 13263-64, 13270, and 13420 of the 
House bill, and sections 7904, 12001-50, 
12061, 12071, 12101, and 12301-02 of the 
Senate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: Mr. KILDEE, 
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mrs. KEN
NELLY, Mr. MILLER of Florida, and Mr. 
SMITH of Michigan. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on the Budget, for consider
ation of sections 5000-187, 13234, 13242, 
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13264, 13400-571 of the House bill, and 
sections 7000-501, 7601(c), 7801, 7802 (b) 
and (c) and 7904 of the Senate amend
ment, and modifications committed to 
conference: · Mr. BEILENSON, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER, Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida, 
Mr. McMILLAN, and Mr. HOBSON. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on the Budget, for consider
ation of sections 5200-44, 5301, 9006--07 of 
the House bill, and sections 4001-11 and 
6001 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to con
ference: Messrs. BRYANT, COYNE, 
COSTELLO, MCMILLAN, and HOBSON. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on the Budget, for consider
ation of title VII of the House bill, and 
title XI and sections 4008(c), that por
tion of section 12011 which adds a new 
section 455j to the Higher Education 
Act, 12045(7), 12047(a), and 12105 of the 
Senate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: Mr. ANDREWS 
of Texas, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Ms. WOOLSEY, 
Mr. SMITH of Texas, and Mr. INGLIS of 
South Carolina. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on the Budget, for consider
ation of title VIIi and section 9004 of 
the House bill, and section 4051 of the 
Senate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: Mrs. KEN
NELLY, Mr. COSTELLO, Mrs. MINK, Ms. 
SNOWE, and Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on the Budget, for consider
ation of title IX and sections 1402, 5301, 
11002 of the House bill, and titles V and 
VI and section 1503 of the Senate 
amendment, and modifications com
mitted to conference: Mr. BRYANT, Mrs. 
MINK, Mr. BLACKWELL, Mr. KOLBE, and 
Mr. ALLARD. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on the Budget, for consider
ation of titles VI and X and sections 
10001-02, 13702, and 13704 of the House 
bill, and titles IX and X and sections 
12103-04 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to confer
ence: Messrs. BERMAN, ANDREWS of 
Texas, GORDON, KOLBE, and MILLER of 
Florida. 

Provided, that for consideration of 
title VI and sections 10001 and 10002 of 
the House bill, and title IX of the Sen
ate amendment, Messrs. Cox and SMITH 
of Michigan are appointed in lieu of 
Messrs. KOLBE and MILLER of Florida. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on the Budget, for consider
ation of title XI and 9004--05 of the 
House b"ill, and section 6002 of the Sen
ate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: Messrs. 
WISE, COSTELLO, BERMAN, LAZIO, and 
FRANKS of New Jersey. 

As · additional conferees from the 
Committee on the Budget, for consider
ation of title XII of the House bill, and 
title XIII (except section 13008(b)) and 
section 7901 (b) and (c) of the Senate 
amendment, and modifications com
mitted to conference: Messrs. PRICE of 

North Carolina, COYNE, JOHNSTON of 
Florida, HERGER, and INGLIS of South 
Carolina. 

As additional conferees from t:tte 
Committee on the Budget, for consider
ation of titles XV and XVI of the House 
bill, and title XIV of the Senate 
amendment, and modifications com
mitted to conference: Messrs. STEN
HOLM, WISE, FRANK of Massachusetts, 
SHAYS, and Cox. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Armed Services, for con
sideration of title II and section 12009 
of the House bill, and title II and sec
tion 13003 of the Senate amendment, 
and modifications committed to con
ference: Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. MONTGOM
ERY, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Messrs. HUTTO, 
SKELTON, SPENCE, STUMP, and KYL. 

Provided, for consideration of section 
12009 of the House bill, and section 
13003 of the Senate amendment, Mr. 
MCCURDY is appointed in lieu of Mr. 
MONTGOMERY; and Mr. HUNTER is ap
pointed in lieu of Mr. STUMP. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs, for consideration of title 
ill of the House bill, and title ill (ex
cept section 3003(b)) of the Senate 
amendment, and modifications com
mitted to conference: Messrs. GON
ZALEZ, NEAL of North Carolina, LA
FALCE, VENTO, SCHUMER, LEACH, and 
MCCOLLUM, and Mrs. ROUKEMA. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Education and Labor, 
for consideration of title IV and sec
tions 5117, 13233, 13263-64, 13270, and 
13420 of the House bill, and sections 
7904, 12001-50, 12061, 12071, 12101, and 
12301-02 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to confer
ence: Messrs. FORD of Michigan, CLAY, 
MILLER of California, MURPHY, WIL
LIAMS, GOODLING, and PETRI, and Mrs. 
ROUKEMA. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
for consideration of sections 5200-44 of 
the House bill, and sections 4001-11 of 
the Senate amendment, and modifica
tions committed to conference: Messrs. 
DINGELL, MARKEY, TAUZIN, and MAN
TON, Ms. SCHENK, and Messrs. MOOR
HEAD, FIELDS of Texas, and OXLEY. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
for consideration of sections 5000-5091, 
5100-87, 13010(a), 13234, 13242, 13264, and 
13431-13571, 14411 of the House bill, and 
sections 1105(b), 7000, 7201-7501, 7601(c), 
7801, 7802 (b) and (c), 7904, 7951, 12101-
12205, and 12321 of the Senate amend
ment, and modifications committed to 
conference: Messrs. DINGELL, WAXMAN, 
WYDEN, TOWNS, SLATTERY, MOORHEAD, 
BLILEY, and BILIRAKIS. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
for consideration of sections 5301 and 
9006--07 of the House bill, and section 
6001 of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed to confer-

ence: Messrs. DINGELL, SHARP, WASH
INGTON, KREIDLER, SWIFT, MOORHEAD, 
BILIRAKIS, AND BARTON of Texas. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, for con
sideration of title VI and sections 10001 
and 10002 of the House bill, and title IX 
of the Senate amendment, and modi
fications committed to conference: 
Messrs. HAMILTON, BERMAN, 
FALEOMAVAEGA, MARTINEZ, ANDREWS of 
New Jersey, and GILMAN, Ms. SNOWE, 
and Mr. HYDE. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries, for consideration of title 
VIII and section 9004 of the House bill, 
and section 4051 of the Senate amend
ment, and modifications committed to 
conference: Messrs. STUDDS, TAUZIN, 
LIPINSKI, ORTIZ, MANTON, FIELDS of 
Texas, and BATEMAN. • 

Provided, for consideration of title 
vm of the House bill, and section 4051 
of the Senate amendment, Mr. lNHOFE 
is appointed; for consideration of sec
tion 9004 of the House bill, Mr. SAXTON 
is appointed. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Natural Resources, for 
consideration of title IX and sections 
1402, 5301, 11002, of the House bill, and 
titles V and VI and section 1503 of the 
Senate amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: Messrs. MIL
LER of California, VENTO, DE LUGO, 
LEHMAN, RICHARDSON, YOUNG of Alaska, 
and HANSEN, and Mrs. VUCANOVICH. 

.As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service, for consideration of title X 
and sections 13702 and 13704 of the 
House bill, and titles IX and X and sec
tions 12103-04 of the Senate amend
ment, and modifications committed to 
conference: Mr. CLAY, Mrs. SCHROEDER, 
Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Ms. NORTON, Miss 
COLLINS of Michigan, Mr. MYERS of In
diana, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, and Mrs. 
MORELLA. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Public Works and Trans
portation, for consideration of title XI 
and 8002, 9005(a) of the House bill, and 
section 5002(a), 6002 of the Senate 
amendment, and modifications com
mitted to conference: Messrs. MINETA, 
0BERSTAR, APPLEGATE, RAHALL, DE 
LUGO, SHUSTER, CLINGER, and BOEH
LERT. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Rules, for consideration 
of title XVI and sections 13560, 135605, 
15201-15212, of the House bill, and sec
tions 14001-04 of the Senate amend
ment, and modifications committed to 
conference: Messrs. MOAKLEY, DERRICK, 
BEILENSON, FROST, BONIOR, SOLOMON, 
QUILLEN, and Goss. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs, for 
consideration of title XII of the House 
bill, and title XIII (except section 
13008(b)) and section 7901 (b) and (c) of 
the Senate amendment, and modifica
tions committed to conference: Messrs. 
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MONTGOMERY, EVANS, ROWLAND, SLAT
TERY, SANG MEISTER, STUMP, SMITH of 
New Jersey, and BURTON of Indiana. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Ways and Means, for 
consideration of title XIV and section 
13601-705 of the House bill, and title 
vm of the Senate amendment, and 
modifications committed . to confer
ence: Messrs. ROSTENKOWSKI, GIBBONS, 
PICKLE, RANGEL, ARCHER, and CRANE. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Ways and Means for con
sideration of sections 13001-20 of the 
House bill, and modifications commit
ted to conference: Messrs. ROSTENKOW
SKI, GIBBONS, PICKLE, JACOBS, ARCHER, 
and BUNNING. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Ways and Means for con
sideration of sections 13201-84 of the 
House bill, and sections 7601-03 and 7802 
of the Senate amendment, and modi
fications committed to conference: 
Messrs. ROSTENKOWSKI, GIBBONS, PICK
LE, FORD of Tennessee, ARCHER, and 
SANTOR UM. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Ways and Means, for 
consideration of title XVI and sections 
4032, 4033(3), 5000-91, 5117, those por
tions of section 5181 which add new sec
tions 2161 and 2173(b) to the Public 
Health Service Act, 5181(b), 8002, 9004, 
11001, 12004(b), 13400-571, and 15301 of 
the House bill, and sections 1106, 1403, 
1504, 3003(b), 7000-305, 7433, 7601-03, 7701-
02, 7802, 7901 (a) and (c), 7902-04, 7950-54, 
that portion of section 12011 which adds 
a new section 457 to the Public Health 
Service Act, 12055, 12101-02, that por
tion of section 12202 which adds a new 
section 2148(b) to the Public Health 
Service Act, 12203(d), 12025, 13008(b), 
15001, and 15002 of the Senate amend
ment, and modifications committed to 
conference: Messrs. ROSTENKOWSKI, 
GIBBONS, PICKLE, RANGEL, STARK, AR
CHER, CRANE, and THOMAS of California. 

D 1950 

THE BLACKSTONE VALLEY: PRE-
SERVING AMERICA'S INDUS-
TRIAL HERITAGE 
(Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks and include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, today I am joining Senator 
KENNEDY, our House colleagues Mr. 
BLUTE, Mr. REED, and Mr. MACHTLEY 
and Senators KERRY, PELL, and CHAFEE 
in introducing a bill designed to expand 
the service area and e~tend the life of 
the Blackstone River Valley National 
Heritage Corridor Commission of Mas
sachusetts and Rhode Island. 

This Commission was first estab
lished by Congress in 1986 with the pur
pose of preserving the natural and his
toric character of the Blackstone River 

Valley, which runs from Worcester, 
MA, to Providence, RI. The Blackstone 
River Valley is often referred to as the 
birthplace of the industrial revolution 
in America. The Blackstone was an 
ideal river for the small mills that 
were built along the 46-mile river in 
the late 1800's. The Blackstone River 
Valley National Heritage Corridor 
Commission has done an excellent job 
of preserving this vital piece of our Na
tion's history. 

I am also introducing for the RECORD 
an excellent recent article on the 
Blackstone and its role in our history. 
I salute the Commission on their fine 
work to date and am proud to join with 
my colleagues from the region in con
tinuing the effort to preserve the 
Blackstone River Valley. 

[From the Boston Sunday Globe, June 6, 
1993] 

A VALLEY FILLED WITH HISTORY-AND 
ACTIVITY 

(By Christina Tree) 
Congress and the National Park Service 

have recognized it formally as one of the 
most historic pieces of America. Kids know 
it as home of New England's biggest zoo and 
of Purgatory Chasm. Canoeists are discover
ing its miles of canal and river, and hikers 
enjoy its waterside trails and views. 

Remarkably few Bostonians, however, ever 
have heard of the Blackstone River Valley. 

Less than an hour's drive southwest of Bos
ton, this rural bi-state area flanks the 46-
mile Blackstone River, which rises in the 
central Massachusetts uplands near Worces
ter and empties into Narragansett Bay. 

What fascinates historians about the 
Blackstone River Valley is the way it looks: 
woods and pastures, spotted with 18th-cen
tury meeting houses and early 19th-century 
mill villages, each carefully formed like a 
well-crafted bead strung along a thread of 
river. 

What fascinates me about this valley is the 
way these historic layerings seem to stop 
with the '50s. It's still small-town America 
with no fewer than three drive-in theaters. 

Technically the Blackstone River Valley 
includes Worcester and Providence, but 
cities are not what it's about. For historical 
purposes, its gateway is the small, yellow 
clapboard Slater Mill in Pawtucket, R.I. 
Completed in 1793, this is the first place in 
which cotton was successfully spun by ma
chine in America. 

America loves "firsts." So it happens that 
the Old Slater Mill has been a museum since 
the 1920s. Now finally. after years of local 
lobbying (a Blackstone River National His
torical Park was first proposed in 1936), this 
entire valley is getting its due. In November 
1986, Congress passed an act establishing The 
Blackstone River Valley National Heritage 
Corridor, recognizing that the Slater Mill is 
just the opening paragraph in the first chap
ter of the Industrial Revolution, a chapter 
that's written all over the face of the Black
stone Valley. 

Admittedly a national corridor isn't a na
tional park. 

"This is a new approach for the feds" said 
Jim Pepper, executive director of The Cor
ridor, a 250,000-acre, 20-town area supported 
by a federally funded staff of 12, including 
four park rangers. Pepper's mandate is to 
preserve and interpret "certain historic and 
cultural lands, waterways and structures 
within the Blackstone River Valley," to do 

so by working as a catalyst with state agen
cies, towns and volunteers. 

So don't expect elaborate visitor centers, 
shuttle boats or buses. At least not yet. Visi
tors centers are planned in Pawtucket, Lin
coln, Woonsocket and Uxbridge, a tour boat 
will be launched in July, and signage 
throughout the valley is in the works. 

At present, however, exploring the Black
stone Valley is still what chief ranger Chris 
Stein calls "pioneer tourism." And the val
ley's firstever CanalFest will be held next 
Saturday (rain date June 13), noon to 8 p.m. 
at Riverbend Farm in Uxbridge, Mass. (From 
Boston, take the Massachusetts Turnpike 
west to Interstate 495 south to exit 20 in Mil
ford, then Route 16 west to Oak Street in 
Uxbridge and follow signs.) 

Horse-drawn carriages and hayrides, a rub
ber duck and a canoe race, paddle boat rent
als and a canoe flotilla, music and plenty of 
food are all planned. The setting is a water
side spread of meadowland that includes a 
natural amphitheater, a picnic grove and 
hiking paths stretching in both directions 
along the canal. 

This is The Blackstone Canal, completed 
in 1828 to link Worcester and Providence. By 
the 1820s, dozens of small mills lined the 
Blackstone River, which drops 438 feet 
through innumerable rapids and falls, each 
eventually a mill site. This uneven terrain 
meant no less than 49 locks on the canal, 90 
percent of which had to be dug. 

In 1830, the fastest way to get from W orces
ter to Providence was aboard a 50-passenger 
canal barge; in 1847, the Providence and 
Worcester Railroad came along, reducing 
travel time from 12 to 2 hours, and the canal 
was out of business. Today only a half dozen 
of its original miles are still "watered." 

Riverbend Farm is part of the 1,005-acre 
Blackstone River and Canal Heritage State 
Park, created and maintained by the Massa
chusetts Department of Environmental Man
agement. From Riverbend Farm, you can 
walk a mile or so under arching trees to the 
vintage 1851 Stanley Woolen Mill in the mid
dle of Uxbridge. Or you can walk north to 
the point at which the river and canal join at 

· the graceful Stone Arch bridges. 
Muskrat and great blue heron are fre

quently sited along the Go"at Hill · trail, 
which continues another couple miles along 
the edge of Rice City Pond. A trail on the 
other side of the pond leads to King Philip's 
Rock, a high, stone stage on which the 17th
century Indian chief should have stood if he 
didn't. The view is of rolling green hills and 
wetlands punctured by just one smokestack 
in the distance. 

National Park rangers and volunteers will 
be on hand next Saturday to guide visitors 
along with trails and to tell the valley's 
story. They may try to convey what it was 
like in the 1790s just after the Revolution 
had been won, but America was still eco
nomically dependent for clothing on Eng
land. Samuel Slater, a young Englishman 
who knew how the water-powered spinning 
frame worked, managed to slip through Brit
ish security and, in Providence, to find fi
nancial oacking and an ingenious mechanic 
to build spinning machines. 

You begin to· understand the sense of pride 
with which these early mills were built, 
Slater, you learn, was able to employ young
sters from Pawtucklet's leading families to 
man his first looms, and mills looked more 
like cathedrals than factories. 

More than 100 cotton mills were soon salt
ed through this area, most inspired by 
Slater's desing, which is now known as the 
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Rhode Island System. In contrast to the 
mammoth mills of Lowell and Lawrence 
(now known as the Waltham System), these 
factories were usually run by the owner 
(rather than by agents for absentee inves
tors), employed entire families for whom 
they provided housing (rather than mill 
hands for whom they built boardinghouses) 
and remained relatively small , compact and 
human-scaled throughout the 19th century. 
Some three dozen distinct mill villages sur
vive within the valley. 

Park rangers can supply maps and detailed 
driving directions for the following tour. 

In North Uxbridge, less than a mile from 
Riverbend Farm, the Crown & Eagle Mill 
looks more like a Yankee version of a Loire 
Valley chateau than a factory. Built in 1826 
of local granite with clerestory monitor win
dows and a handsome bell tower, it spans the 
Mumford River and is set in formal parklike 
grounds. Burned by vandals in 1975, the mill 
has since been restored as housing for the el
derly and its village still includes a school, 
the original 1810 Clapp Cotton Mill, hand
some brick housing and a store. 

A mile away, the mansard-roofed, brick 
Linwood Mill, built in 1870, overlooks a pond
shaped stretch of river. The mill housing is 
next door, and the ornate mill-owner's man
sion, now The Victorian inn and restaurant, 
is just up the road. 

Another mile brings you to Whithrough 
"Fat Man's Misery" if you dare. 

The National Park Service has published a 
glossy map picturing as well as locating the 
valley's natural and historic hot spots. Its 
most striking illustration is a 19th-century 
print depicting a cluster of mills, shops, 
churches and housing in Manchaug, fewer 
than 5 miles west of Whitinsville. Here the 
granite B.B. Knight Cotton Mill is another 
beauty with an ornate tower and wrought
iron balconies, across from an early dam and 
waterfall. 

The very first planned industrial village in 
America is Slatersville, R.I., a dozen miles 
southeast of Manchaug along winding old 
roads. En route you might want to stop in at 
the double-porched E .N. Jenkes Store in 
East Douglas, built before 1825, still stocked 
as it was in the 1880s. 

Planned and built by Samuel and his 
brother John Slater around 1806 and the larg
est textile operation in Rhode Island for its 
first two decades, Slatersville looks more 
like an unusually quaint New England vil
lage than a mill town. The graceful, granite 
mill (built in 1826 to replace its wooden pred
ecessor) sits off a triangular common, which 
is framed by Federal houses for workers as 
well as supervisors and mill owners, set be
hind white picket fences. 

The Rhode Island section of the Blackstone 
Valley is less rural but easier to find your 
way around than the Massachusetts stretch. 
But if you are heading back to Boston from 
Slatersville, there is still plenty to see. 

The most beautiful walk in the valley, for 
instance, is through Blackstone Gorge, little 
more than 2 miles west of Slatersville Park 
in Blackstone near the wide, gently curving 
waterfall at Rolling Dam and walk south 
through the pines and maples, above the 
river as it rushes through steep granite 
walls. 

Follow Route 122 (the old north/south road 
that hugs the Blackstone River) north to 
Millville to see one of the best preserved 
granite locks on the old canal and then out 
Chestnut Street to the vintage 1769 Chestnut 
Hill Meeting House, its gallery ·and box pews 
recently restored, a peaceful thoroughly 
18th-century place to sit a spell. 

If you have children along, don't fail to 
stop by Southwick's Zoo, little more than a 
mile up the road. Begun as a hobby on their 
300-acre farm in the 1950s, Southwick's is 
way and away the largest zoo in New Eng
land, with more than 500 animals, including 
zebras, water buffalo, antelope, white as well 
as yellow tigers, African lions, kangaroos, 
parrots, camels, white rhinos, bears and 
chimps. All this plus a petting zoo (goats, 
sheep and llamas), daily circus perform
ances, kiddy rides and picnic areas. 

For families, the Blackstone Valley actu
ally offers a summer's worth of day trips: a 
waterslide (Breezy Picnic Grounds in Doug
las), swimming (Douglas State Forest and 
West Hill Dam and Reservoir in Northbridge 
and Pratt Pond in Upton), for starters. 

For canoeists, bicyclists and generally 
stressed-out urban couples who would like to 
downshift for a weekend into the '50s, the 
Blackstone Valley offers a half-dozen out
standing bed and breakfasts. On June 12, you 
might want to stop by the Mendon Unitarian 
Church Strawberry Festival (10 a.m.-3 p.m.: 
antiques, crafts and childrens' games as well 
as strawberry shortcake). 

THE FACTS ABOUT NAFTA 
(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given 

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

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, in yester
day's New York Times, Patrick Lucey 
said people who are concerned about 
the job loss associated with the pro
posed trade treaty between the United 
States and Mexico have shown a dis
regard for the facts. Well, today, I want 
to talk about the parade of jobs moving 
south. 

What are the facts, Mr. Lucey? You 
have to look no further than your own 
State of Wisconsin, where many of 
your State's good-paying jobs have 
moved to Mexico. Take Allen-Bradley 
Manufacturing, an electronics manu
facturing company based in Milwau
kee. During the 1980's, Allen-Bradley 
moved 2,000 good-wage manufacturing 
jobs to Mexico. They paid workers in 
Mexico $4.50 a day. In Wisconsin, the 
average wage was $11.50 an hour. A dif
ference of $87 .50 a day in earnings. 

We cannot afford the loss of these 
good-paying jobs, and hundreds of 
thousands like them frorri ·all over our 
country. Our qhoice is between 
NAFTA, which will accelerate this job 
loss, and a future agreement that ad
dresses the structural differences be
tween the United States and Mexico. 

NAFTA will lock in the flow of Unit
ed States jobs to Mexico. Next time, 
Mr. Lucey, why do you not look in 
your own back yard. 

Mr. Speaker, I am including at this 
point in the RECORD the article from 
the New York Times, as follows: 

THE LIES OF NAFTA'S CRITICS 
(By Patrick J. Lucey) 

MEQUON, Wis.-In the debate over the 
North American Free Trade "Agreement, op
ponents have shown an outrageous disregard 
for the facts. Their familiar litany of false 
premises threatens to derail an economic 
treaty that would benefit both countries. 

The truths are these: Mexico may well 
have more than 100 million people by the 
year 2000. It and the U.S. share a 2,000-mile 
land border. It makes sense that we be part
ners. Nafta is vital to continuing Mexico's 
economic reforms, which have been a source 
of growth and prosperity for Mexico as well 
as an economic opportunity for the U.S. In 
the absence of a secure trade relationship 
with the U.S., Mexico would be forced to 
turn elsewhere for investment and economic 
cooperation, most likely to Japan. 

Yet critics of Nafta continue to advance 
the discredited arguments that the pact 
would depress U.S. wages and send jobs to 
Mexico. 

First, let's look at wages. President Clin
ton was elected on a platform of creating 
high-tech, high-wage jobs. He strongly sup
ports Nafta because it's an important ele
ment in achieving that goal. Nafta would 
open a growing market to U.S. goods and 
services, creating U.S. jobs. Mexico is al
ready America's fastest-growing export mar
ket. Between 1986, when Mexico began lower
ing its tariffs, and 1992, U.S. exports to Mex
ico have soared 230 percent-creating more 
than 400,000 U.S. jobs. 

Do Nafta critics point this out? No, nor do 
they concede an equally important point: 
Export-related jobs pay more than the aver
age U.S. job. According to the Department of 
Commerce, jobs related to exports pay ap
proximately $3,500 more per year than those 
unrelated to international trade. 

Critics repeatedly raise the specter that 
Nafta would cause U.S. factories to relocate 
in Mexico because of lower wages. But labor 
costs are only one element in deciding where 
to situate a business. Companies also con
sider productivity, transportation and tech
nology-areas where the U.S. is unsurpassed. 
If low wages were all that mattered, Haiti 
and Bangladesh would be industrial giants. 

There's nothing to stop companies from 
moving to Mexico right now. Some that do 
relocate do so because Mexico's tariffs and 
domestic content requirements make it nec
essary to be in Mexico in order to sell there. 
By removing tariffs and replacing domestic 
content requirements with North American 
content requirements, Nafta would be a dis
incentive to companies considering a move 
to Mexico. Also, millions of small and me
dium-sized firms in the U.S., important 
sources of jobs, would have access to the 
Mexican market for the first time. They are 
now unable to do much business in Mexico 
because they lack the time and resources to 
contend with Mexican trade barriers. 

Critics create a stereotyped picture of 
Mexico as it was years ago. Too often, they 
resort to the last refuge of Nafta-bashers, il
legal immigration. With or without Nafta, il
legal immigration will continue to be a fact 
of life. But Nafta would help keep illegal im
migration to a minimum. 

That's because both the U.S. and Mexico 
would win under Nafta. Just as U.S. exports 
to Mexico would increase so would Mexican 
firms be able to export their products to the 
U.S., creating jobs for Mexican people. As 
living standards rise, there would be less in
centive for Mexicans to seek work here. This 
is what President Carlos Salinas de Gortari 
means when he says, "We want to export our 
goods, not our people." 

He has taken dramatic steps in the last few 
years to bring economic growth and stability 
to Mexico. Inflation is under control, most 
state-owned industries have been sold, for
eign debt reduced. A new Mexico is emerg
ing, one with a strong affinity for U.S. goods: 
Mexico buys 70 percent of its imports from 
the U.S. 
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President Clinton is pursuing Nafta- with 

side agreements to strengthen its labor and 
environmental provisions-because he under
stands these facts . And his decision to appeal 
the Federal District Court ruling earlier this 
month that called for an environmental im
pact statement of the accord shows his un
derstanding that the agreement will improve 
the environment. While opponents of Nafta 
continue to promote outdated visions of the 
old Mexico , Nafta charts a prudent policy to
ward our new partner. 

PENNSYLVANIA FOOD DISTRIBU
TOR POINTS TO IMPACT ON CON
SUMERS UNDER NEW TAX PLAN 
(Mr. WELDON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, and to revise and extend his 
remarks, and include extraneous mat
ter.) 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, we con
tinue to hear the generalized rhetoric 
coming from the other side about the 
Clinton economic plan. What it all 
comes down to is that the Clinton tax 
plan will hurt the economy and kill 
real jobs. 

Each day I am focusing on one spe
cific company in America that has 
written to me unsolicited talking 
about the impact this legislation will 
have. Today I offer as an example the 
Fleming Companies, the largest food 
distributor in America, supplying one 
in ten supermarkets in this country. 

Company president, James Pinciotti, 
estimates that under the Clinton tax 
plan passed by the House his utility 
costs will soar. Quoting his letter, he 
says this: "Using Fleming's 1992 fig
ures, the Clinton tax hikes will cost 
this company over $10 million a year. 
More than 9.2 percent of the company's 
total earnings for the entire year will 
be spent just to pay these new taxes." 
And he points out, that that does not 
even count the new corporate income 
tax rates. 

And where will these increases be 
passed on to? In his letter, he points 
out that it will increase the cost of 
food which the average American 
consumer who shops in those super
markets will have to pay. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to 
listen to real America. Listen to those 
who provide the real jobs for American 
workers. Defeat the Clinton economic 
plan. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the text of the 
letter to which I referred as follows: 

FLEMING COMPANIES, INC., 
King of Prussia, PA May 28, 1993. 

Hon. CURT WELDON. 
Member of Congress, Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE WELDON: The pro
posed BTU tax will be costly to Fleming 
Companies and translate to significant food 
cost increases for all consumers. Let me 
share this information with you. 

As you know, we are America's leading 
food distributor. We purchase, warehouse 
and distribute a full line of groceries, meat, 
fruits, vegetables, dairy products, deli
catessen items, frozen food and non-food 
items to more than 4,800 food stores in 36 

states. We are the supplier to one in every 10 
supermarkets in the country. 

Our industry as a whole is very competi
tive , characterized by high gross sales and 
minuscule net margins. In 1992, Fleming's 
sales totaled nearly $13 billion with net earn
ings of just over $113 million or less than .09 
cents per dollar of sales. 

The food distribution system in this coun
try is the envy of the world and provides 
great benefit to the American consumer. In 
1991, the U.S. Department of Agriculture es
timated that Americans spent just 7.2% of 
their disposable income on food at home. 
This is a remarkable statistic when you com
pare that in 1961 , the American family spent 
13.7% of its disposable income on food at 
home. 

For us, the proposed BTU tax will impact 
all our operations. To arrive at the projected 
cost to Fleming, we estimated our utilities 
will increase by 5% , our diesel fuel cost by 
8.3¢ per gallon, and gasoline by 7.5¢ per gal
lon. 

Using 1992 expense figures , the BTU tax 
would cost Flemining $10,350,307. That is 
9.2% of our reported net earnings. An in
crease in the corporate tax rate would be 
over and above that number. 

Envision the energy use at each step in de
livery of food to the table. There is the grow
ing and production stage. There is harvest
ing and transporting to storage and/or the 
processor. There is the actual processing or 
manufacturing and then transportation from 
plant to storage or to a food distributor. The 
food distributor in turn warehouses and 
transports as many as 25,000 items to a retail 
store. At retail, utilities are typically the 
third largest expense factor behind cost of 
goods and labor. In this context, you can see 
a BTU tax would add significant costs to 
each of these steps and ultimately to the 
price of food. 

Costs of the magnitude of the BT tax can
not be absorbed. With each level in the food 
distribution chain experiencing similar BTU 
tax-caused cost increases, tremendous price 
velocity is created. Rapid food price infla
tion will result. If the total cost is not easily 
passed on immediately, the lag time would 
depress earnings, lower tax receipts and raise 
the specter of a long period of troublesome 
food price inflation. 

We have been cautious in our approach to 
the BTU tax, as we share President Clinton's 
stated goal of reducing the Federal deficit. 
However, after analyzing his proposal and 
trying to anticipate possible modifications, I 
must tell you that we think a BTU tax is not 
the correct policy. It should not be enacted 
in its present or any modified form. 

We urge you to reject it outright. 
Sincerely, 

JAMES V. PINCIOTTI, 
President. 

D 2000 
THE CLINTON TAX PLAN WILL 

KILL SMALL BUSINESSES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. KIM] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, I strongly 
support small business and oppose 
President Clinton's attempt to increase 
taxes on small business. 

Despite his campaign promise to sup
port small business, President Clinton 
has proposed higher taxes on small 

business, higher energy and gas taxes, 
and now they want to increase taxes on 
capital gains. 

Mr. Speaker, I was a businessman 
myself before I came to Congress just 7 
months ago. I know first hand what it 
is like to meet a payroll and create 
jobs. 

It is hard, especially during these 
tough times. The last thing businesses 
need are more financial obstacles cre
ated by their own Government. 

Too many politicians in W;:i,shington 
forget that small businesses are not 
like the Government. 

When the Government runs out of 
money, it simply raises taxes and tells 
the treasury to borrow more money 
from hard-working Americans. 

But, when a small business runs out 
of money, it has to lay off employees or 
simply close its doors and go out of 
business and file bankruptcy. 

Many of these small business owners 
are hard-working citizens-50 or 60 
hours a week, just to make it through 
the recession. The lucky ones have sur
vived. Now President Clinton wants to 
raise taxes 45 percent on small busi
nesses. 

Actions speak louder than words. 
Politicians say they support small 
business. Then, they should listen to 
small business. I challenge those in 
this House who support more taxes to 
find me the small businesswoman who 
thinks that higher income taxes will 
help her business. 

I challenge these bureaucrats to find 
me the small businessman who thinks 
that higher gas taxes will help his busi
ness. 

And, I challenge them to find me the 
entrepreneur who thinks that higher 
capital gains taxes will encourage in
vestment and growth. 

I know they won't find any in my 
State, California. Small businessmen 
and women are outraged about this 
plan for more and more taxes. They 
can't believe that in these tough eco
nomic times they are being asked to 
pay more taxes for more wasteful Gov
ernment spending. 

Supporters of the Clinton plan say 
they are taxing the rich-the so-called 
fat cats. Small businesses are not fat 
cats but they better have nine lives, 
because if Mr. Clinton's tax plan is 
passed, it will kill small businesses 
around the Nation. 

Do they not know that many small 
businesses are taxed at individual 
rates? That means when taxes are 
raised on so-called millionaires
they're really being raised on small 
businesses. By the way, "millionaires" 
are defined as those whose incomes ex
ceed $200,000. 

We should never forget that every 
time Washington tells small businesses 
to pay higher taxes, people lose jobs. 

Who knows how many small busi
nesses never get started because of all 
the new taxes and regulations that kill 



July 14, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 15675 
the dreams of new businesses before 
they are even started. 

Mr. Speaker, last year candidate 
Clinton said, "Small businesses create 
most of the jobs in this country and 
they need to flourish if we are all to 
prosper." He was right, small business 
does create most of the new jobs in 
America. 

When is the last time a Fortune 500 
company announced it was going to 
hire 1,000 new employees? 

In fact, large corporations are still 
laying off workers by the thousands. 
We need new, growing, small businesses 
to pick up the slack and provide new 
jobs. It is time to support new jobs 
through supporting small business. 

Mr. Speaker, the answer to the Fed
eral budget crisis is to cut Government 
spending-not raise taxes. No nation 
has ever taxed itself into prosperity. 

I urge my colleagues to practice 
sound business. Support real economic 
growth. Reject President Clinton's new 
taxes and cut Government spending. 

A REVEALING COMPUTER GLITCH 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK
ER] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, some 
years ago there was a movie with Bob 
Hope and Phyllis Diller called "Boy, 
Did I Get a Wrong Number." I think I 
have got a pretty good case of boy, did 
I get a wrong number, Mr. Speaker, to
night. I got a mailing at my office 
within the last couple of days from the 
Speaker of the House, not the acting 
Speaker, but the real Spea:ker of the 
House, the gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. FOLEY], and it was headlined: 
"How You, Robert S. Walker, Can Help 
President Clinton Succeed." 

Mr. Speaker, I opened it up, and it 
has got a lot of fascinating stuff in 
here about how I can help the Presi
dent, mainly how I can help the Presi
dent by sending money to the Demo
crat Congressional Committee and also 
by sending back their survey. 

But I was fascinated by some of what 
was in this letter. It was addressed to 
me. I mean it says: "Dear Robert S. 
Walker," and then it says to me: "You 
are one of a select group of Democrats 
from around the nation whom I'm ask
ing to take part in this important sur
vey.'' 

Now obviously this is a computer 
glitch that got this to me, but it did re
veal some very fascinating things. For 
example, there is an underlying para
graph here that says: 

"Unfortunately Newt Gingrich and 
his right-wing allies succeeded in cut
ting our congressional majority in last 
year's election," and all I could say 
was: "Yippee," and, "So, that was the 
right thing." 

I also kind of had the feeling at that 
point that I ought to start flapping my 

right wing, but the fact is that they are 
admitting here that the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] has in fact 
gotten his message across to the Amer
ican people and that we are in fact be
ginning to win new majorities. 

But then it goes on, and it tells the 
American people a couple of fascinat
ing things. It says here, "Because the 
success or failure of the Clinton admin
istration depends upon which party has 
control of the Congress." 

"Right-o," I say to my colleagues, "if 
you wanted to have the Clinton admin
istration succeed, what Tom Foley is 
telling you in this letter is you want 
Democrats in the Congress. If you 
don't want the Clinton administration 
to succeed with higher taxes and more 
spending, you want to change the Con
gress." 

The gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
FOLEY] is absolutely right, and I am 
pleased that he sent me this letter. 

Then he went on down here. This is a 
fascinating little P.S. that they put on 
the letter. It says: 

"If the Republicans gain more con
trol in Congress, it will severely cripple 
Bill Clinton's agenda." 

0 2010 
Well, let me tell you: After spending 

some time at home over the last sev
eral weeks and listening to what people 
are having to say about Bill Clinton's 
agenda, my guess is that this is an ad
mission by Speaker FOLEY that the Re
publicans are going to take control of 
the Congress. 

Let me repeat that to you. It says, 
"If Republicans gain more control in 
Congress, it will severely cripple Bill 
Clinton's agenda." 

America at this point wants to crip
ple Bill Clinton's agenda. They have 
decided that this tax and spend is not 
what they want. TOM FOLEY is telling 
you, America, what you should do. TOM 
FOLEY is saying elect Republicans to 
Congress, because if Republicans gain 
control of the Congress, we will stop 
Bill Clinton's agenda. 

Thanks, Speaker FOLEY, for this let
ter. This is a very revealing document. 
I appreciate it. 

Now, I did notice that you asked me 
to send a contribution. I do not think 
you are going to get one. You asked me 
to return the survey. I do not think I 
am going to do that. 

On a serious note, I am a little con
cerned about the fact that it arrived at 
the Rayburn House Office Building, be
cause solicitations of funding in a Fed
eral office building are against the law. 

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

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I just want
ed to ask one question about what you 
said. You said it said in the solicitation 
that the Congress was essential in 
order to get his agenda passed. Is that 
not what they said? 

Mr. WALKER. Yes. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. The reason I 

asked that question is all day today in 
the debate on the reconciliation bill, 
we have heard them blaming Presi
dents Reagan and Bush for~the deficits 
and the problems we have had. Yet in 
this piece he is sending out soliciting 
funds, he is saying hey, the Congress is 
the thing that is going to make Clinton 
successful or fail. 

Why did they not think about that 
earlier today when we were talking 
about the budget? 

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman is ab
solutely right. It says here, "because 
the success or failure of the Clinton ad
ministration depends upon which party 
has control of the Congress," that must 
mean that the success or failure of the 
Bush and Reagan administrations is 
dependent upon who has control of the 
Congress, and they had control of the 
House during that whole period of 
time. So what they are doing is admit
ting here that all of the stuff we heard 
on the floor today was simply falla
cious. 

It also tells you something about the 
competence of the party. Now, here are 
people who are saying trust us, we 
know how to do all this tax-and-spend 
policy, and you will not get hurt. Yet 
what they are doing is mailing to the 
Republican leadership a letter? 

I am a member of the Republican 
leadership. They mailed me a letter 
that says, "You are one of a select 
group of Republicans around the coun
try." It is a computer glitch, folks. I 
know that. But a very revealing one. 

CHARTER DAY IN ALBANY, NY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. MCNULTY] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. ·speaker, on July 
22, 1686, Gov. Thomas Dongan signed a 
charter that made Albany a city for 
the first time. Pieter Schuyler.: then be
came the first mayor of Albany-the 
oldest city in the Original Thirteen 
Colonies still functioning on its origi
nal charter, 

On July 23, 1993, we will celebrate the 
307th anniversary of the establishment 
of city government in Albany, with a 
series of Charter Day events in honor 
of Mayor Thomas M. Whalen III, Alba
ny's 70th mayor. 

In the more than 300 years of its ex
istence, Albany played important roles 
in four major colonial wars with the 
French, in the War of Independence, 
and in the global and regional conflicts 
that followed. 

Despite these crises, Albany re
mained rooted in the Dongan Charter, 
growing from a community of 1,452 in 
1697, to a present population of more 
than 100,000. It is also the home of the 
first railroad, and the oldest girls 
school in our country. 
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Today, it is the capital of the great 

Empire State, renowned for its edu
cational and medical institutions. It is 
also an important center for the arts, 
banking, and commerce. 

We take pride in Albany's heritage
in the fact that an Albany native, Phil
ip Livingston, was a signer of the Dec
laration of Independence; That two Al
banians became Presidents of the Unit
ed States and two became Vice Presi
dents. But it was the people through 
past and present generations who made 
Albany the important center it is 
today. 

On this historic occasion, I salute 
them and Mayor Thomas M. Whalen 
III, who-in his term of office-has left 
an indelible imprint on this great city. 
I congratulate him on his many impor
tant ach1evements, and wish him con
tinued success in all he undertakes, be
cause he is retiring this year. 

I am happy to report, Mr. Speaker, 
that the senior Senator from the State 
of New York, the Honorable DANIEL 
PATRICK MOYNIHAN, just recently an
nounced that he is sending the name of 
Mayor Whalen to President Clinton for 
appointment to the Federal bench. I 
look forward to the opportunity to ap
pear at the witness table over at the 
committee room of the Senate Judici
ary Committee to formally join with 
Senator MOYNIHAN in presenting Mayor 
Whalen to Senator BIDEN and the mem
bers of the committee for his official 
confirmation. 

REASONS FOR FISCAL PROBLEMS 
IN AMERICA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, we listened today to a very pro
longed debate about the reconciliation 
bill and who was to blame for the fiscal 
problems that this country faces right 
now. While the debate was very inter
esting, the thing that interests me the 
most was we took our eye off the ball, 
and that is where we are today and 
where we are going to be tomorrow and 
what we are going to be enduring as a 
Nation as far as the fiscal problems 
facing us. 

Now, the Democrat plan that passed 
the House increased spending by $39 
billion. The bill that passed the Senate 
is going to increase spending by $19 bil
lion. 

We are facing the largest tax increase 
in U.S. history, and that does not in
clude Hillary Rodham Clinton's health 
care proposal, which they are probably 
not going to bring down this year. It 
will come up next year, but it will be 
another $100 to $150 billion, which will 
make the total tax increase thus far in 
this administration close to half a tril
lion dollars, more than double the larg
est tax increase in U.S. history. 

Yet they tell us and told us on the 
floor today that there was going to be 
dollar for dollar spending cuts for 
every dollar in new taxes. There is no 
doubt that they want the American 
people to believe that. But the fact of 
the matter is, all of their spending 
cuts, or the vast majority of them, 
about 65 percent of their spending cuts, 
are in the third, fourth, and fifth years 
of their program. It is a 5-year pro
gram. 

The tax increases America is going to 
suffer immediately. They are going to 
levy these taxes and people are going 
to be hit immediately, everybody, in
cluding Social Security recipients. But 
the spending cuts, the vast majority of 
them, are going to take place in the 
third, fourth, and fifth years. 

What does that mean? It means that 
the national debt is going to go from 
$4.3 trillion to about $6.2 trillion over 
the next 5 years. We are going to have 
a $350 billion deficit every year for the 
next 5 years. 

The spending cuts they are talking 
about will never be realized. Why will 
they not be realized? It is because we 
are going to elect two Congresses be
tween now and then, and we are going 
to elect a new President. I believe it 
will be a new President, because I do 
not think the American people are 
going to elect this guy again. 

So what does that mean to all of us? 
It means that the spending cuts they 
are talking about will never happen, 
because the next Congress is going to 
have to face very difficult problems, 
and the one after that will face very 
difficult problems. What they will do is 
they will come back and start talking 
to us about more taxes instead of cut
ting spending, which is going to be 
very, very difficult. 

Now, earlier this year in the Repub
lican Conference my colleagues and I 
debated what kind of a proposal we 
ought to come up with as an alter
native to the Democrats' tax and spend 
proposals we are faced with today. We 
ended up at the conference, I think the 
majority of us, wanting to go with a 
freeze, a freeze plus no more than 2 per
cent growth for the next 5 to 6 years. 

If we had gone with that, the Amer
ican people would have embraced it. 
Polls show across this Nation that the 
American people want to freeze Gov
ernment spending. They do not want 
more taxes. We could have frozen Gov
ernment spending at current levels, 
plus a small growth rate of 2 percent a 
year to come close to keeping pace 
with inflation, and could have balanced 
the budget in 51/2 to 6 years, without a 
tax increase, and we would not have 
done any harm to the economy of this 
Nation. 

Well, that plan, although it was sup
ported by a majority of the Repub
licans in our conference, was not the 
one we came up with. We came up with 
another one. But even that plan was 

superior to the one the Democrats 
wanted, because it did not increase 
taxes. It cut spending and made some 
very, very difficult decisions. 

So what we want to get across to the 
American people tonight in our special 
order is that when the Democrats start 
talking about spending cuts, that is all 
they are doing; they are talking about 
spending cuts that are not going to ma
terialize. 

D 2020 
The fact of the matter is, they are 

raising taxes by over $300 billion, and 
the spending cuts that they are talking 
about are not going to take place. 

The American people are going to 
end up with more taxes, more spending 
and bigger deficits, more unemploy
ment in the next 4 to 5 years, because 
this is a wrong-headed approach to 
solving our problems. 

I believe, and 1 think most of the 
members in the Republican Conference 
believe, the way to stimulate economic 
growth is to hold the line on spending 
or cut spending. Do not increase taxes. 
Keep our fiscal house on a straight 
line, instead of tnese huge tax in
creases. 

With that, I yield to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DOOLITTLE]. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to me 
and holding this special order. 

There has been so much deception en
gaged in here on this matter of the def
icit and the economy and hearing 
about all these wonderful future prom
ised spending cuts that we are going to 
receive. Every time I listen to Presi
dent Clinton talk about his $500 billion 
of spending cu ts, I wonder if America 
really realizes what he means by that. 

They are not spending cuts in any 
sense in which the average person 
would understand the use of that term. 
All they are are reduced increases. 
They project out what the spending
this is all completely theoretical
what the spending would likely be year 
after year after year into the future. 
Then they come up with a plan that 
causes the spending to be greater than 
it is now but less than what it would be 
in this completely theoretical projec
tion. The difference between the two 
figures is termed a cut. 

Now, we all would understand a cut 
to mean that you would take whatever 
we are spending now and say that is X 
and the cut would be X minus 10 or X 
minus 20, X minus 15. That is not what 
the Clinton administration means. 

As was pointed out in the debate, and 
I think we have to emphasize this, the 
choice we are really looking at here, 
we are going to go through the largest 
tax increase in history. We are also 
going to go through, and I credit the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Cox], a 
Representative from the Orange Coun
ty area, with coming up with this fig
ure, we are also going to go through 
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the largest spending increase in his
tory. Yes. Yes. 

Consider· the irony of that. The tre
mendous deficit, which is the annual 
deficit that we have, $230 billion, I 
think it is projected to be for fiscal 
year 1993, which ends September 30. We 
have $4 trillion in total national debt. 
Yet, we are going to have the largest 
spending increase in history under a 
plan that is being advanced on the 
premise that we are going to do some
thing about the deficit. 

What is so pathetic to me is that this 
President could represent with a 
straight face, and the majority party 
in this House could stand here and de
bate, represent to the American people 
that this is going to fix the deficit. 

The jig is up. The emperor has no 
clothes, Mr. Speaker. This nonsense 
has been tried again and again and 
again. 

It was tried in 1982, when I think 
President Reagan made the greatest 
mistake of his tenure, when he went 
along with it and went along with what 
was then the greatest tax increase in 
history, the Tax Equity and Fiscal Re
sponsibility Act. 

It was tried, to a lesser degree, in 
1984. It was tried in 1987 and in 1989. 
Each of these was a 5-year plan. 

The only 5-year plan I had ever heard 
of was the Stalin 5-year plan they came 
up with, which did so much for Russia. 

All of a sudden, we find the Congress, 
in the early 1980's, coming up with 5-
year plans and basically blackjacking 
the Republican Presidents into going 
along with them. I wish, frankly, they 
had stood up and vetoed it and let the 
chips fall where they may. But they 
compromised and went along with it. 

Ronald Reagan has written an arti
cle, I believe it is not today, it is in the 
last day or two, in the Wall Street 
Journal. I do not have it in front of me. 
A very good article, warning people, he 
admits that the 1982 TEFRA was a mis
take because he saw what happened. It 
was the same old formula that we are 
being offered right now. 

It was immediate tax hikes and 
promised future spending reductions, 
which they called cuts. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. One of the 
things that is interesting about that 
TEFRA bill you are talking about was 
they promised $3 in spending cu ts for 
every $1 in new taxes. The fact of the 
matter is, instead of the $3 in spending 
cuts, they got $1.58 in spending in
creases so when they raised the taxes 
by $1, instead of getting the $3 spend
ing cuts, they had $1.58 in new spend
ing. That was a $4.58 misrepresentation 
to the American people. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. And this misrepre
sentation has continued to go on. I will 
tell my colleagues something else 
about 1982 and about 1990. 

I think I mentioned all these .5-year 
plans were in 1987, 1989, and 1990. In 1982 
and 1990, something else happened, 

which we should focus upon for a 
minute. I do not have the charts with 
me tonight. I think it is critical. 

They did this 5-year plan in 1982 and 
in 1990, another 5-year plan. And then 
they would project what the deficit was 
going to be. What is shocking to realize 
is that the projection made in 1982 of 
the deficit for 1983 was way off. In fact, 
the deficit that resulted in 1983 was 
three times what it had been, what had 
been projected back a year earlier, 
when they did the deal, which osten
sibly, as we will recall, was to do some
thing about the deficit. 

The same story in 1990, where we had 
the one that still holds the record as 
the largest tax increase in history. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. For every 
dollar in 1990, we were supposed to re
duce spending again by $2 to $3. In
stead, we had a $2. 70 increase for every 
$1 in new taxes. So every time we 
raised taxes, they said, it is going to be 
a 2-for-1 spending cut, a dollar in new 
taxes or a 3-to-l. It ended up costing 
more in spending than the tax increase 
covered. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. That is what is 
going to happen at the end. 

I represent, as does the gentleman 
from California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM], here 
tonight, we represent California. 

I know I read in the newspapers that 
we are supposed to be now in the sec
ond year, supposedly, of the recovery 
from the recession, nationwide, al
though there are none of the hallmarks 
of recovery. It is very tentative, very 
uncertain for the Nation as a whole. 

In California, which represents 11 
percent of this country's population, 
we have not recovered in any sense 
from the recession. We are still deep in 
this recession with no relief in sight. 

When I think of what has happened 
in 1982, 1984, 1987, 1989 and 1990, all 
these bogus 5-year plans that this body 
has legislated and the Presidents have 
mistakenly gone along with, when I re
alize what has happened here in the 
past in terms of the deficit being pro
jected 1 year plus, in fact, it has twice 
or three times that amount after the 
economy reacted negatively to the tax 
hikes, think what is going to happen to 
the deficit if we do this Clinton plan. 

Using President Clinton's own num
bers, in 5 years we are going to have an 
annual deficit in excess of $200 billion. 
Now, should the deficit turn out to be 
greater than that, as happened in 1982 
and 1990, it could be $600 or $700 billion, 
the national debt, which is really bot
tom line what counts, because that is 
what we pay interest on every year. If 
the national debt, instead of increasing 
by over $1 trillion, like President Clin
ton's numbers say it will increase, yes, 
increase of the cumulative national 
debt by over $1 trillion, that does not 
sound like spending cuts to me. What if 
their projections are off, as has hap
pened many times in the past with the 
other administrations and that debt 
ends up being an additional trillion. 

D 2030 
So that instead of adding $1 trillion 

during the Clinton administration, we 
added $2 trillion? It will sink us. 
"Bankruptcy 1995" is one of the best
selling books right now in all the book 
stores, by Harry Figgy. It talks about 
what is going to happen, what the 
trend has been in this country. 

In my mind, we are steadily impover
ishing the people of the United States, 
and it is being done by the U.S. Con
gress, which is mismanaging this econ
omy. It is being done now with this 
President, who is submitting proposals 
to the Congress, far from helping the 
situation, that are going to make it in
finitely worse, because it is going to re
sult in fewer jobs. 

This energy tax that keeps surfacing, 
that he originally pi'oposed, and that in 
fact we hear may be reemerging in 
some fashion in the conference com
mittee, was going to cost a couple of 
hundred thousand jobs in this country. 
It was not going to increase jobs, it 
was going to cost jobs. 

There is data out to suggest, which 
we will have to have graphed and bring 
out here to discuss, that President 
Clinton admires the socialist econo
mies of Europe. If we follow those, and 
I know they claim to be capitalist, but 
they all have more governmental in
volvement than ours does . . As bad as 
our country is in this fashion, every 
place else is worse. In Europe, why, the 
Government is much more involved in 
the economy. 

There is an article out that says that 
the more spending on social welfare 
there is in a country, the higher the 
unemployment rate. If we think about 
it, Europe for years has had a high un
employment rate. We have a high un
employment rate, by historical stand
ards, in the United States, but look 
what is happening. Our spending has 
accelerated so dramatically. 

We heard the story here the other 
day raised by the Delegate from the 
District, and it was discussed in the 
Washington Post, of the poor man who 
died at the Lincoln Memorial making 
$29,000 a year, a job with no benefits. I 
thought about that, and realized, there 
is an article in Fortune Magazine that 
shows that the growth in real com
pensation, meaning compensation ad
justed for inflation, has been from 1950 
through 1990. It is a sharp diagonal up
ward through the middle 1970's. After 
that, there have been peaks and val
leys, but it has been actually a slight 
decline. 

So for two decades, the last two dec
ades, even considering the relatively 
good years of the 1980's, the real com
pensation for workers from Main 
Street .to Wall Street, including bene
fits and bonuses, but not options, not 
many people get options, anyway, but 
including benefits and bonuses, real 
compensation has actually fallen l l/2 
percent. 
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This is what troubles me, as I sit 

here as a Member of the House of Rep
resentatives and listen to the distor
tions in the debate coming from the 
other side that are claiming they are 
going to do something about the defi
cit, they are going to get the economy 
moving again. 

I have said before, and we need to 
recognize the gentleman from San 
Diego here in just a minute, but if 
President Clinton-I could buy into his 
campaign promises, I believe in those. I 
am going to say that right now, that I 
do believe in those. He told us he was 
going to get the economy moving again 
and create jobs for this country. He 
told us that he was going to give us a 
middle class tax cut, and he told us 
that he was going to give us affordable 
heal th care. 

Mr. Speaker, we are not getting any 
of those things. We are killing jobs 
under his proposals. We are not helping 
the economy, we are sending it into an 
economic tailspin. Anybody who knows 
anything ought to be very worried 
about the future of this country right 
now, when they see all of these indica
tors coming out and the realization 
that we are not getting better, we are 
getting worse, and with the prospect of 
getting dramatically worse in the econ
omy if these proposed tax increases 
take effect. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. MI'. Speak
er, let me just interrupt, and then I 
will yield to my colleague, the gen
tleman from San Diego, CA, Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM. He is being very patient. 

People listening to our discussion, 
Mr. Speaker, might say, "Boy, these 
guys are real prophets of doom,'' but 
let us look at the facts very briefly, 
and then I will be happy to yield to 'my 
colleague in just 1 second. We had a $1 
trillion debt 10 years ago, and it took 
us 200 and some years to get there. Now 
it is $4.35 trillion. By the projections 
under the Clinton proposal, it is going 
to go to $6.18 trillion, and the interest 
alone on the debt will be very close to 
the largest ·single expenditure in our 
total budget. Maybe as much as 25 to 30 
percent of all Government spending in 
just about 2 to 3 years will be interest 
on the national debt. 

If interest rates go up because the 
economy starts to founder or because 
inflation starts to go up, then the cost 
of interest on the national debt will go 
even higher, and could be as high as 40 
or 50 percent of the total tax revenues 
coming in. When that happens, we will 
not be able to take care of defense, the 
senior citizens, the entitlements, the 
military, all of the things that we have 
to deal with, because such a large part 
of our spending will be going for inter
est on the debt. 

It probably will be worse than what 
we are talking about. I think it will be 
closer to $7 trillion in national debt. If 
that happens, the only way the Federal 
Reserv~ can deal with it or this Gov-

ernment can deal with it, and the Fed
eral Reserve can print money without 
any act of Congress, is the Federal Re
serve will have to default on our finan
cial obligations here, at home, and 
around the world, or they will have to 
print money to pay it off. 

What they have done throughout his
tory is, they have printed money to 
pay off the debt, rather than to default 
on the debt. If they print money to pay 
it off, and let us say we have paid off 
half of $7 trillion, and that will be $3.5 
trillion of new currency in the market
place, we would have what is called 
hyperinflation. when that happens, the 
value of currency goes down, the cost 
of everything goes up, and the standard 
of living drops like a rock. 

Those are the things we face. The 
book to which the gentleman alluded, 
and another book by Larry Burkette 
called "The Coming Economic Earth
quake," every American ought to take 
a look at those and talk to their Rep
resentatives about them. If we do not 
get control of Government spending 
and start cutting instead of raising 
taxes, we are going to face exactly the 
calamity these gentlemen are talking 
about. 

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from San 
Diego, CA, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, our very 
patient and dear colleague. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, · I 
thank the gentleman from Indiana, and 
say to my colleague, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DOOLITTLE], both 
of us together could add up our efforts 
to cut pork barrel spending and we 
would not even come close to the gen
tleman from Indiana. Every single day 
he sits on the House floor and battles, 
and maybe once every 2 months we win 
an amendment to cut that pork barrel. 
I would like to tell the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. BURTON], my colleague, 
thank you. 

I would like to talk about kind of 
what went on this afternoon, and also 
enlighten my colleagues about some of 
the things that they talked about in a 
little bit deeper realm, give them some 
food for thought. 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA
SICH] today offered a recommittal. 
What that recommittal did was cut $20 
billion out of new spending; not old 
spending, but out of new spending. 

Old KASICH is kind of a clever gen
tleman. He is a rascal. The other side 
of the aisle came up and thought they 
would embarrass him by having their 
recommittal or substitute with social 
security increasing the cap. But old 
KASICH decided he would outfox them. 
He put that, in the recommittal, he put 
that into his own, which we thought 
would force them to vote for it. It did 
not work that way, but it was a good 
try. 

What happened today sheds light on 
the responsibility of this body as far as 

increasing the national deficit. If we 
take a look, the other side of the aisle 
won a vote today, they have a major
ity, but they lost the battle. It clearly 
showed all the little amendments that 
people are offering for smoke and mir
rors, to cut $500,000, cut $1 million here, 
cut $2 million, is all for naught when 
we can cut $20 billion at one swoop. 

The House had an increase in new 
spending, and I would like to ~mpha
size "new spending," by $39 billion. 

The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
SLATTERY] in his debate said, "There is 
nowhere that we can cut. It is obtuse 
to try and cut any more." His own col
leagues in the Senate cut it down to $19 
billion in increased spending, so again, 
it shows the lack of capability of the 
House to control its own spending. 

If we take a look at some of the cuts 
and take a look at the 1990 tax bill, in 
1990, the famous George Bush "watch 
my lips," only 33 Republicans voted for 
that bill, only 33. It was not a gridlock 
against a President, it was a gridlock 
about increasing taxes. Now we are 
doing the dame thing with the Demo
cratic administration with Bill Clinton 
in office. 

My colleagues across the aisle and I 
were listening recently to a town hall 
meeting that the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. Cox] and the gentlemen 
from California, DANA ROHRABACHER, 
BOB DORNAN, and RON PACKARD, put on, 
and a Democratic doctor stood up and 
asked a very· good question. He said, 
"How is it that you can blame the 
Democrats when the Republicans held 
office for the last 10 years or more?" 
And I did not think we did the gen
tleman justice, so I would like to reply 
to that just a little bit tonight. 

D 2040 

Why did those 33 Republicans vote 
for it, but why, more important, why 
did all the rest of the Republicans not 
vote for the 1990 budget agreement? If 
you take a look, and you have covered 
a little bit, with a TEFRA bill that 
raised, with a Republican President, in
creased taxes by $87 billion, and the 
deal was to cut spending. There was a 
verbal agreement between Republicans 
and Democrats for no more spending, 
we are going to balance this deficit. 
Well, that did not happen. 

Then take a look in 1986, the budget 
deal again, $1 for every tax that comes 
in we are going to cut spending by $3. 
And we do not believe Congress can do 
that. Since 1940 it has increased in 
spending. So we are going to put a 
mechanism there to control Congress' 
insatiable spending, and that was 
called Gramm-Rudman. And if Gramm
Rudman was violated, then it went 
into an automatic sequester, which ba
sically froze everything. 

But how did the other side of the 
aisle get around that? With continuing 
resolutions and emergency spending 
bills. 
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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. If the gen

tleman will yield, you might explain to 
many of our colleagues, or anybody 
else that is paying attention what a 
continuing resolution is. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Go ahead. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. A continu

ing resolution is a catch-all bill that 
you just stack full of spending, and you 
pass it at the 11th or 12th hour of a leg
islative session, and you run it 
through, and it literally is impossible 
to peruse everything in the bill because 
it waives the 3-day-layover rule. We 
have a rule around here where you are 
supposed to lay any spending bill or 
any legislation on the desk for 3 days 
so that we can go through it. But what 
happened was those continuing resolu
tions would come through with 2,000 or 
3,000 pages in them, and they would 
waive the rules so that you did not 
have enough time to study them. They 
would come .in here with string around 
them, and big red lines through them, 
and nobody knew what was in them. 
And they violated Gramm-Rudman, 
and they spent way beyond the limit 
that has been set by previous legisla
tive action and agreements. And what 
we did was just went right ahead, and 
they were budget busting bills. And we 
had agreements to hold the line in 
spending, and passing the continuing 
resolution just runs that spending 
right through the roof. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank the gen
tleman. 

I would ask my colleagues who are 
responsible, a President who made an 
agreement to work with the Demo
crats, and under an enforcement to 
control spending, who violated that 
spending? The Republican President or 
the Congress? It was the Congress, of 
course. 

Let me talk about the Kasich debate 
today. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. If the gentleman 
will yield before he gets into that be
cause I think I have a comment that 
sheds further light on that. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Yes, I am happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Califor
nia. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I remember every 
year, and I was not in the Congress 
when Ronald Reagan was President, 
but every year he would submit his 
budget, and I think it would get sub
mitted in I believe it was January 
sometime, and there would always be a 
news story in the local newspaper, and 
it was the same I am sure throughout 
the whole country, "Reagan budget 
pronounced dead on arrival." Now it 
would be MITCHELL, or the then-Speak
er of the House, or the Ways and Means 
chairman, whoever, you know would be 
making the statement, some promi
nent leader of the opposition party, 
''dead on arrival.'' 

And then they would go through, and 
they would submit their own budget. 
Then they would basically blackjack 

President Reagan into going along 
with it, because he was trying to build 
up our defenses, and defeat com
munism. And the tradeoff was if he 
wanted his defense buildup he had to go 
along with all of the Democrats' addi
tional social spending. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. If I might 
just add one thing there, you know a 
lot of people who are paying attention· 
to this discussion will say well, how do 
you blackjack a President, especially a 
man of the caliber of Reagan? You re
member we were fighting the Soviet 
Union, the cold war was in full swing, 
11 countries had gone Communist. We 
had problems in Nicaragua, in Central 
America, in El Salvador and elsewhere, 
and we were concerned about the 
spread of communism. Reagan would 
talk to the Democrat leaders of the 
House here, and they would say if you 
want your spending to deal with this 
problem, then you are going to have to 
take this, or else you are not going to 
get the spending bill. And that is the 
problem that Presidents face. 

The purse strings are controlled by 
this body. And he might say we want to 
cut here, here, and here, and they 
would say no, no. If you want this for 
defense, or whatever it is, then you 
have to take this stuff over here. The 
analogy I have always used is they will 
give you steak. That is one-third of the 
meal, and they will give you two-thirds 
garbage, and you have to eat the gar
bage to get the steak or else you do not 
get either one. And I think that was 
the problem that Presidents faced, 
both Bush and Reagan. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. That is why we be
lieve in the need for the line-item veto, 
so that that cannot happen again. 

With that I yield back to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I would like to 
take a look at the debate this after
noon. They said well, let us tax the 
rich because they are not paying their 
fair share. I would like to claim that I 
found this information, but it was the 
great Senator SIMPSON. In here he con
gratulates Senator HUTCHISON for her 
fine colloquy. But in here I would like 
to make a statement, and there was an 
attempt here, it said, of course, there 
is no way to solve this terrible suffer
ing except to get at· the rich. They are 
not paying their fair share. Their taxes 
have gone down. This is the statement 
of my good friend, DANNY ROSTENKOW
SKI of this body in 1986 concerning the 
rich. 

I also have a statement in here by 
the illustrious Mr. GEPHARDT, and also 
one by the Speaker, Tip O'Neill. And I 
think it typifies what we are talking 
about, the smoke and mirrors. 

This is Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: "Tax te
form is the great equalizer between in
come classes." We have heard that be
fore. "We have structured under the 
1986 bill the rest of the code in such a 
way as to leave the new income tax 

system more progressive." Again, "The 
Tax Reform Act of 1986 promises a 
more progressive tax in every income 
range than does present law." And then 
7 years later DAN ROSTENKOWSKI, "Tax 
reform, political appeal and political 
force is the promise of fairness.'' 

Then I quote the majority leader, Mr. 
GEPHARDT. This is again on the 1986 tax 
bill. "This bill has got the best mini
mum tax that we have ever had. It 
makes me angry that 250 families 
earned over $1 million last year. This 
bill makes sure that that doesn't hap
pen again." This is in the 1986 tax bill. 

Now I quote from Mr. Speaker Tip 
O'Neill: "This is the best antipoverty 
bill we have ever had. It shifts the bur
den of taxation from the average indi
vidual taxpayer to those who have 
avoided taxes through the years." 

Then about the rich. "The budget is 
$1.5 trillion. If you took every penny 
from the rich, it would be $310 billion, 
and that wouldn't run this country for 
12 weeks." 

Now, the 1990 tax bill in which Presi
dent Bush moved his lips and tried 
again for every tax dollar that came in 
that there was going to be a cut in 
spending, and they said Gramm-Rud
man did not work, and automatic se
quester did not work so we are going to 
put caps on each of the appropriation 
bills, and in there we are going to put 
firewalls so that you cannot steal from 
Peter to pay Paul. And that is going to 
protect you, and under that guise 
President Bush said I am a President 
that wants to work with Congress, even 
though no one else has made it work. 
There is a spending mechanism in 
there, and I am not going to veto the 
bill. I am going to raise taxes. And I 
think even President Bush realizes 
that it was a. mistake, and that is why 
only 33 Republicans supported that. 

But let us take a look at what hap
pened. The caps were violated through 
emergency spending. My friend, Mr. 
BURTON, tried to take out a road in 
Mississippi between two military bases. 
The military did not want it, but a 
member on the Appropriations Com
mittee had a constituent that had a 
business, and he wanted a $5 million 
road to go through there. I believe it 
was $5 million. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I think it 
was close to that, yes. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. We voted that 
out in committee, in subcommittee, 
and we got rid of it in the full commit
tee, because even Republicans and 
Democrats knew that it was pork. And 
in the full House we voted it out for 
the same reason. 

But remember the emergency bill for 
the hurricane that affected Florida, 
Louisiana, and Hawaii? Well in there 
was an additional $2 billion in pork 
barrel spending, and this is one i tern in 
all of that $2 billion. And guess what 
showed back up because they knew ev
erybody would vote for that? The $5 
million road again. 
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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. If the gen

tleman will yield just a second, in addi
tion to that, the new Budget Director 
for Mr. Clinton is Leon Panetta of Cali
fornia. And in Mr. Panetta's district 
was a new language center that he 
tried to get in there that we beat on 
the floor. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. The Defense 
Language School. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. The new 
language school, and that language 
school was about $16 million. We de
feated that and stopped it. And then in 
that hurricane bill you are talking 
about to take care of the people who 
suffered in Florida and Louisiana, in 
addition to the $5 million you are talk
ing about for that road was the $16 mil
lion for that language center that was 
not needed. 

D 2050 
And when I said to Mr. Panetta, 

"How in the world could you put that 
in a humanitarian bill," he looked me 
right in the eye and said, "That ain't 
all I've got in there, DANNY," 

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I am happy 
to yield to my colleague, the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend from Indianapolis for yield
ing, and I congratulate my friend from 
Rocklin and my friend from Del Mar. 
We are surrounded by Californians. 

In connection with spending cuts, 
and, as we expected, the so-called 
spending package brought forward by 
Mr. Clinton, I was struck by the fact 
that many in the media said that we, 
as Republicans, were trying to defeat 
this proposal, and that we had no alter
native, but we have. There were a num
ber of us who have offered an alter
native, and I think all three of us are 
cosponsors of H.R. 1885, and I wanted to 
touch on that. 

I was just in my office working, and 
I heard you discussing the need to 
bring about cuts, and I think this issue 
of economic growth is something that 
we should focus attention on, too, and 
I think that the American people and 
our colleagues should be aware of the 
fact that we have a strong stimulus 
and economic growth package that we 
want to put forward. 

H.R. 1885 basically has four simple 
points to it. We know that in the Sen
ate package here, they have increased 
the capital gains tax, and we all know 
that that increase in the capital gains 
tax is going to hurt most of those sen
ior citizens who may have attained a 
little gain in their home. I know my 
friend, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DOOLITTLE], I know his parents 
very well, and we see people who have 
gained a little appreciation there, and 
they are going to be hurt by this cap
ital gains tax increase. 

H.R. 1885 takes that 28-percent cap
ital gains tax rate and reduces it to 15 
percent. 

The second aspect of H.R. 1885 takes 
the proposal that my friend from Indi
anapolis has regularly offered, that 2-
percent solution, basically a freeze on 
Federal spending, to address a lot of 
the items that all of you have been 
talking about here. 

Let me hit the third and fourth 
points quickly, and then I look forward 
to a question. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Will the gen
tleman just yield for one question? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAROCCO). The Chair would remind the 
gentleman that the gentleman from In
diana controls the time. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I will give 
my colleagues the utmost latitude, be
cause I think so much of them. 

Mr. DREIER. Well, I will yield back 
to my friend from Indianapolis, and he 
can yield to my friend from Del Mar. 

The third point of this is basically a 
freeze on the regulations, a morato
rium on regulations imposed. You can 
recall about a year-and-a-half ago when 
President Bush imposed a 90-day mora
torium on new regulations being im
posed on especially the small-business 
sector of the economy. I did not hear of 
any deleterious effect from that. Clear
ly a moratorium on those regulations 
would be very beneficial, and the 
fourth aspect of this economic growth 
package is an expansion of individual 
retirement accounts. 

We know that in the 1981 tax till, the 
only tax bill that I had the privilege of 
voting for in the time I have served 
here, we put into place individual re
tirement accounts allowing people to 
plan for retirement. 

In H.R. 1885 what we do is allow for 
withdrawal for a new home purchase, 
for education that is a need, or health 
care, those three exceptions. 

If we could get this kind of four-point 
economic growth package in place, 
which I know my three colleagues here 
support, Mr. Speaker, and I know that 
my Republican Members have sup
ported, and, frankly, a few of our very 
thoughtful Democrat colleagues have 
supported, that is a positive response 
to what many in the media have said is 
simply a negative vote by the Repub
lican side of the aisle, so we do have a 
positive solution. 

I would love to take a question from 
my friend from Del Mar if he would 
like. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I will be 
happy to yield to my colleague for a 
question. 

But let me just say that it is one of 
the things that really concerns me is 
that every time we get into a debate or 
a colloquy with our Democrat col
leagues they say, ' 'You guys do not 
have an alternative." We have had 
three or four alternatives, one of which 
he just described, and I think it is real
ly unseemly for them to continue to 
tell the American people that we do 
not have a program, because we do. We 

have one that will work and not raise 
taxes. It will cut spending. 

I yield to my colleague. 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I would ask my 

colleague from California, is it not true 
that Japan only has a 1-percent capital 
gains tax, and then they turn the rest 
of it into the infrastructure? 

Mr. DREIER. If my friend from Indi
anapolis will yield so I can respond, I 
want to get that clear, Mr. Speaker, 
that I am asking the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. BURTON] to yield to me. 

It seems to me that we have to real
ize that the United States of America 
is today. the only developed nation on 
the face of the Earth without a capital 
gains tax differential, the only devel
oped nation in the world without it, so 
my friend from Del Mar is absolutely 
right, that if you look at that extraor
dinarily low tax rate on capital gains, 
clearly that has played a role in eco
nomic growth. Why we cannot see that 
that differential is going to encourage 
private-sector investment and growth 
is really beyond me. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. The thing 
that is interesting is that if you cut 
the capital gains tax to 15 percent, that 
would encourage people who have as
sets who are holding them now, farm
ers, stocks, homeowners, and others, to 
liquidate, if they are so inclined, and 
that will free up capital for investment 
in businesses and other enterprises 
which will create jobs. That is one of 
tha things that is absolutely essential 
if you are going to get this economy 
moving again. 

I cannot understand why my col
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
cannot see that if you restrict people 
from selling their assets, if you make 
it impossible for them to do that with
out suffering greatly, they are not 
going to sell them. A farmer who has a 
farm, he might say, " I would like to 
sell that and invest in something, 
maybe buy a place in Florida or invest 
in a new business, but I am not going 
to do it if I am going to pay that exor
bitant tax," but if you give him a tax 
incentive, he will invest it in some
thing else, and you will keep that 
money moving through the economy, 
thus creating more jobs. 

Mr. DREIER. We need to have it in
vested in California, because we have 
in our State an incredibly high unem
ployment rate, and we have so many 
serious economic problems, and I be
lieve that taking a measure like this 
would go a long way, an awful long 
way, toward encouraging economic 
growth in our areas. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. It will do 
that in California, and it will do it 
throughout the entire Nation. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I think it is im
portant that my colleague, the gen
tleman from California, brought up a 
very good point. It is not just putting 
a cap on spending and not raising 
taxes, but you have to have a plan to 
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stimulate the growth of the country, 
and that is through jobs, whether it is 
through capital gains reductions, tax 
credit, or what, but some of the things 
that we are doing in this body are sty
mieing even those initiatives. 

Capital gains was only for the rich, 
but yet other countries use it to build 
up their infrastructure and use venture 
capital. 

But I take a look at even the cuts 
that they are making in defense, $50 
billion, this Congress, and that equates 
to 30 percent of defense, and I had two 
of my colleagues from California from 
the other body stand up in California 
and say, "Do not close any of our 
bases. It is not fair. Do not close any of 
our bases." But yet both of them sat on 
the Budget Committee and voted to cut 
defense an additional $127 billion, so 
the smoke and mirrors is not only in 
this body, but it is in the other body as 
well. 

If you take a look at what our future 
is in defense and how we tax the rich, 
in the last session we just came out 
with what we call a luxury tax, again a 
tax against the rich. 

What did we do? We put hundreds and 
thousands of people out of work, and it 
cost us more to collect that tax now 
than the tax, but yet it put people out 
of work. That is not a positive gain. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. You know, 
you might elaborate just a little bit on 
that, because people who are paying at
tention to our discussion might like to 
know that they put a luxury .tax on 
boats and planes and things like that. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Jewels and furs. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Yes, and we 

thought we were going to hit the rich. 
What happened was they quit buying 
the boats. When they quit buying the 
boats, the blue-collar guy, the union 
guy who worked making the boats, was 
out of a job, because if they could not 
sell the boat, he was not going to be 
able to make them. 

Mr. DREIER. Would the gentleman 
yield for a question on that? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Yes, I yield 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. DREIER. Would I be correct in 
concluding that those thousands of 
people in the boatbuilding industry and 
small-aircraft industry thrown out of 
work are not only no longer providing 
tax revenues to the Treasury but would 
not some of them be drawing unem
ployment if they are thrown out of 
work, therefore costing the U.S. tax
payer even a greater amount when we 
were geared toward increasing reve
nues with that so-called luxury tax? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. When we do 
things like that and put people out of 
work, for each 1 percent of unemploy
ment, it increases the cost to the 
Treasury of the United States by $42 
billion, and so when we passed that 
luxury tax to sock it to the rich, we 
put the blue-collar worker out of work, 
because they quite buying those boats, 

and the blue-collar worker came up 
here saying, "Hey, this is terrible, re
duce that tax or remove it." And what 
happened was, as you said, they drew 
unemployment compensation and other 
benefits costing all of us $42 billion for 
each 1 percent. 

Mr. DREIER. Of course, that whole 
plan generates that whole us-versus
them mentality which is to me one of 
the most un-American things we have 
going. We are all one people. 

We have so many problems here that 
anything we can do to make sure this 
Nation comes together, I think, is posi
tive, and yet in the Congress when we 
try to impose something like a so
called luxury tax, we are exacerbating 
that us-versus-them battle out there. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I will yield 
to my friend from California, but let 
me just say one thing. Every American 
ought to think about when we raise 
taxes on anybody, rich, poor, middle 
income, that is money coming out of 
their pockets, and if it is money com
ing out of their pockets, that is money 
they are not going to spend, that they 
are not going to buy products with, and 
if you do not buy those products collec
tively, people start being laid off, and 
when you raise taxes, you are bound to 
increase unemployment, because you 
are taking the buying power away from 
the collective pockets of Americans. 

0 2100 
And that is the thing that drives up 

unemployment and causes the economy 
to flounder. I yield to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DOOLITTLE]. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Let me say, and I 
say this on unapologetically, although 
listening to the arguments of our 
friends in the majority party here, you 
should think that we would cower and 
be afraid to say it: As Representative 
of California's Fourth District, my goal 
is to increase the opportunity for peo
ple to become rich. That is the Amer
ican dream. That is what we all ought 
to be pursuing. 

In my mind, one of the No. 1 moral 
issues that this country is presently 
facing and will be facing in the remain
der of the Clinton administration is the 
deliberate impoverization of the Amer
ican economy. 

We are stealing the future and it is 
being done deliberately. 

We now have evidence, talking about 
the rich, we now have preliminary as
sessments by the IRS of what the effect 
was of that 1990 tax hike on the 1991 
revenues. It has been written about in 
the Wall Street Journal. I would be 
very happy to provide articles for any
one who is interested in them. 

On July 9, Paul Gigot wrote about it: 
"For the rich, 1991 tax receipts," and 
he defines rich as people earning more 
than $200,000 a year, which I think is a 
fair assessment of what the rich really 
are, not President Clinton's definition 
of the rich, which reaches way down 

and touches people earning, I think, 
$45,000 a year, that phony definition. 

Those people are not rich. People 
earning more than $200,000 a year are 
doing pretty well, by most people's 
standards. That has been the tradi
tional measure. 

Anyway, ''For the rich, 1991 tax re
ceipts fell by $6.5 billion, or 6.1 percent. 
But for everyone else," and this is why 
I am so disturbed, " for everyone else, 
tax receipts actually rose in 1991 by 
$3.3 billion, or 1 percent." 

Now, why does President Clinton 
want that energy tax? Because it is not 
the rich that are being impacted, they 
are relatively small in number, but the 
energy tax hi ts everybody, rich and 
poor, middle class. It is the middle 
class that is the backbone of this coun
try. It is the middle class that are 
slowly being driven down. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I wish the 
gentleman would mention that one 
more time, because we raised some tax 
rates on the weal thy to try to raise tax 
revenues from the wealthy back in 
1990. What did the gentleman say, that 
even though we raised the tax rates on 
them? 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. When you raise the 
tax rates on the rich, to total amount 
of revenue that the rich pay decreases. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. How much 
did it go down? 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. It went down, re
ceipts fell by $6.5 billion, or 6.1 percent. 

For everybody else it increased by 1 
percent. So, for the gentleman who 
died here the other day in Washington 
who made $29,000 a year, with seven 
children, it is that individual and many 
others who end up paying taxes be
cause they cannot escape them. And 
then when President Clinton and Hil
lary lay on us their proposals for 
health care, we are going to see an 
even larger tax increase than the one 
that is now actively being proposed by 
this administration. 

Who is that going to impact the 
most, again? It is not the rich, because 
I can quote to you here. How do the 
rich avoid paying taxes? How is it that 
the rich actually paid less in taxes in 
1991? Let us go into that answer be
cause I think that is important. 

So, what happened to the rich? 
Quoting Gigot: 

It is impossible to know for sure, but the 
likely answer is that they changed their be
havior in response to higher rates. Maybe 
they sheltered more income or stuck more of 
it into 1990 because they can take more ad
vantage of that year's lower rates. Or per
haps they worked less. In short, they re
sponded to incentives, as economists say, 
and produced less income subject to tax. 

This is an illustration of how the 
Laffer curve is a perfect model, at least 
for the upper middle class and the 
upper class. It is absolutely true: When 
you increase the rates, people shift 
around their investments, adjust their 
income so that they end up paying less 
in taxes. 
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But for the middle class, they do not 

have enough income that they can be 
investing like that. Everything they 
earn is pretty much going for present, 
ordinary living expenses. So they get 
hit with the full impact of it. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I just want 
to point out one thing: When we cut 
the taxes, the tax rates, back in the 
early to mid eighties, we were bringing 
in about $500 billion a year in tax reve
nues. Because of the tax cuts, we in
creased tax revenues by more than dou
ble, to $1.1 trillion. You would have 
thought that the tax revenues would 
have gone down because we cut taxes. 

The fact of the matter is we went 
from $500 billion to $1.1 trillion because 
we stimulated economic growth and 
created 21 million new jobs; hence, 21 
million new taxpayers. That is a thing 
most people do not understand: When 
you reduce taxes or hold the line, you 
stimulate economic growth and create 
more tax revenues because you stimu
lated people to produce more. 

I yield to my friend from California. 
Mr. DREIER .. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
You know, it is very interesting to 

observe that there were many-and I 
had the thrill of being here when we 
had that very narrow margin on that 
vote in August 1981, 12 years ago next 
month-and as we looked at that vote, 
there were many who argued that with 
that tax cut we were going to be able 
to stimulate economic growth. 

My friend from Indianapolis, Mr. 
BURTON, is absolutely right. We did, to 
an extent. But you have got to remem
ber, and I know my friend, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DOO
LITTLE], mentioned the Laffer curve 
and economic growth; the fact of the 
matter is we did not really allow that 
to take effect. Why? Two simple and 
basic reasons: We saw in increase in 
the Social Security payroll tax, which 
preceded it in the early 1980's, and we 
continued to see bracket creep whereby 
with inflation people were forced into 
higher income tax brackets. 

The combination of those two things 
is what prevented us from having an 
even greater increase in the level of 
revenues that flowed into the Federal 
Treasury at that point. I think that 
the lesson that has come forth from 
this, and I wish very much that my col
leagues in the Congress would learn 
this, if you tax something, you get less 
of it; if you subsidize something, you 
get more of it. 

In America we tax work, growth, sav
ings, investment, productivity, and we 
subsidize nonwork, welfare, consump
tion, debt. We need to realize that if we 
do in fact want to turn the corner on 
this problem of a national debt and 
this deficit, which Mr. DooLirTLE has 
accurately pointed out as being passed 
onto future generations, the thing that 
we should do is stimulate economic 
growth, and the best way for us to turn 

the corner on this question is to grow 
the economy. 

As we look at this proposal which has 
come forward from the President, I be
lieve it is going to be a great disincen
tive for people to invest or save and see 
the economy grow. 

I believe the bill which I introduced 
with my colleagues here as cosponsors, 
H.R. 1885---with that capital gains dif
ferential, the freeze on Federal spend
ing, expanded individual retirement ac
counts, moratorium on new regulations 
for the business sector of the econ
omy-would go a long way toward 
doing exactly what is necessary. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I am glad to 
be a cosponsor of that bill, and I only 
wish we could get a fair hearing. Maybe 
since the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DREIER] is on the Committee on 
Rules, he could hit somebody over the 
head up there and get it to the floor. 

I yield to my colleague. 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I would like to 

make two real quick points, and then I 
would yield back all the rest of the 
time to the gentleman. 

I would like to leave you with the 
fact that it is not all doom and gloom. 
1982, with Gramm-Latta, we could not 
enforce that and increase spending; in 
1986, Gramm-Rudman; in 1986, we could 
not enforce that. And with the 1990 tax 
bill, the highest in the history of this 
country, we could not enforce caps or 
firewalls. But we have probably the 
most important vote that is going to 
come up on the floor, and that is the 
balanced-budget amendment. That is 
the only way in which this Congress 
can be controlled. That is by putting 
the change of the Constitution of the 
United States on our backs. But I guar
antee you, the other side of the aisle 
will not let us have a full balanced
budget amendment, because it cuts 
their power to empower themselves to 
get reelected. 

If I build a hospital, church, road be
tween two facilities, then people like 
me and I get reelected. We have got to 
control Congress from their spending. 

I would ask · my colleagues, is it the 
President that is responsible for violat
ing those, or is it the U.S. Congress? It 
is the U.S. Congress. Whether it is a 
Republican Congress and President or a 
Democratic Congress and President; 
President Clinton could be all of our 
heroes, including mine, if he would just 
cut the spending and really work to 
balance the deficit. Because, the mid
dle class that my colleague from Cali
fornia [Mr. DOOLITTLE] was talking 
about, that has all of their dollars 
going to just make ends meet, and that 
is because of the $4 trillion deficit. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Let me just 
say I appreciate the gentleman's con
tribution, and I know he remembers, 
and my colleague, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DOOLITTLE] remembers, 
when President Clinton was a can
didate he said he was not going to raise 

taxes on the middle class, he was only 
going to hit the people making over 
$200,000, there was going to be some 
real, positive stimulus to the economy, 
we were going to solve the health care 
pro bl em and all of those things you 
have enumerated just a few minutes 
ago have not come to pass. 
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As a matter of fact, instead of not 

raising taxes on the middle classes, he 
said he is hitting the middle class. He 
is hitting the lower income. He is hit-. 
ting everybody in this country with a 
tax increase in violation of his pledge. 
I think that the American people ought 
to hold him accountable for that. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield further, I want to 
thank the gentleman for leading this 
special order. 

I realize there are not many people in 
this Chamber present, but we have the 
opportunity to discuss issues that over 
1112 million people will be focused on 
who view this through C-SPAN pro
ceedings. Indeed, in future days I hope 
we can give as much light to these is
sues as is possible, because it is quite 
clear to me that the overwhelming ma
jority of Americans do not agree with 
the administration'~ approach. They do 
not buy more spending by Government 
and they do not buy more taxes laid on 
them in order to fund that additional 
spending by the Government. They are 
concerned about the economy. They 
want a tax cut, not a tax increase, and 
yes, they want to do something to im
prove the quality and affordability of 
health care. We must continue to focus 
on these issues and advance them. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I would like to end up by thanking 
all my colleagues for being with me 
and working with me on this special 
order. 

I would like to close by quoting a 
Clinton supporter, a man who voted for 
Bill Clinton and a man who made 
major contributions, a very wealthy 
man who made major contributions to 
Bill Clinton. His name is Barton Riggs. 
He is the asset manager of one of the 
major investment companies in Amer
ica, Morton Stanley. 

On the front page of Forbes Magazine 
this week it has a picture of him in a 
bear outfit with a bear head under his 
arm. He is saying that he wants to get 
as far away from Bill and Hillary Clin
ton as is humanly possible and he is ad
vising his investors to divest them
selves of U.S. investments in our stock 
market and to invest a large part of 
their portfolio overseas in Asia, Eu
rope, and elsewhere. The reason he said 
he is suggesting that is because the 
Clinton economic package, the tax and 
spend package that we are debating 
here right now, is going to put this 
economy into a major downturn and he 
does not want his stock investors to 
suffer the consequences of that. 
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This is one of the leading financial 

experts in America, a man who voted 
for Bill Clinton, a man who sent him 
money for his campaign and now he is 
saying he wants to get himself and his 
investors -as far away from it as he pos
sibly can and he is suggesting that 
they invest overseas and he is taking 
large parts of their portfolio for the 
next year and putting them in Europe 
and Asia and everyplace else in the 
world. 

That ought to tell the American peo
ple something. 

I just say to my colleagues, when we 
go back to our districts we ought to 
tell them to contact their Congressman 
and Senator and urge them, convince 
them as much as possible not to sup
port this devastating economic pack
age that we are talking about tonight, 
and if they do they ought to be re
moved from office next year so we can 
do something about resuscitating and 
getting the economy heading in the 
right direction. 

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

NAFTA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

LAROCCO). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. BONIOR] is recognized for 60 
minutes. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, my friend, 
the gentleman from Indiana, has re
minded me that I am supposed to talk 
about NAFTA. NAFTA is indeed the 
issue I will focus on this evening.· 

Mr. Speaker, I am here this evening, 
gathered with my friend, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. BROWN] and my 
friend, but on the opposite side of this 
issue, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DREIER] to talk about the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement and 
the impact it will have on jobs and 
manufacturing in this country. 

I am here with the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. BROWN] and others to let the 
American people know that the impact 
of the NAFTA Agreement, the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement, will 
be devastating on the economy of this 
country. 

American workers are the best in the 
world and they can compete and they 
can win in the new global marketplace 
if they are given a chance, if the play
ing field is fair and level; but NAFTA 
threatens to take away that chance, 
threatens to put us at a tremendous 
disadvantage. 

Why? Because primarily there is a 
systematic policy in Mexico to keep 
wages low. The minimum wage is just 
58 cents an hour. Even in the highest 
·paying jobs, Mexican workers earn less 
in a day than American workers earn 
in an hour. -

Because productivity is rising rapidly 
in Mexico, and why should it not be? 
The multinationals are pouring their 

investment dollars into Mexico, chas
ing after these very low wages, build
ing the newest plants with the best 
equipment there, while our plants in 
our Industrial Belt and other places 
around the country are left to rust. 

No, American workers will not be 
given a chance if NAFTA is ratified. 

The people in my district know the 
story well. Workers at the Chesterfield 
Trim Plant, it is a Ford plant in my 
district which I have visited on occa
sion, they build seats and other inte
rior auto parts, these sections of the 
plant have been idled for numerous 
shifts in recent years while Ford is 
turning out a similar product compo
nent in Mexico. 

You go up the road a little west in 
my district and you come across the 
TRW plant in Washington Township. 
Less than 100 workers are still making 
seatbelts there. It used to be a huge op
eration. You guessed it. TRW is now 
making most of those seatbelts in Mex
ico instead. 

I could go on and on, and I know the 
gentlewoman from Toledo, OH, who we 
will hear from in a little while can talk 
about the specifics with respect to 
plant shutdowns all across the country. 

It is not just jobs. It is the vitality of 
whole communities that is at stake. 
Anybody who has seen the devastation 
that results when plants shut down in 
places like Youngstown, OH, or 
McKeesport, PA, or Flint, or Marion, 
OH, or anyplace in the Industrial Belt 
of this country, the places that made 
the great middle class in this country, 
that made America great and an indus
trial power, knows the pain, knows 
what I am talking about if this agree
ment goes through, and we will hear 
some of those stories tonight. 

What we hear will leave us no choice 
but to reject NAFTA. I am going to 
talk about this for a second, and then 
I will be happy to yield to my col
leagues who are here. 

Prof. Harley Shaiken reports on 
Mexican productivity, Professor 
Shaiken is with the Center for United 
States-Mexican Studies at the Univer
sity of California in San Diego. He did 
a study that backs up with facts what 
most Americans and most American 
workers have known all along, that the 
ratification of NAFTA poses a very 
real and a very immediate threat to 
American jobs, good jobs, American 
manufacturing jobs, the kind of jobs 
that you raise families with, that you 
buy homes with, that you put a little 
aside so you can send your kids to col
lege. 

Now, this research documents three 
main points. 

No. 1, Mexico's newest manufactur
ing facilities, the newest ones they are 
building down there, are every bit as 
sophisticated as plants here at home. 

The second point. Mexico's wages are 
only a fraction of the wages here in the 
United States, a very small fraction. 

No. 3 wages make a big difference, 
even in high-technology manufactur
ing. 

Add these three points together and 
you get one conclusion. NAFTA will 
gobble up American jobs faster than 
the dinosaurs in "Jurassic Park" will 
gobble up people. 

Now, Mexico's newest manufacturing 
facilities are very sophisticated. Newer 
Mexican manufacturing facilities are 
every bit as sophisticated as the 
plants, as I have said, right here at 
home. 

In fact, because of the way the cur
rent investment dollars are pouring 
into Mexico, the true state of the art 
technology is more likely to be found 
in Mexico than here in the United 
States. 

You take the Ford Motor Co., for in
stance. They have a $500 million assem
bly and stamping plant at Hermosillo, 
Mexico; or Matrix- Aeronautica, a $250 
million aircraft and maintenance re
pair facility in Tijuana, or the General 
Motors plant in Mexico which won the 
J.D. Powers Bronze Award for quality 
last year. Production out of that plant 
consistently gets among the highest 
quality ratings of any G.M. plant in 
North America. 

Last year, high-technology plants in 
Mexico exported almost 1.3 million 
automotive engines, making Mexico 
the world's largest exporter of engines. 
Anyone who knows anything about en
gine production knows it is one of the 
most sophisticated manufacturing op
erations of any industry. 
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The goods that are now being begin

ning to be produced in Mexico are of 
the same high technology products 
that we should be making right here at 
home. Keeping that in mind, and keep
ing in mind the fact that Mexicans' 
minimum wage is just 58 cents an hour, 
58 cents an hour--

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

Mr. BONIOR. Just a second, and then 
I will be happy to yield, and we can 
talk about each one--

Mr. DREIER. I just wanted to get 
into some sort of exchange here. 

Mr. BONIOR. And I actually look for
ward to that, but I am going to finish 
my statement. 

Mr. DREIER. Absolutely. 
Mr. BONIOR. I appreciate my col

league coming and engaging in this de
bate. 

Fifty-eight cents an hour in the high
est paid manufacturing facilities with 
total compensation costs, including 
benefits; they average just a paltry 
$1.68 an hour in Mexico in 1992. Amer
ican workers earn more in an hour 
than Mexican workers in a day, and 
wages have remained low in spite of 
rising productivity. In fact, Mexican 
wages have actually declined during 
this recent period of rapidly decreasing 
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productivity. Manufacturing wages in 
Mexico in 1992 were roughly 25 percent 
lower than they were in 1979. 

So, Mr. Speaker, if productivity is so 
high in Mexico, and wages are so low, 
and the Government rolls out the red 
carpet called NAFTA, the big multi
nationals would be crazy not to use 
that red carpet to close.up shop here 
and move south of the border, and 
every person with common sense in my 
congressional district, and believe me, 
this is the No. 1 issue that is raised. 

When I went back during this recent 
recess I did not get very many com
ments about the budget reconciliation 
bill. People cared about health care, 
and they cared about this so-called 
Mexican Free-Trade Agreement, and 
they know instinctively in their hearts 
that jobs are going to flow south. In 
fact, a report that was issued by the 
last administration and kept under 
covers indicated that we could lose up 
to 40 percent of our jobs in auto, in tex
tiles, and steel in this country. 

Now wages do matter in manufactur
ing. Faced with the evidence of Mexi
co's high technology facilities and 
faced with the evidence of Mexico's ex
tremely low wages there are those who 
would still try to defend NAFTA by 
saying wages do not matter too much 
one way or another, and especially not 
in highly automated high tech plants 
where wages are only a small part of 
costs. Well, that is wrong because here 
are the numbers: 

At roughly 20 labor hours for final as
sembly total compensation costs of 
nearly $40 an hour in the United States 
and total compensation costs of less 
than $5 an hour in Mexico, assembly in 
Mexico knocks off about $700 off the 
cost of every car built there. You add 
that onto the phenomenal price we are 
paying for the sticker price of a car, for 
United States health care to cover the 
workers' health care and the retirees' 
health care, and you are down $2,000 to 
start with respect to the sale of a Unit
ed States auto versus our competitors. 

Now whoever said that $700 for a car 
does not matter has got this thing all 
figured out wrong. Over the course of a 
year that could amount to $136 million 
or more in savings by moving a plant 
from the United States to Mexico, and 
that is just for the final assembly. 
Think about the savings that could pile 
up by moving the whole operation to 
Mexico. 

I want to talk about runaway plants. 
The Resource Center, a nonprofit re
search center on border issues, has 
done research which indicates that at 

· least 96,000 people · in over 250 work 
sites in the United States saw their 
jobs shipped to Mexico in the last 
dozen years. Almost a hundred thou
sand people in over 250 work sites, and 
I know my colleague from Toledo, the 
gentlewoman from Ohio. [Ms. KAPTUR] 
who has been so vigilant on this issue 
has been trying to put together and 

document each of these sites in this 
country-a hundred thousand people 
almost, their jobs shipped to Mexico in 
the last dozen years. These are just the 
documented cases. Estimates actually 
range as high as 180,000 jobs lost di
rectly as a result of relocation to Mex
ico. The U.S. Department of Commerce 
statistics indicate that these direct 
losses caused indirect losses of another 
358,000 jobs in the firms and industry 
that service and supply the relocated 
firms, and, while many of these losses 
were in lower skilled positions, up to 
one-fourth were in high-skilled, high
wage jobs that we need to keep compet
ing in the global marketplace right 
here at home. 

In Michigan alone, Mr. Speaker, we 
have lost at least 2,200 jobs documented 
by plants relocating in Mexico, and 
even the Bush administration, in an 
unreleased report, estimated we could 
lose 40 percent of the jobs that I indi
cated in auto, steel, apparel, and tex
tile if NAFTA goes through. 

I want to deviate for just a second 
and then we will come back to this 
question of jobs and wages, but I think 
to understand it in its context one has 
to fully appreciate the political and ju
dicial system, the social economic sys
tem within Mexico. 

Mexico's government is dominated by 
a deeply entrenched one-party system. 
The ruling PRI Party has been in com
plete control of the Government since 
1929, over 60 years. This one-party sys
tem has created extensive corruption. 
Even the judicial system is controlled 
by the President, all-powerful Presi
dent. Justice is based on politics and 
bribes, often not law, and in a country 
where 50 percent of rural families and 
23 percent of urban families live under 
the poverty line and where over 17 mil
lion people live in what is considered 
extreme poverty, especially in the 
south, a system of justice based on 
one's ability to pay is an absolute trav
esty. 

Election fraud and political repres
sion: Election fraud is rampant now in 
Mexico and is well documented. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield on that point? 

Mr. BONIOR. I will, I will. I will 
come back to all of these, and I will be 
happy to yield to my colleague. 

In State elections last summer neu
tral election monitors recorded 44 
types of irregularities at 200 sites in 
the State of Michoacan alone. But the 
Mexican system is so heavily weighted 
in favor of the ruling PRI Party that 
outright fraud is not even necessary for 
PRI to retain control. 

In March President Salinas asked 30 
of Mexico's wealthiest businessmen to 
contribute $25 million each to PRI in 
preparations for the 1994 election cam
paign. This is part of a campaign fi
nance system that will allow the ruling 
party, PRI, to spend $800 million or 
more to retain the Presidency. 

Mr. DREIER. Can I just ask my col
league one question on that point? 

Mr. BONIOR. Yes. 
Mr. DREIER. What happened to 

those dollars that the President asked 
those business leaders to contribute to 
the PRI Party? 

As I recall from what I saw, those 
dollars were given back, and there was 
a limitation which the President then 
imposed, and so there was clear rec
ognition on the part of President Sali
nas that this was an incorrect. thing to 
do, and he, in fact, has ended the policy 
to which my friend has just referred. 

Mr. BONIOR. Well, I would suggest to 
my friend that President Salinas also 
had a dinner party recently. Maybe it 
was not so recently, but he asked, 
often these same people, about 21 fi
nancial groups who control about 25 
percent of the families in Mexico-they 
own about 60 percent of Mexico's gross 
domestic product-he had them all in, 
and he asked them each for a good load 
of money. I believe he raised some
where in the neighborhood of $25 to $35 
million. 

Mr. DREIER. That sounds like a 
Democratic campaign fund--

Mr. BONIOR. I wish it were. 
Much of that, quite frankly, was to 

hire lobbyists in this town to influence 
the outcome of this debate on issues 
which are critical to retaining jobs in 
this country. 

Mr. BROWN. of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to my friend 
from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, it 
is interesting from my friend from 
California, that he would defend Presi
dent Salinas with this kind of activity. 

Mr. DREIER. I was not defending 
President Salinas. I was simply re
sponding by saying that the contribu
tions to which my friend from Mount 
Clemens referred have, in fact, been re
turned. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. There is a pat
tern of President Salinas in Mexico. He 
solicits, or demands, or extorts $25 mil
lion each from 25 families. The Amer
ican media writes about it, so he backs 
off, and he accepts only $300,000 from 
each family. 

Then President Salinas also earlier 
this year set up a fund where they 
could raid American businesses, set up 
a fund, help capitalize a company in 
New York, a firm in New York, to raid 
American businesses that were paying 
$6 and $7 an hour saying, "Do you 
think you're paying too much? Move to 
Mexico. We'll cut your wages. We'll do 
it much more cheaply." That was 
brought to light by Majority Leader 
Gephardt. President Salinas backed off 
and said he was sorry. 

·There is a .whole pattern of President 
Salinas being embarrassed because he 
wants this treaty, wants this agree
ment, and he will continue to back off 
as long as the agreement is before Con
gress, and at the same time he will 
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spend the $20, or $30, or $40 or $50 ·mil
lion that these families have provided 
him, and the taxes on the poor in Mex
ico, to lobby this in Congress. Never in 
the history of world economics has one 
country spent tens, and tens, and tens 
of millions of dollars to lobby some
thing in another country, to lobby an
other country's elected representa
tives. 
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That means the deal stinks to begin 

with, let alone all the good arguments, 
the very, very good arguments that the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] 
is making about the economics of the 
issue, that we are losing jobs, that we 
are going to lose more jobs if this is 
agreed to. And it makes no sense for 
places in Maryland and Michigan and 
Ohio and in southern California to 
agree to this agreement. 

Mr. DREIER. If my friend would 
yield? 

Mr. BONIOR. I will in just a second. 
Let me respond, and then I will yield to 
my friend and then my friend from the 
State of Maryland. 

The basic problem is, as I see this 
treaty, is that the Mexican people, and 
God knows the American people do not 
want this, but the Mexican people do 
not want this. The worker, those who 
are concerned about changing the po
litical system, to reform that system, 
those who are concerned about human 
rights and reforming the judicial sys
tem, they do not want this treaty. 

And why do they not want this trea
ty? If is very simple. They feel, and I 
have talked to many of them and many 
of their leaders, they feel this treaty 
will institutionalize the PRI and the 
corruption which surrounds the PRI. It 
will institionalize low wages, it will in
stitutionalize the judicial system that 
is controlled by the PRI Presidency. It 
will institutionalize a labor system in 
the country of Mexico which is not free 
to do free bargaining and collective 
bargaining on behalf of the workers. It 
will institutionalize an environmental 
system that is devastating the air, the 
land, and the water of Mexico. That is 
why they want it to go down. 

The concept behind this is not bad. 
The concept of providing Mexican 
workers the opportunity to rise in 
their standard of living and then be 
able to purchase products in the United 
States and have a free flow of trade 
like we do with Canada is not a bad 
concept. 

I supported the American-Canadian 
Free-Trade Agreement because there 
was some sense of parity between both 
countries with respect to democracy, 
the judicial system, wages, all the 
things that we hold so valuable be
tween our countries in terms of a rela
tionship. 

Mr. DREIER. If my friend would 
yield on just one point on that, I thank 
my friend for yielding. I would like to 

respond to a number of the statements 
that have been made here. 

I am not going to stand here on the 
floor of the U.S. Congress and defend 
the political system of Mexico. But I 
will do this: it is very apparent that 
the things to which my friend from 
Mount Clemens has referred are clearly 
things of the past. 

Over the past several years we have 
seen the most incredible changes that 
have taken place in that 60-year his
tory of the Institutional Revolutionary 
Party, the PRI party in Mexico. 

Let me just point to them. In 1981, 
which was my first year as a Member 
of this institution, I was privileged 
when the Speaker appointed me to 
serve as a member of the United 
States-Mexico Interparliamentary Con
ference. I went to Mexico. Having been 
elected the year Ronald Reagan was on 
this platform of bringing about a great-

. er level of economic freedom and op
portunity. 

Well, President Jose Lopez Portio at 
our meeting said very proudly that he 
was preparing to nationalize the bank
ing system of Mexico. I think that all 
of my friends here, my friend from To
ledo and I used to serve on the Com
mittee on Banking, Finance, and Urban 
Affairs together, would acknowledge 
that nationalizing industries is obvi
ously not the wave of the future. 

Well, President Portio did that in 
1981. And during the 1980's we saw a 
horrendous debt crisis in Mexico. We 
saw a tremendous number of economic 
problems that followed. 

Now, the next administration, Presi
dent Miguel de la Madrid, towards the 
waning part of his 6-year term as Presi
dent, began moving towards privatiza
tion. And we have seen under President 
Carlos Salinas de Gortari the most un
precedented moves toward economic 
freedom and privatization. We have 
seen privatization of the banking in
dustry, the telephone industry, and a 
wide range of other industries in Mex
ico. 

Am I going to argue that it is a per
fect system? Am I going to argue that 
their political system is perfect? Abso
lutely not. But I will argue that it is 
greatly improved. 

So as this economic freedom has pro
ceeded, as we have found throughout 
history, what follows economic free
dom is political freedom. What follows 
political freedom is economic freedom. 

So what has happened? If we look at 
the specific elections which have taken 
place in the governorships and the 
mayor seats throughout Mexico, I rep
resent a border State, California. 
Ernesto Rufo is the Governor of Baja 
California, a State in the northern part 
of the country. He is not a member of 
the Institutional Revolutionary Party. 
He is a member of the National Action 
Party, the pawn party~ the opposition 
party. 

The governor of Sonora, Mexico, also 
in the north, and these are unprece-

dented. And we have seen dozens and 
dozens of mayors of the opposition 
party elected. 

Now, again, I am not going to argue 
that it is a perfect system. But the 
change which I know my colleagues 
would like to see in Mexico is taking 
place today. 

Mr. BONIOR. I would be happy to 
yield to my colleague from Ohio. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I know that our col
league from California is a world trav
eler and certainly lives closer to our 
border with Mexico than I do. I also 
have traveled there. And I wanted to 
ask the gentleman, knowing your con
cern for democracy around the world, if 
you feel that the current President of 
Mexico was freely elected and how do 
you verify that? · 

Mr. DREIER. Well, let me respond. I 
followed that campaign closely. The 
main opposition that came to Mr. Sali
nas came from the Cardinista Party 
and Mr. Cardinist, who was his oppo
nent. The National Action Party had a 
candidate, Mr. Clothier, who ran. There 
was a great deal of controversy that 
surrounded that election. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Do you believe he was 
freely elected? 

Mr. DREIER. I cannot be the judge to 
say whether he was or was not freely 
elected. And I am not here to argue 
that he was freely elected. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Would the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER] 
support a side agreement on the 
NAFTA agreement negotiated by us 
and Mexico that would set some stand
ards and some oversight and some 
monitoring of Mexican elections so 
that there were in fact provably with 
evidence free and honest elections in 
Mexico? Would you support a side 
agreement like that? 

Mr. DREIER. If my friend from 
Mount Clemens will yield to me, I 
would say that as we look at this issue 
of side agreements as they relate to the 
environment, labor displacement, 
those are being at this point discussed 
by our fantastic Trade Representative, 
my fellow Angelino, Mickey Kantor, 
who is working diligently to bring 
about fair and balanced side agree
ments. And I have been talking with 
him at length about that on several oc
casions and will be in the future. And if 
this is part of it, I think it is some
thing to look at. 

I will say though that as we consider 
embarking on a North American Free
Trade Agreement, for us to basically 
dictate the exact strictures of the free 
and fair elections to take place in Mex
ico I think would be clearly overstep
ping our bounds. 

Let me say this: there have been 
elections that have been held her in the 
United States, and frankly for this 
body, which very clearly come into 
question. And I recall a race in Indi
ana--

Mr. BONIOR. The gentleman is not 
asserting that the electoral process in 
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the United States or even in this insti
tution is comparable with what hap
pened in Mexico, is that your asser- · 
tion? 

Mr. DREIER. I am not saying that 
this system is identical to the one that 
exists in Mexico . Absolutely not. And I 
said that I am not a defender of the po
litical system as it exists in Mexico. 

But I will stand here and proudly 
talk about how it has proceeded. 

Now, this question of side agree
ments, I am not in a position to say 
right now whether I want to see a side 
agreement which is going to be created 
to specifically deal with the politics 
within Mexico. But I will say this: I 
have been very displeased with the 
elections that I have seen in the past. 
I cannot say whether President Salinas 
was elected in the freest and fairest 
election around. 

But I will say this: the fact that we 
have seen opposition party candidates 
for the first time in the 60-year history 
of the PRI party's control, and I will 
acknowledge that, of Mexico, take 
place in the past several years, is, I be
lieve, a very positive sign of an im
provement in political pluralism which 
is necessary. 

Mr. BONIOR. Let me respond to that, 
and then I will yield to my friends. Be
cause I want to talk about this socalled 
improvement in political pluralism or 
in democratic democracy vis-a-vis 
unions or in human rights. Because I 
think it has to be responded to. And I 
appreciate my colleague's comments 
with that, although I disagree with 
them. 

Let us take unions, for instance. If a 
union steps out of line in Mexico, the 
people who step out of line are pun
ished. And it just is not something that 
happened 20, 10, 5 years ago. In 1992 the 
case of Agapeto Gonzalez, who was a 
very independent person who wanted to 
raise the wage standards and the work
ing standards of his people, he was ar
rested on trumped-up charges of tax 
evasion, for trying to organize a strike 
in the Matamoros area. 
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The charges were eventually dropped, 

but Mr. Gonzales languished in jail for 
over 6 months, and the strike was bro
ken. That is typical. You try to be 
independent, you try to raise your 
voice for workers and into the slammer 
you go. 

Let me say something else about the 
history of human rights abuses, be
cause I think they need to be ad
dressed. 

The National Human Rights Commis
sion, which was reluctantly established 
in 1990 by President Salinas as the offi
cial human rights monitor, has studied 
323 cases of disappearance, 736 com
plaints of torture, 10,000 instances of il
legal arrest or detention. And because 
these numbers are official Government 
figures, you can be sure they only 

begin to scratch the surface. The list 
goes on, political imprisonment, abys
mal prison conditions, repression of the 
labor movement, censorship, unfair 
trials, murders and assassination. It is, 
frankly, a very corrupt social, political 
society. 

Mr. DREIER. I am hardly going to 
stand here and defend any of those hor
rendous acts. I join with my friend in 
decrying this kind of activity. But I 
would say that that was a very subjec
tive statement that was just made say
ing that President Salinas reluctantly 
established this human rights monitor
ing organization. 

Mr. BONIOR. He was pushed for years 
to do it. 

Mr. DREIER. The mere establish
ment of an organization which is going 
to be propounding these figures is a 
sign of acknowledgement and improve
ment. The question that I would ask of 
my friend, the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. BONIOR], the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. BROWN], anyone here, have 
we not seen, by virtue of the establish
ment of that human rights monitoring 
organization, have we not seen, by the 
seating of governors of the opposition 
party and mayors of the opposition 
party, an improvement in the level of 
political pluralism and political oppor
tunity that we had decades ago? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The world is 
watching President Salinas. The world 
is watching what he does with his econ
omy. The world is watching what he 
does with drug dealers. The world is 
watching what he does with the vio
lence that his Government directs 
against his people. 

Because the world is watching, he is 
a little better in the last few months 
than he has been. But I just find it so 
curious that someone who stands on 
this floor day after day after day and 
rails about too much government de
fends a country, defends a government 
where this kind of privatization you 
talk about has made the 30 families of 
Mexico that control 50 percent of the 
wealth even richer because so many of 
these public enterprises in Mexico, like 
the phone company, were sold off at 
bargain basement fire rate kind of 
prices so that his rich friends could get 
richer and richer and that you would 
defend things like Mexican elections 
and that you defend the 58 cents an 
hour minimum wage. 

Mr. DREIER. I think that is a bit of 
a stretch. I am not standing here as a 
representative from the Republic of 
Mexico. I am standing here as one say
ing there has been a great deal of im
provement in the past several years. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That is an inter
esting question. I find that so many 
people that support NAFTA, so many 
of America's largest corporations, so 
many people that are supporting 
NAFTA seem to be just defending the 
Mexican Government. They seem to be 
apologists for President Salinas, apolo-

gists for his actions, apologists for the 
58 cents minimum wage. 

Never in world history have two 
economies that are this far apart tried 
to negotiate a trade agreement. You 
simply cannot have free trade without 
free elections. If you were unwilling 
and would not agree to it on the floor 
a minute ago, if you are unwilling to 
say, yes, I want a side agreement that 
will guarantee free elections in Mexico, 
we cannot have free trade until we 
know that we can have free elections in 
Mexico, period. 

Mr. BONIOR. Free trade does not 
work when one of the parties has a so
ciety that is not free. 

I want to get back to this question of 
freedom and human rights, because it 
is a very basic part of the equation. 

I recently met with a woman named 
Marieclaire Acosta. She is the founder 
and the president of the Mexican Com
mission for the Defense and Promotion 
of Human Rights, a nongovernment 
group set up to monitor the Govern
ment's supposed human rights efforts. 

She is a very fine person, a fair per
son. 

She provided me with a report that 
details how the political and the judi
cial system in Mexico colludes to keep 
the most human rights abusers im
mune from punishment. 

It is a systematic policy to protect 
those who violate the basic tenets of 
the society. If you do not believe her, 
let me quote from a conservative Latin 
American politician and one of the 
great authors of the Americas, Mario 
Vargas Llosa of Peru. 

He said, and I quote, "The perfect 
dictatorship," this is a conservative 
Latin American political intellectual 
figure. 

Mr. DREIER. A presidential can
didate. 

Mr. BONIOR. "The perfect dictator
ship is Mexico, because it is a camou
flaged dictatorship. It may not seem to 
be a dictatorship but has all the char
acteristics of dictatorship, the perpet
uation not of one person but of an 
irremovable party, a party that allows 
sufficient space for criticism, provided 
such criticism serves to maintain the 
appearance of democracy, but which 
suppresses by all means, including the 
worst, whatever criticism may threat
en its perpetuation in power." 

Now, doing business in Mexico, and 
then I will yield to my friend from To
ledo, OH, because I think it is for our 
business community, who have em
braced this thing to a large extent in 
our country, to understand what they 
are getting into. 

In an article in the November 1992 
issue of World Trade magazine, it re
counts the story of Jack Andrews, an 
export businessman from Salt Lake 
City. 

In 1984, he found himself in a car and 
was chased on a dusty Mexican road. 
He had no idea why he was being 
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chased, so when he saw the passenger 
in the car chasing him was brandishing 
a machine gm;i, he did not stop . to find 
out. Andrews and his partner narrowly 
escaped and made their way to the U.S. 
border. 

At Customs, they reported the inci
dent. The local sheriff told Andrews 
the men chasing them were federales, 
Mexican federal police. Andrews finally 
figured out why they were after his 
briefcase, which contained photographs 
and original contracts that docu
mented his claims against the Mexican 
company that had backed out of a $4 
million deal. 

Four of the six defendants in the An
drews case settled out of court. The 
key player, the Mexican Coffee Insti
tute, was named in a 1991 default judg
ment in the United States District 
Court of California. But could Andrews 
collect? Of course not. 

Disgruntled traders like Andrews 
warned that American exports stand to 
lose their shirts because of widespread 
corruption and the lack of a reliable 
Mexican court system to address these 
commercial disputes. 

You can talk to businessmen who 
have been down there, and they will 
tell you that this is an inherent flaw 
within the Mexican system. He is not 
alone. Thousands of small and midsize 
exporters have written off billions of 
dollars in unrecovered claims against 
Mexican business entities over the past 
10 years. 

I yield to my friend from Ohio. 
Ms. KAPTUR. I thank the distin

guished leader from Mount Clemens, 
MI, for providing this opportunity this 
evening and to my colleague from Lo
rain, OH, SHERROD BROWN' a 'new Mem
ber who is truly an asset in this insti
tution, and the cochair of the delega
tion of woman, the gentlewoman from 
Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY], a group that 
we took to Mexico back in late April, 
and our colleague, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DREIER], who always 
makes a positive contribution to de
bate. 

We know that as we get into this in 
more depth we are going to carry you 
with us and your excellent knowledge 
to help improve an agreement that I 
think anyone on its face value would 
say is seriously flawed. 

Our end result will be, I believe, a 
continent where democracy will flour
ish rather than be thwarted. 

Mr. DREIER. That is what we want. 
Ms. KAPTUR. I wanted to mention 

that in addition to the loss of jobs, 
which is my major concern, I have 
many concerns about this proposed 
treaty. We now know there are over 
2,000 U.S. companies that have already 
located south of our border, largely be
cause of some of the incentives that 
were created when some of the tariffs 
were removed over the last few years. 
The acceleration since 1985 of that cor
porate dislocation from the United 

States directly from our districts, we 
can track it. It is just like taking spa
ghetti. You can put one of the spa
ghetti in your district. You can follow 
where it goes down into Mexico. 

We can watch the jobs in our commu
nities dry up, and we see those jobs 
open up in Mexico. 

I wanted to comment on the jobs. 
One of the other concerns that I have 
has to do with what this is going to 
cost us in terms of tax dollars spent. 
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This is an issue that we have not paid 

a lot of attention to, but we see the 
flooding out in Iowa, and we know we 
are going to be asked for several billion 
dollars here to try to correct that ter
rible situation and help the families of 
this country. 

This week the Congressional Budget 
Office released a study they have been 
working on for quite a while, and I 
would say to the taxpayers of the Unit
ed States, hold onto your wallets, be
cause this trade agreement with Mex
ico is going to such them dry, too. 

How much does the CBO, the Con
gressional Budget Office, say NAFTA 
will cost us? At least $40 billion to 
begin with. That sounds incredible, but 
in fact, it is a result of the fact that 
some of the current tariffs that try to 
equalize our marketplaces will be re
moved. That will cost us over $3 billion 
in tax revenue. We are going to have to 
somehow pay for the U.S. workers if 
this agreement passes, which I hope it 
does not, that are going to lose their 
jobs; add another $2 billion there. 

How about all of the improvements 
to the road systems, the sewer sys
tems, et cetera? Thirteen billion dol
lars to twenty billion dollars. Extra 
customs inspectors at the border to try 
to get some handle on this drug traf
ficking that is going on, and extra 
spending on agricultural programs be
cause of the farmers of our country 
that are going to be hurt by this agree
ment. 

The cost to our people in terms of 
lost jobs and added spending, for which 
revenue sources have not been dedi
cated, is truly troubling. It is not even 
talked at all about in this agreement, 
and we find ourselves in the incredible 
situation where workers in Toledo, in 
Mount Clemens, in Lorain, and I know 
in California, too, are going to lose 
their jobs but then be asked to pay the 
bill for the cost of this, for the invest
ment that is going on there. 

I think it is really an incredible situ
ation, and I am really happy to have 
the opportunity to reference it tonight. 

Mr. BONIOR. What is troubling about 
that, when we take it a step further, is 
that it is all going to be in the disguise 
or the guise, if you will, that, well, we 
will increase the living standard of the 
Mexican population, they will get a 
higher wage, and they will be able to 
purchase products here in the United 
States. 

The problem with that-and, of 
course, we will be able to employ peo
ple, because of their purchases here, 
that is how the theory goes. The prob
lem with that theory is that the Gov
ernment of Mexico has a systematic 
program to keep wages low. That is 
why wages since 1979 have gone down 25 
percent, number one, so it is going to 
be difficult for them, if not impossible, 
under this system to improve their sit
uation so they can purchase American 
products. 

Number two, let us assume that hap
pens, and I do not concede that one 
iota, but let us assume for the sake of 
argument that it happens. How long 
will it take for Mexico to be economi
cally viable to create a system where 
they are going to purchase consumer 
goods to create jobs? It will be a gen
eration. 

What do we do in the meantime with 
our workers? We are sacrificing them 
to a generation of hope that the Mexi
can economy and political and social 
system will change. That is crazy. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield on that? 

Mr. BONIOR. I will yield in a second, 
because I know my friend, the gentle
woman from Maryland, has a comment 
on that. 

The problem here is that the dispar
ity between Mexico wages and the 
United States, in terms of economics, 
is humongous, 13 or 12 to 1. The Euro
pean Community has been trying to 
put a free-trade agreement cooperation 
together there for 30 years. They spend 
billions of dollars trying to do it, and 
equalize these nations. 

There the disparity between the rich
est and the poorest is about 3 to 1. In 
2 years we are going to try to create 
this thing with Mexico, with this great 
disparity, overnight. It will hurt our 
workers. It will put us out of work. It 
will hurt this economy. It will throw 
this economy, if not . in to a deep reces
sion, into a depression. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend, the 
gentlewoman from Maryland. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I really 
want to pick up on that very important 
point that the gentleman from Michi
gan has made on the length of time 
that we are trying to level out the 
United States with Mexico, and what 
the European Community did. I think 
we need to emphasize that more and 
more. 

I think basically in the long term, 
most of us believe that there has to be 
some kind of agreement along for the 
Americas. The point is what kind of an 
agreement and over what period of 
time. 

The European Community, when 
they were bringing in Greece, Spain, 
and Portugal, which were three coun
tries which had just about half of the 
wages of the rest of the European Com
munity, their social standards were not 
that far apart, but they had a 15-year 
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agreement to bring those three coun
tries in. At the end of each year those 
three countries had to reach a certain 
goal, achieve a certain goal that had 
been set. When they achieved that 
goal, then they took the next step and 
the European Community helped them. 

It took 15 years for that, and here we 
are in 3 years saying that the United 
States and Mexico are going to be on 
the same playing field? You know what 
is going to happen, we are going to go 
down. They are not going to come up, 
there is no way that they can come up 
like that. 

That point and the loss of our sov
ereignty I think are two points that I 
think are lost throughout all of these 
talks, that we need free trade so they 
can buy more things. They have not 
bought more things. 

I would say to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DREIER], I have to say 
wherever you have the fact that the av
erage wage in Mexico is $2.35 an hour is 
wrong. It is nowhere near that. The 
gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] 
and I, when we were down there, we 
saw the pay scale, the weekly pay 
checks of workers from there. Let me 
tell the Members, it is 58 cents an hour, 
with a lot taken out from that 58 cents 
an hour. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I would be 
interested in the gentlewoman's com
ments, and the comments of the gen
tlewoman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR], 
about their trip. I know they have been 
there and they have witnessed what is 
happening in Mexico. I would be inter
ested in learning a little bit about 
their experience. 

Ms. KAPTUR. If the gentleman will 
yield, I thank the gentleman for ask
ing, and I think one of the most sur
prising features of our visit as we were 
going down through companies and 
through the countryside was that the 
people that will lose their jobs in our 
country are largely women, women in 
the work force in assembly jobs, in tex
tile jobs, in service industries. 

At least 70 percent of those that are 
expected to lose their jobs here in 
America will be women, and when we 
went down to Mexico, we made a spe
cific effort to meet with the women 
who are working in those companies, in 
companies like Zeni th, in companies 
that were manufacturing goods and 
automotive parts, in health equipment, 
to see that they were earning 50 cents 
to $1 an hour. We went, rather than 
just into the companies, which is where 
you were always taken, you know, be
cause they are brand new, we went to 
where they lived. We looked at their 
pay checks. We saw what their pay 
checks would buy. One woman particu
larly stands out in my mind. She took 
home $15.75 a week for 48 hours' work 
after 10 years working in that plant. 
She had to somehow figure out how to 
feed her family. 

Her statement to us was, "I work for 
hunger wages,'' which I had never 

heard before. It cost her $3 for a box of 
rice for a family of seven. I mean, that 
is hardly enough for one meal. We al
most do not believe it. We almost can
not believe that this could actually be 
happening to people. 

It is the most grotesque form of ex
ploitation I have seen on our con
tinent. I have not traveled to Honduras 
and Guatemala and some of the other 
countries, but what I saw down there 
was absolutely wrong. I was very ap
palled that our companies would help 
perpetuate a kind of economic system 
that would displace people, be they 
men or women, north of the border, out 
of work here with no hope for them, 
and then take advantage of those 
workers down south of our border 
whose government is in cahoots and in 
collusion with our large companies, 
and other foreign companies that are 
located down there, and not give those 
people a chance to better their way of 
life. 

Mr. BONIOR. The final tragic piece of 
that is when those products return 
here, or return to other Western de
mocracies, do you think they shaved 
the price dramatically? 

Mrs. BENTLEY. No. 
Mr. BONIOR. You bet your bottom 

dollar they do not shave the price that 
goes into the pockets of the multi
nationals, and that is why this treaty 
is a treaty of elite corporations. 

The workers in America, the work
ers, the vast majority of people in Mex
ico, do not want this thing. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The issue is not 
just what it does, but certainly what it 
does to Mexican workers. The gentle
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] and 
the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. 
BENTLEY] have illustrated so well what 
it does, and what it does to American 
workers is so well illustrated by the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BONIOR]. It is also what happens to 
small business in this country. 

First of all, larger businesses can af
ford the investment dollars to go to 
Mexico, exploit a Mexican laborer, ex
ploit Mexican labor, evade environ
mental laws that we have in this coun
try, exploit through getting around 
worker safety regulations, child labor 
laws, all that in Mexico. 

The big companies can afford to do 
that, and then beat American small 
businesses when they did have that ex
cessive advantage back in the United 
States. Small business also cannot af
ford to go to Mexico as suppliers. 

If American companies, if a Ford 
plant in Lorain, OH, and they make 
Thunderbirds in this plant in Lorain, 
and my daughters were lucky enough, 
with some of the Ford people, who took 
my daughters and me through the 
plant the other day, and they got to see 

cars built, and how exciting that was 
for them. 

If Ford would move more of its pro
duction to Mexico, and they have some, 
they make a few Thunderbirds in Mex
ico, American small-business suppliers, 
Ford suppliers in Lorain County, they 
cannot earn, or in Kent, in Cleveland, 
or Medina, they cannot follow them to 
Mexico. 
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And third, if a big plant leaves, think 

what it does to everything else in the 
community. 

Over the Fourth of July when all of 
us were home visiting with people, and 
having town meetings, and going to pa
rades and all of that, people all over 
the place would say keep up the good 
work, beat NAFTA, stop NAFTA, and 
as Mr. BONIOR said, that is the issue 
that people are talking about as much 
or more than almost any other issue. 

I went to a cement plant in Medina, 
OH, and this cement plants employs a 
couple of hundred people at good 
wages. And the cement plant, the 
workers and the management are 
scared to death of NAFTA, because 
they are not going to have much work 
if a big plant moves south, and other 
businesses close down, and their work 
is to do commercial development and 
industrial development. And if they 
close down, then what happens to the 
grocery stores in the neighborhood, 
what happens to the restaurants, what 
happens to all of us? And it is a tragedy 
for the Mexican workers, it is a trag
edy for American workers, it is a trag
edy for small business in America. It is 
an advantage to the corporate elite in 
Mexico, to those 30 families that con
trol half of Mexico's wealth, and only 
to the largest stockholders of the larg
est businesses in America, and it is a 
loser for everyone else, for all of the 
rest of us. 

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my friend from 
Ohio for his eloquent statement with 
respect to who benefits and who does 
not. 

I yield to my friend, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DREIER]. Then I 
will yield to my friend from Maryland. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend for yielding. 

I would first like to make the state
ment that as our leadership team be
gins discussing the prospect of Oxford
style debates during the special order 
period, I do not particularly want to 
hold this one up as the model example 
as I am surrounded by my friend from 
Baltimore on the Republican side of 
the aisle, and my new friend from Lo
raine, OH, my friend from Toledo, and 
my very dear friend and Rules Commit
tee colleague from Mt. Clemens, I hope 
as we proceed 'with the concept of Ox
ford-style debates, and I know this was 
not the intention of this evening, and I 
appreciate my friend allowing me to be 
here to comment on these things, that 
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we will allow for a more evenhanded 
exchange in the future. 

I do not have a prepared text. There 
were many things that were said that I 
would like to respond to, if I could just 
take a couple of minutes. 

Mr. BONIOR. A couple of minutes, 
and then I have to yield because I have 
others who want time. 

Mr. DREIER. May I inquire of the 
Speaker how much time is remaining? 

Mr. BONIOR. About 13 minutes. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair would advise the gentleman from 
Michigan that he has 14 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. BONIOR. I am a whip. That is 
what I am supposed to do, know the 
numbers. 

Mr. DREIER. Good counter. 
Let me just begin as I look around 

with the comments that were made by 
my friend from Toledo. I am the first 
to acknowledge that we have seen a 
tremendous flow of United States busi
nesses from the United States to Mex
ico, and it has concerned me. I will tell 
you that there are many businesses in 
my State that have moved out of the 
State to Arizona, to Nevada, and to 
Mexico. And I would argue that while 
we look at this question of the flow of 
businesses, NAFTA is what is going to 
allow us to respond to that flow of 
businesses. 

Why? The average tariff on United 
States goods going to Mexico today is 
10 percent. The average tariff on Mexi
can goods coming into the United 
States is only 4 percent. The tariff is 
2112 times greater for United States 
goods going to Mexico. So it seems to 
me that we need to acknowledge that 
the best way to respond to that flight 
of U.S. businesses is to work toward a 
zero barrier. 

Now my friend from Baltimore re
ferred to the negotiations that took 
place in the European Community. And 
she is absolutely right when she points 
to Spain, Portugal, and Greece as hav
ing a much lower wage rate. The phase
in period of 15 years is actually the 
goal of this agreement. There is going 
to be a 15-year phase-in period of 
NAFTA. 

Mr. BONIOR. But is there a dif
ference between that phase in the Eu
ropean phase-in and this phase-in? 
Does the gentlewoman from Maryland 
have a response? 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Yes, there is a big 
difference. 

Mr. DREIER. But, the goal, of course, 
we have is a 15-year phase-in. 

I would only like to point to the fact 
that President Clinton is strongly sup
porting the North American Free
Trade Agreement. I ·have stood here in 
the House, and one of our colleagues 
told me that I have defended President 
Clinton more on this House floor than 
a number of Democrats have. I do not 
know what effect that will have on my 
reelection next year. 

Mr. BONIOR. You will probably not 
have any opposition. 

Mr. DREIER. But President Clinton 
has realized that trying to diminish 
rather than establish barriers is clearly 
the wave of the future. 

My friend from Lorain tried to paint 
me as the defender of the political and 
economic system in Mexico. I think 
that it is very clear for the record that 
I am not standing here as a defender of 
that system. I am standing here as a 
defender of the improvement that we 
have seen in Mexico over the past sev
eral years. And I believe that that 
clearly is the wave of the future, be
cause as I was saying, economic free
dom will see political freedom follow. 
And it already has, because greater 
economic freedom has taken place. 

So I think that recognition of the 
need to diminish those barriers so we 
can enhance our opportunity to benefit 
from those 88 million consumers in 
Mexico is clearly the wave of the fu
ture. If we believe in markets, and I 
happen to be one who has a great deal 
of confidence in the free market proc
ess, we have to realize that things will 
balance out. 

There is a 15-year phase-in period 
that is proposed for implementation of 
the North American Free-Trade Agree
ment. And we are going to see that 
phase-in period improve the standard 
of living on both sides. 

I think John F. Kennedy was abso
lutely right when he argued that a ris
ing tide lifts all ships. There is no ben
efit to my State of California or the 
United States for us to have a poor 
southern neighbor. And immigration is 
a serious problem that we have. 

Mr. BONIOR. No question. And I have 
no problem, if I might say to my friend 
from California, with the phase-in. My 
question is do you provide the goodies 
before people have performed. They did 
not in Europe, and that is why they are 
close to getting a decent agreement 
over there between them. 

We are advocating that you do not 
have to make the effort, you do not 
have to prove that you have made some 
progress in human rights and economic 
justice and the other things that are 
important to define a free economic so
cial society. We say here is our gift to 
you right now, even though your wages 
are systematically kept low, even 
though your human rights record is in 
fact as recently as 1988 deplorable with 
respect to assassinations, disappear
ances and all the things we abhor, and 
we associate with many of the repres
sive nations just south of Mexico. 

Mr. DREIER. But the fact that we 
have that information clearly dem
onstrates the Government has provided 
that information. 

Mr. BONIOR. We had that informa
tion in El Salvador, we had it in Chile, 
and that does not necessarily mean 
that those countries have cleaned it 
up. They have begun to now because we 

have insisted that they do so before we 
help them economically. And we are 
suggesting that we follow a similar 
path with respect to the economic ac
tivity of Mexico. 

Clean up your act. Show us that 
labor unions can negotiate for the 
workers. Show us that the human 
rights abuses will not be tolerated to 
the level that they have been. Show us 
in fact that your environmental stand
ards will be enforced. 

Mr. DREIER. Every single one of 
those items that my friend has men
tioned have been improving, and clear
ly if you look at the 1988 Environ
mental Agreement----

Mr. BONIOR. I will grant you on the 
environmental front that there have 
been some improvements. 

Mr. DREIER. Closjng down the larg
est oil refinery in Mexico City was a 
tough thing for Salinas to do. 

Mr. BONIOR. With respect to auto 
emissions and the powerplant and 
other things, yes. But if you go where 
Ms. KAPTUR was and where Mrs. BENT
LEY went, and to the mequiladoros, and 
look at the filth, look at the area, look 
at the water, the hepatitis, the disease, 
and the miscarriages that are happen
ing to those people down there, and 
you cannot tell me that they have 
made any effort at all to deal with that 

. serious problem that not only affects 
the people in Mexico along that border, 
but the Americans as well. 

Mr. DREIER. They have made a 
great deal of effort to deal with that by 
implementing the 1988 environmental 
law, and quite frankly, we know full 
well that without newer industries 
coming into Mexico that it is virtually 
impossible for them to get the older, 
heavy industries to comply with those 
new laws. That is one of the reasons 
NAFTA is important. 

NAFTA, an increased standard of liv
ing in Mexico, is going to dramatically 
increase the demands for an improved 
environmental quality within the 
country. 

Mr. BONIOR. The gentleman men
tioned to me, and I will yield to my 
friend from Toledo, OH, in a second, 
about human rights, and you men
tioned a little earlier about how Sali
nas is tackling that problem and clean
ing it up. Let me just cite a few statis
tics. 

Mr. DREIER. I did not say he was 
tackling the problem and cleaning it 
up. What I said is that the mere estab
lishment in 1990 of that Government
sponsored human rights monitoring or
ganization demonstrates a level of con
cern on the part of the Salinas govern
ment, and demonstrates that they are 
trying to focus on the problem as they 
work to improve it. 

Mr. BONI OR. Let me cite some fig
ures so that you can see what has hap
pened since 1988 to 1990. Between that 
period up to 1992, 52 officials of the op
position party have been ·killed by the 
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federal police or hired thugs, according 
to a report in a prominent publication, 
CEO magazine, which is respected and 
looked upon favorably within the Latin 
community. 

0 2210 
Now, stop and think about that for a 

moment: 52 people murdered for noth
ing more than having a difficult point 
of view and for having the courage to 
stand up to it and try to change it. 

If we pass this treaty the way it is, 
we will be saying to those people who 
had that courage, to those labor lead
ers who have been thrown in jail be
cause of trying to get better wages and 
working conditions for the people, 
"You do not matter," these people who 
are courageous who have been on the 
front lines of changing that society do 
not want this agreement. 

Mr. DREIER. I totally disagree with 
that. 

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gentle
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR]. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I just wanted to say that I think 
Mexico's laws on the books are some of 
the best I have ever read; why, they 
take up volumes, whether it is election 
law, environmental law, even the 
Human Rights Commission itself, 
which is a governmental body, but the 
problem with Mexico is she never en
forces anything, and the reason that 
she is doing it now is because she 
wan ts this agreement in order to at
tract more of our companies down 
there so she can make export earnings 
to pay off her growing $106 billion debt 
that she owes to the largest world 
banks including some of ours on Wall 
Street. 

I do not think it is good public policy 
to say to Mexico, "Well, look, just take 
more, more, of our corporations from 
the United States down to Mexico, and 
that will help the Mexican companies 
clean up their act.'' I think what we 
ought to say is that first they ought to 
have a democratically functioning so
ciety, and then we ought to talk about 
free trade, because I do not think free 
trade comes first. 

First comes a free country and free 
elections, and I am really surprised at 
the gentleman. I know I am going to 
get him to agree with me on this: I 
really think that free elections should 
be a precondition to any type of free
trade agreement with that country. -

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gentle
woman from Maryland. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. I want to describe 
some of the environmental laws, the 
enforcement of the environment that 
you have been talking about. And let 
me add to what the gentlewoman from 
Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] said a little while 
ago. 

In the village where most of the Ze
nith workers live, the colonia, nine 
people live in one 10-by-10 room. There 

is no electric power in any of these 
huts, but there is an electric power line 
about 50 feet away from the colonia. 
They have a central outside toilet that 
the community uses that all drains 
down into the canal which ultimately 
goes on to the vegetables, and that is 
sent up here. There is a community 
kitchen that they all use , and when we 
were shaking hands with different peo
ple there, the Air Force doctor who ac
companied us would come up and whis
per in our ear to, "Make sure you do 
not touch your face until you wash 
your hands," to ensure that we would 
not get some kind of a disease. 

Now you are telling me that they are 
enforcing their environmental laws, 
and you are telling me that in 3 years 
we are going to be able to live at that 
same level. 

DAVID, you have had your time, and I 
am not going to give it up anymore. 

You have also said we are talking 
about the jobs in Mexico and what it is 
supposed to do. The U.S. Embassy 
down there told us that once this 
agreement goes into effect, there are 
going to be 10 million farmworkers and 
their families who are going to be put 
out of work down there. I still do not 
fully understand why, but that is what 
their estimate is, and we are going to 
have that additional immigration 
flooding up here. 

So there is an awful lot yet that has 
to be done. 

Let me tell you how they enforce and 
protect their intellectual-property 
laws. Jeffery Wilkerson, who hal>pens 
to be a constituent of mine and whose 
mother still lives in my district who 
has spent 29 years down in Mexico who 
had developed and had become a lead
ing authority on mesoamerica and he 
had developed this whole area, and this 
Salinas government has taken his work 
plan and has used it to set up a govern
ment project under the control of the 
sister of the Secretary of Commerce. 

Jeffery Wilkerson has lost out to
tally even though we have been pro
testing, the majority leader and I who 
have been working on this with the 
Mexican President's office, but he has 
lost all of his rights, 29 years of work 
down there, because one of the family 
wants this control. 

You are now telling me that there is 
justice? That there is protection, that 
the American businesses can go down 
there and be assured of getting fair 
treatment? 

Look at what is going to happen 
when there is any dispute with this 
international panel. ·All of the sov
ereignty of this country goes down the 
drain. 

And there is no appeal to the courts 
when this international panel makes 
its decision against American industry, 
American business down there. This is 
something people need to look at. 

And how many State laws and how 
many of our Federal laws are going to 
be wiped off the books with this? 

This is another discussion that needs 
to be done, I say to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR]. 

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my colleague. 
We will have an opportunity in the fu
ture to discuss this, this important 
subject that the gentlewoman from 
Maryland has raised, because I think it 
needs airing on the House floor. 

I have a short period of time left, and 
I yield to the gentlewoman from Ohio, 
and if I have time, I will get back to 
my friend from California. . 

Ms. KAPTUR. There is just one fact 
that I would like to bring out, and that 
is that in spite of the Government of 
Mexico setting up a Human Rights 
Commission that was governmentally 
mandated and pushed by countries like 
this one, it is very curious that there 
are over 200 private human rights 
groups in Mexico simply because the 
average citizens there that are re
pressed, investigated, followed, and our 
delegation of women was followed by 
the federal police, and it is very inter
esting "how free that country really 
is," where 200 human rights groups 
there have to stand up that are non
governmental. 

Our society has nothing like that, be
cause we have freedoms here. 

Mr. BONIOR. Let me just conclude 
by telling my colleagues that I thank 
them for sharing their time. It is late 
in the evening, and they decided to 
stay here because they care about the 
communities they represent and about 
the agreement, and I appreciate them, 
all of them, coming down here and 
speaking on this, and I would implore 
my colleagues and the people in the 
country that, if you feel passionately 
about your job and your community, 
write your Congressman or Congress
woman, write your Senator, and let 
them know that this treaty is a be
trayal of working avez:age good people 
in this country that want to provide 
for their families. 

I thank my colleagues for their at
tendance this evening. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAROCCO). The gentleman's time has 
expired. 

The Chair would remind Members not 
to address the television cameras but 
to address other Members in the Cham
ber. 

THE HOLLOWING OUT OF 
AMERICA'S ARMED FORCES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. TALENT] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the indulgence of the House. The 
hour is late. 

We had planned, a number of us had 
planned a special order tonight on the 
whole issue of America's defense budg
et, and specifically we were going to 
open up debate on the whole issue of 
the hollowing out of America's forces. 
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In fact, we have formed an ad hoc 

Hollow Forces Update Committee. The 
other Members on that committee with 
me are the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. KYL], the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WELDON], and the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. MCHUGH]. 
We intended to go into detail and into 
instances indicating that the Armed 
Forces or the United States have and 
are and will continue, unless we change 
course, to hollow out, and we are not 
going to do that, given the lateness of 
the hour tonight, but I did want to say 
what we intended to do in the future 
and to introduce the committee to the 
House tonight and to go over the rea
sons why we think it important to es
tablish it and to make these points to 
the House and to the people. 

A number of people, Mr. Speaker, 
probably are not aware of what the 
term "hollow forces" means. Well, I 
think the best way to illustrate it is to 
imagine a house which, from some dis
tance away, looks like it is perfectly 
adequate; all the windows, all the doors 
are there, the house is standing, and it 
looks like it can do what it is intended 
to do. But as you get close to it, and as 
things happen, storms happen, you re
alize that it is woefully inadequate. 
The paint is peeling, the shingles on 
the roof are starting to come out, the 
walls are rotting on the inside, and the 
people who live there do not know how 
to keep it up. They are not adequately 
trained. They do not know what they 
need to know in order to maintain a 
house of that kind. The house is 
hollowing out, if you will. It is really 
just a shell. 

That is what can happen to Ameri
ca's Armed Forces unless-and what 
will happen, unless we reverse the 
trends in today's budgeting. It has hap
pened in the 1970's by consensus, that 
after years of neglect of things like the 
operations and maintenance budget, 
after years of neglect of personnel, the 
quality of recruits, and the quality of 
people in the Armed Forces, and this is 
no criticism of the many fine men and 
women who stayed in the Armed 
Forces during those years, but the 
overall quality declined, the readiness 
of our forces declined, and it resulted 
in the greatest symbol of it, which was 
the crash in the desert of the heli
copters designed to rescue our hostages 
in Iran. 

It will happen again here unless we 
change course. Mr. Speaker, it will 
happen because we are not funding the 
defense budget, and according to the 
present intentions of the administra
tion, we are not going to fund the de
fense budget at levels necessary to 
maintain the readiness of our forces. 

0 2220 
Let me summarize briefly where we 

have been and where we are now. The 
United States has beeri engaged in a 
build-down, a reduction in defense 

budget, since fiscal year 1987. Since 
that period of time, spending on de
fense has been reduced in real terms by 
30 percent. Most of that was under 
President Bush. He and Secretary Che
ney had planned to reduce the defense 
budget by $50 billion over the next 5 
years to produce what they called a 
base force, which in their view was 
barely adequate to fight two contin
gencies like Desert Storm at the same 
time in the world. 

Last year, the then-chairman of the 
House Committee on Armed Services, 
now the Secretary of Defense, our dis
tinguished former colleague, Les Aspin, 
advocated what he called option C, 
which was a force structure of approxi
mately two-thirds to three-quarters, 
the base force under President Bush 
and Secretary Cheney, which he 
thought we could maintain with addi
tional cuts of approximately $50 billion 
over the next 5 years. 

Mr. Speaker, the plan proposed by 
the administration for the next 5 years 
will cut the defense budget two to 
three times what Les Aspin proposed in 
his option C last year. It is not going to 
be possible for us to maintain the 
Armed Forces at the level we need to 
with that kind of spending. 

This is a tale we are in the middle of 
now, a story we are in the middle of 
now, a story for which both parties 
bear responsibility. It has been a story, 
and I am afraid it will be a story of 
some neglect, I am afraid the military 
budget will become the whipping boy, 
if you will, of the deficit. Again, unless 
we change course, it is not going to get 
better. 

A lot of work has been done on this 
recently, Mr. Speaker, by Senator JOHN 
McCAIN in the other body, who asked 
the members of the Joint Chiefs to re
spond to a number of written ques
tions, all of them directed at trying to 
establish whether the force was 
hollowing out. 

They did respond. Sena tor MCCAIN 
put that in a report, which all Members 
should read. I will discuss very briefly 
some of the items in it tonight. There 
is a quote in it which I think is par
ticularly significant. It says, "It is not 
the politicians. or the accountants who 
pay for hollow forces; it is the men and 
women of the armed services who go 
overseas to engage in battle on behalf 
of the United States and do not re
turn." 

Some examples, and I am going to 
touch on several areas of particular 
concern where the forces are hollowing 
out as we speak, as we stand here. For 
example, the Marines report the readi
ness of the Reserves is declining be
cause of underfunding. And it is par
ticularly significant that the Reserves 
are declining in readiness and in q ual
i ty because, according to the total 
force concept that we have now, it is 
very important for people to under
stand, the United States is going to de-

cline, it is going to lower its Active 
Duty Force strength to the point where 
it is absolutely necessary that we will 
rely on the Reserves and beginning on 
day 1 of any particular struggle of any 
size whatsoever we are going to have to 
mobilize the Reserves. It is absolutely 
vital that the Reserves maintain high
quality training, high-quality equip
ment. 

Yet the marines are already report
ing a decline in their quality. Over de
ployment or too-long-extended deploy
ment at sea-again, this is the Marines 
reporting-it is going to be a problem 
in the Navy, which I will explain in a 
minute. You cannot keep people over
seas. You cannot keep them at posts 
away from their families too long, at 
least in peacetime, and expect to keep 
high-quality people in the armed serv
ices. They simply will not stay. 

Now, the Marines are already report
ing that that is a difficulty. That will 
happen in the Navy as we shrink the 
carrier base. The number of carriers is 
going to go down to at least 12, and re
ports from the bottom-up review out of 
Secretary Aspin's office is that it may 
go down to 10. You cannot maintain a 
carrier task force in the gulf, in the 
Mediterranean, in the Western Pacific, 
with that few carriers. You cannot 
maintain a continual presence abroad 
unless you keep people at sea for 
longer than 6 months. It is absolutely 
clear that if you do that, the high-qual
ity sailors will leave because they will 
not stay away from their families that 
long. 

Another constant problem through
out the armed services that is getting 
worse is the issue of turbulence, which, 
briefly defined, means people reas
signed without much notice, from one 
post to another. Reductions-in-force, 
even if they are not coerced, even if 
they are voluntary, people are strongly 
encouraged to take various kinds of 
separation packages. 

Sudden transfers, high rates of relo
cation, all of these lower morale. When 
somebody has to leave a city quickly, 
his or her spouse may have to find a 
new job. People get to feel the armed 
services do not care about them, that 
the Congress does not care about them, 
·and that lowers morale, and that low
ers readiness. 

Mr. Speaker, there are a number of 
other examples. I was sitting in a hear
ing of our distinguished colleague, the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. SKEL
TON], who chairs the Military Forces 
and Personnel Subcommittee, during 
which we considered the Navy's plan to 
decommission the Forrestal, which is 
the training carrier for Navy pilots. 
The Navy is doing that to save an addi
tional $100 million. 

These are cuts above and beyond 
what President Clinton had submitted 
earlier in the year. That carrier, if the 
Navy has its way-unless efforts to re
store that in the budget are successful, 
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and I certainly support them-that car
rier will be decommissioned, which 
means that training of pilots will have 
to be carried out by carrier task forces 
already on active duty. In other words, 
in between their active duty assign
ments, they are going to have to train 
pilots. That is going to reduce the 
quality of the training; it is going to 
reduce the quality of the readiness of 
the task forces already on active duty. 

Instance after instance of hollowing 
out of the forces is already available 
for the inspection of the Congress. It is 
our intention to bring that to the at
tention of the Congress and the people 
in the coming weeks and months. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, we know 
that we are cutting the defense budget, 
and there is a consensus that the de
fense budget is going to be cut further 
in the future. The question is how 
much we can cut it and still maintain 
the obligations of the United States. 

It is pretty clear that we have two al
ternatives at this point. If we continue 
plans and the budget is at the current 
plan, we have two alternatives. The 
first is to recognize that the United 
States is not going to spend enough 
money on the defense budget to main
tain itself as an international power. 
The United States is not going to con
tinue being involved in Somalia, in 
Macedonia, in places all around the 
world. 

Mr. Speaker, our involvement in the 
world has gotten greater as a conven
tional matter, not less, since the de
cline of the Soviet Union and the col
lapse of the Soviet Union. 

To quote the former CIA Director, 
Robert Gates, "History is not over; it 
has simply been frozen and now it is 
thawing out with a vengenance." That 
requires the application of our policy
makers on a bipartisan basis, who evi
dently believe that requires the appli
cation of American power to regional 
conflicts where our interests are 
threatened around the world. 

We can jettison that foreign policy 
and beome a hemispheric power and 
take care of struggles and disputes in 
the Caribbean, the Western Hemi
sphere, and we can maintain the power 
to do that. That is an honest and forth
right policy. It is not one with which I 
agree, but perhaps it can work, We 
might be able to effect alliances abroad 
that would allow us to protect our in
terests in places like the Mideast and 
in Korea and the Western Pacific with
out having the military capability to 
extend our influence there quickly. 
That is at least an honest policy, it has 
that virtue. That is not the alter
native, however, that we embraced in 
the 1970's, and it is not the alternative 
that we will embrace now. 

The second alternative is to pretend 
we have forces we do not have, commit 
to agreements that we cannot keep, 
maintain a shell that looks good that 
you can kid yourself and the pepole 

with, while actually not maintaining 
the necessary training and quality and 
readiness, so that people could do what 
you have committed them to do around 
the world. That will result in the ex
tension of American power abroad, in a 
world that is becoming less secure, not 
more secure, that needs more Amer
ican conventional forces and not less. 
That is going to result in the extension 
of our forces abroad under cir
cumstances where our people do not 
have the equipment, the training, do 
not have the readines to do what we ex
pect them to do. 

Remember, Mr. Speaker, it is not the 
politicians or the accountants or the 
budgetmakers who will pay the price of 
hollow forces, it is the men and women 
in the armed services who are going to 
engage in those kinds of commitments, 
who are going to go overseas and may 
not come back. 

D 2230 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
Mr. LEACH (at the request of Mr. 

MICHEL) for today, on account of offi
cial business. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT (at the request of Mr. 
MICHEL) for today, on account of offi
cial business. 

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. DOOLITTLE) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. ARMEY, for 60 minutes each day, 
on July 20 and 21. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE, for 60 minutes each 
day, on July 15, 20, 21, and 22. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG, for 60 minutes 
each day, on July 28 and 29 and 
August 3. 

Mr. HORN, for 60 minutes each day, 
on July 20 and 21. 

Mr. · KOLBE, for 60 minutes each day, 
today and on July 20, 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, 
28, and 29. 

Mr. DORNAN, for 5 minutes each day, 
today and on July 20, 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, 
28, 29, and 30. 

Mr. WALKER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BACHUS of Alabama, for 5 min

utes, on July 15. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART, for 60 minutes, on 

July 15. 
Mr. BEREUTER, for 5 minutes, on 

July 20. 
Mr. DREIER, for 60 minutes each day, 

on July 14, 16, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, 28, 
29, and 30, August 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6, Sep
tember 7, 8, 9, 10, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 20, 21, 
22, 23, 24, 27, 28, 29, and 30, October 1, 4, 
6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 
25, 26, 27, 28, and 29, November 1, 2, 3, 4, 
5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 22, 23, 

24, 25, 26, 29, and 30, and December 1, 2, 
3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 20, 21, 22, 
23, 24, 27, 28, 29, 30, and 31. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas) to 
revise and extend their remarks and in
clude extraneous material:) 

Mr. PICKLE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. STUPAK, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MCNULTY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD, for 60 minutes, on 

July 14 and 15. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. DOOLITTLE) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. HANSEN. 
Mr. CRANE in three instances. · 
Mr. PORTER. 
Mr. DORNAN in three instances. 
Mr. MACHTLEY. 
Mr. BLILEY. 
Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. 
Mr. GOODLING. 
Mr. MCINNIS. 
Mr. SOLOMON in two instances. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas) and 
to include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. HAMILTON in two instances. 
Mr. JACOBS. 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. 
Mr. ACKERMAN. 
Mr. REED. 
Mr. MARKEY. 
Mr. DEUTSCH. 
Mr. MAZZOLI. 
Mr. TRAFICANT in two instances. 
Ms. DELAURO. 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Mr. RAHALL. 
Mr. STUPAK. 
Mr. POSHARD. 
Mr. KLEIN in three instances. 
Mr. COSTELLO. 
Mr. RUSH in two instances. 
Ms. BYRNE. 
Mr. CARDIN. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. TALENT) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. MARTINEZ. 

SENATE BILL REFERRED 
A bill of the Senate of the following 

title was taken from the Speaker's 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 1197. An act to make miscellaneous and 
technical corrections to the Immigration 
and Nationality Act and related provisions 
of law; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION SIGNED 

Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and 
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found truly enrolled a bill and a joint 
resolution of the House of the following 
titles, which were thereupon signed by 
the Speaker. 

H.R. 588. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
20 South Main in Beaver, Utah, as the "Abe 
Murdock United States Post Office Build
ing. " 

H.J. Res. 213. Joint resolution designating 
July 2, 1993 and July 2, 1994, as " National 
Literacy Day." 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 10 o'clock and 30 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to
morrow, Thursday, July 15, 1993, at 
10 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1573. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting his re
quest for emergency fiscal year 1993 supple
mental appropriations, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 
1107 (H. Doc. No. 103-116); to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

1574. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting his cer
tification of his approval of all the rec
ommendations contained in the Commis
sion's report, pursuant to Public Law 101- 510, 
section 2903(e) (104 Stat. 1812) (H. Doc. No. 
103-115); to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices and ordered to be printed. 

1575. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of Defense, :Jransmitting a draft 
of proposed legislation to amend the Strate
gic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act 
to modernize the National Defense Stockpile 
Program, to allow for more efficient admin
istration, and to authorize disposals of 
stockpile materials; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

1576. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Housing Finance Board, transmitting their 
annual enforcement report, pursuant to 12 
U.S.C. 1833; to the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs. 

1577. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting notice of Final Dis
tribution of Funds, Selection Criteria, and 
Absolute Funding Priority for Fiscal Year 
1993-Centers for Independent Living, pursu
ant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(d)(l); to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

1578. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting Final Regulations
Projects for Initiating Recreational Pro
grams for Individuals with Disabilities, pur
suant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(d)(l); to the Commit
tee on Education and Labor. 

1579. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting notice of funding for
mula and allowable activities for fiscal year 
1993; and application procedures for fiscal 
year 1993, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(d)(l); to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

1580. A letter from the ·Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting 
notification of the Department of the Air 
Force's proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Ac-

ceptance [LOA] to Germany for defense arti
cles and services (Transmittal No. 93-24), 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

1581. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting 
notice concerning the Department of the 
Navy's proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Ac
ceptance [LOA] to Japan for defense articles 
and services (Transmittal No. 93-17), pursu
ant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

1582. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting 
notification concerning the Department of 
the Navy's proposed Letter(s) of Offer and 
Acceptance [LOA] to Japan for defense arti
cles and services (Transmittal No. 93-21), 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

1583. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting notification of a proposed li
cense for the export of major defense equip
ment and services sold commercially to Ger
many (Transmittal No. DTC-28-93), pursuant 
to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

1584. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Management and Budget, transmitting OMB 
estimate of the amount of change in outlays 
or receipts, as the case may be, in each fiscal 
year through fiscal year 1998 resulting from 
passage of H.R. 765 and H.R. 1876, pursuant to 
Public Law 101-508, section 13101(a) (104 Stat. 
1388-582); to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

1585. A letter from the Acting Chairman, 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, 
transmitting the Corporation's management 
report, pursuant to Public Law 101- 576, sec
tion 306(a) (104 Stat. 2854); to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 

1586. A letter from the Assistant Vice 
President, Western Farm Credit Bank, trans
mitting the 1992 annual report and audited 
financial statements of the 11th Farm Credit 
District Employees' Retirement Plan, pursu
ant to 31 U.S.C. 9503(a)(l)(B); to the Commit
tee on Government Operations. 

1587. A letter from the Secretary of Com
merce , transmitting a draft of proposed leg
islation to authorize appropriations for the 
Patent and Trademark Office in the Depart
ment of Commerce for fiscal year 1994, pursu
ant to 31 U.S.C. 1110; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

1588. A letter from the Executive Director, 
U.S. Olympic Committee, transmitting the 
annual audit and activities report for cal
endar year 1992, pursuant to 36 U.S.C. 382a(a); 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1589. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the Department's Affirmative 
Employment Accomplishment Report for fis
cal year 1992, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 3905(d)(2); 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

1590. A letter from the Secretary of De
fense, transmitting a follow-on report on the 
status of the process for resolution of com
mercial disputes with governmental entities 
in Saudi Arabia and the prognosis for such 
disputes which remain unresolved, pursuant 
to Public law 102-396, section 9140(c) (106 
Stat. 1939); jointly, to the Committees on 
Appropriations and Foreign Affairs. 

1591. A letter from the Comptroller of the 
Department of Defense, transmitting notifi
cation that up to $65 million is proposed to 
be obligated to assist the Republic of Belarus 
with various military related activities; 
jointly, to the Committee on Appropriations 
and Armed Services. 

1592. A letter from the Chairman, Railroad 
Retirement Board, transmitting a report on 
the actuarial status of the railroad retire
ment system, pursuant to 45 U.S.C. 321f-1; 
jointly, to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce and Ways and Means. 

1593. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of State for Legislative Affairs, transmitting 
a report on the transfer of property to the 
Republic of Panama under the_ Panama Canal 
Treaty of 1977 and related agreements, pur
suant to 22 U.S.C. 3784(b); jointly, to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs and Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

1594. A letter from the Secretary of En
ergy, transmitting a report entitled "Sum
mary of Expenditures of Rebates from the 
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Surcharge Es
crow Account for Calendar Year 1992"; joint
ly, to the Committee on Natural Resources 
and Energy and Commerce. 

1595. A letter from the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting the 1992 
report on the Consolidated Federal Programs 
under the Maternal and Child Health Serv
ices Block Grant, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 
706(a)(2); jointly, to the Committees on Ways 
and Means and Energy and Commerce. 

1596. A letter from the Acting Secretary of 
State, transmitting a draft of proposed legis
lation known as the "Act For Reform In 
Emerging New Democracies and Support and 
Help for Improved Partnership with Russia, 
Ukraine and Other New Independent States"; 
jointly, to the Committees on Foreign Af
fairs, Ways and Means, Armed Services, the 
Judiciary, Intelligence (Permanent Select), 
Post Office and Civil Service, and Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XXIII, reports 

of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BEILENSON: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 217. Resolution providing 
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 2010) to 
amend the National and Community Service 
Act of 1990 to establish a Corporation for Na
tional Service, enhance opportunities for na
tional service, and provide national service 
educational awards to persons participating 
in such service, and for other purposes (Rept. 
103-177). Referred to the House Calendar. 

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. BARLOW: 
H.R. 2631. A bill to provide direct, perma

nent disaster assistance for crop losses for 
the 1993 and subsequent crop years, without 
the proration of benefits; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

By Mr. HUGHES (for himself and Mr. 
MOORHEAD) (both by request): 

H.R. 2632. A bill to authorize appropria
tions for the Patent and Trademark Office in 
the Department of Commerce for fiscal year 
1994; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts (for 
himself, Mr. BLUTE, Mr. REED, and 
Mr. MACHTLEY): 

H.R. 2633. A bill to revise the boundaries of 
the Blackstone River Valley National Herit
age Corridor in Massachusetts and Rhode Is
land, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Natural Resources. 
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By Mr. SMITH of Michigan (for himself 

and Mr. BROWN of California): 
H.R. 2634. A bill to encourage the use of re

mote sensing to promote better agricultural 
management in the United States; jointly, to 
the Committees on Science , Space, and 
Technology and Agriculture. 

By Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming (for him
self, Mr. BOEHNER, and Mr. SCHIFF): 

H.R. 2635. A ·bill to amend title 31, United 
States Code, to provide increased contract
ing opportunities for private firms by en
couraging agencies of the Federal Govern
ment to enter into contracts for commercial 
activities performed for State and local gov
ernment, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 

By Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming (for him
self, Mr. ZIMMER, and Mr. SCHIFF): 

H.R. 2636. A bill to direct the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget to es
tablish commissions to review regulations 
issued by certain Federal departments and 
agencies; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

By Mr. VALENTINE: 
H.R. 2637. A bill to revise and extend until 

January 1, 1999, a suspension of duty on 
Cefixime; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mrs. MALONEY (for herself, Mr. 
RAVENEL, Mr. DELLUMS, and Mr. 
WALSH): 

H.R. 2638. A bill to designate certain public 
lands in the States of Idaho, Montana, Or
egon, Washington, and Wyoming as wilder
ness, wild and scenic rivers, national park 
and preserve study areas, wild land recovery 
areas, and biological connecting corridors, 
and for other purposes; jointly, to the Com
mittees on Natural Resources, Agriculture, 
and Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. MARKEY (by request): 
H.R. 2639. A bill to authorize appropria

tions for the promotion and development of 
the U.S. national telecommunications and 
information infrastructure, the construction 
and planning of public broadcasting facili
ties, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. McMILLAN (for himself, Mr. 
COBLE, Mr. TAYLOR of North Caro
lina, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. KOLBE, and 
Mr. VALENTINE): 

H.R. 2640. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services and the Attor
ney General to provide exemptions of certain 
provisions of antitrust law for activities of 
providers of heal th care services conducted 
under joint ventures, and for other purposes; 
jointly, to the Committees on Energy and 
Commerce and the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RAHALL: 
H.R. 2641. A bill to amend the Federal 

Aviation Act of 1958 to prohibit the issuance 
of a certificate of public convenience and ne
cessity to an applicant which is controlled 
by a person who has controlled one or more 
air carriers which have filed, in the aggre
gate, two or more petitions for bankruptcy; 
to the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. 

By Mr. BACCHUS of Florida: 
H.J. Res. 230. Joint resolution to designate 

the period commencing on February 14, 1994 
and ending on February 20, 1994, as "Children 
of Alcoholics Week"; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. TORRES (for himself, Mr. 
BECERRA, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BROWN of 
California, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. FILNER, 
Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas, Mr. GIB
BONS, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. HASTINGS, 
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Ms. MCKINNEY, 

Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. MATSUI, Mrs. 
MEEK, Mr. PASTOR, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. 
RANGEL, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. 
SAWYER, Ms. SCHENK, Mr. SERRANO, 
Mr. STOKES, Mr. TOWNS, and Ms. 
WOOLSEY): 

H. Con. Res. 121. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress in support 
of the creation of a North American Develop
ment Bank; to the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori
als were presented and referred as fol
lows: 

222. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
General Assembly of the State of Indiana, 
relative to economic development incen
tives; to the Committee on Government Op
erations. 

223. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
General Assembly of the State of Rhode Is
land, relative to the ratification of the 27th 
Amendment to the Constitution; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 18: Mr. HUTTO, Ms. BROWN of Florida, 
Mr. QUINN, Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. 
SHUSTER, and Mr. CRAPO. 

H.R. 93: Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. 
STUMP, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. BAKER 
of California, and Mr. BATEMAN. 

H.R. 97: Ms. NORTON and Mr. DELLUMS. 
H.R. 123: Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas and Mr. 

EVERETT. 
H.R. 124: Mr. RANGEL. 
H.R. 125: Mr. KLINK, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, 

Ms. MCKINNEY, Mrs. UNSOELD, and Mr. 
SERRANO. 

H.R. 127: Ms. FURSE. 
H.R. 133: Mr. DOOLI'ITLE and Mr. MURTHA. 
H.R. 207: Mr. MEEHAN. 
H.R. 214: Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey, Mr. 

EVERE'IT, Mr. DOOLITTLE, and Mr. MEEHAN. 
H.R. 285: Mr. CONDIT and Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 302: Mr. JACOBS. 
H.R. 326: Mr. ANDREWS of Maine, Mr. 

THOMPSON, Mr. MONTGOMERY, and Mr. APPLE
GATE. 

H.R. 369: Mr. THOMAS of California. 
H.R. 429: Mr. HUTCHINSON. 
H.R. 465: Mr. DOOLI'ITLE, 
H.R. 502: Mr. PACKARD and Mr. MEEHAN. 
H.R. 513: Mr. ROEMER, Mr. ROGERS, and Mr. 

BACHUS of Alabama. 
H.R. 520: Mr. WA'IT, Mr. FISH, Mr. PASTOR, 

Mr. SERRANO, and Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. 
H.R. 522: Mr. WYNN. 
H.R. 535: Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. PORTER, and Mr. 

LEVIN. 
H.R. 549: Mr. MEEHAN. 
H.R. 551: Mrs. BENTLEY and Ms. DANNER. 
H.R. 553: Mr. WYNN. 
H.R. 649: Mr. FLAKE and Mr. MARTINEZ. 
H.R. 656: Mr. WASHINGTON, Mr. OWENS, and 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. 
H.R. 657: Mr. DOOLI'ITLE. 
H.R. 668: Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. Doo

LI'ITLE, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. BARTLE'IT of 
Maryland, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. BAKER of 
Louisiana, and Mr. INHOFE. 

H.R. 684: Mr. McDERMO'IT. 
H.R. 688: Mr. MCHUGR and Mr. DELAY. 
H.R. 723: Mr. CANADY and Mr. EVERE'IT. 
H.R. 767: Mr. ROSE and Mr. DARDEN. 

H.R. 786: Mr. LANCASTER. 
H.R. 790: Ms. PELOSI, Mr. INSLEE, and Ms. 

DANNER. 
H.R. 821: Mr. RAMSTAD and Mr. SARPALIUS. 
H.R. 830: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland and 

Ms. THURMAN. 
H.R. 881: Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida, Mr. VIS

CLOSKY, and Mr. MCDERMOTT. 
H.R. 897: Mr. OBERSTAR and Ms. PELOSI. 
H.R. 921: Ms. NORTON, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. 

FURSE, Mr. EDWARDS of California, Ms. EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. JEFFERSON, 
Ms. VELAZQUEZ, and Ms. BROWN of Florida. 

H.R. 959: Mr. NADLER. . 
H.R. 961: Mr. MEEHAN. 
H.R. 985: Mr. MILLER of Florida. 
H.R. 1000: Mr. PETRI. 
H.R. 1067: Mr. MILLER of Florida. 
H.R. 1086: Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota 

and Mr. FIELDS of Texas. 
H.R. 1087: Ms. DANNER, Mr. SKELTON, and 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. 
H.R. 1122: Mr. MEEHAN. 
H.R. 1133: Mr. MINETA. 
H.R. 1146: Ms. SHEPHERD, Mrs. MEYERS of 

Kansas, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. NADLER, Miss 
COLLINS of Michigan, and Mr. MEEHAN. 

H.R. 1169: Mr. MEEHAN. 
H.R. 1188: Ms. NORTON and Mr. MARKEY. 
H.R. 1230: Mr. MCDERMOTT. 
H.R. 1251: Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. 
H.R. 1296: Mr. INSLEE, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 

JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. PRICE of North Caro
lina, Mr. WYNN, Mr. RICHARDSON, and Mr. 
MENENDEZ. 

H.R. 1322: Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. TAUZIN, Mrs. 
LLOYD, Mr. CARR, Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin, 
and Mr. JACOBS. 

H.R. 1355: Mr. HUNTER, Mr. STUMP, Ms. 
MOLINARI, and Mr. PACKARD. 

H.R. 1412: Mr. BROWN of California. 
H.R. 1459: Mr. Goss and Mr. MILLER of 

Florida. 
H.R. 1482: Mr. MEEHAN. 
H.R. 1552: Mr. CAMP and Mr. MEEHAN. 
H.R. 1583: Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. 

GALLO, and Mr. SHAW. 
H.R. 1604: Mr. MEEHAN. 
H.R. 1605: Mr. MEEHAN. 
H.R. 1608: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. ANDREWS of 

New Jersey, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. BLACKWELL, 
Mr. BLILEY, Mr. BLUTE, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. DE 
LA GARZA, Mr. EVERE'IT, Ms. FURSE, Mr. 
HA YES, Mr. HOAGLAND, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. KYL, 
Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. OWENS, and Mr. SMITH 
of New Jersey. 

H.R. 1621: Ms. FURSE. 
H.R. 1667: Mr. JACOBS and Mr. CAMP. 
H.R. 1670: Mr. STUMP and Mr. SPENCE. 
H.R. 1671: Mr. MENENDEZ. 
H.R. 1673: Mr. MEEHAN. 
H.R. 1677: Mr. DEUTSCH. 
H.R. 1697: Mr. ENGEL, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. 

KYL, Mr. SPRA'IT, Mr. FRANK of Massachu
setts, and Mr. THORNTON. 

H.R. 1707: Mr. BILBRAY. 
H.R. 1833: Mr. BLACKWELL. 
H.R. 1834: Mr. BLACKWELL. 
H.R. 1867: Mr. MCDERMO'IT, Mr. BROWN of 

California, and Ms. THURMAN. 
H.R. 1917: Ms. KAPTUR. 
H.R. 1986: Mr. SHAW. 
H.R. 1999: Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. 

HANCOCK, Mr. PETERSON of Florida, Mr. BILI
RAKIS, Mr. DEAL, Mr. LINDER, Mr. HASTERT, 
Mr. BISHOP, and Ms. SHEPHERD. 

H.R. 2019: Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 2021: Mr. STARK, Mr. FISH, and Mr. 

STUPAK. 
H.R. 2026: Mrs. UNSOELD. 
H.R. 2050: Mr. WYDEN. 
H.R. 2095: Mr. BARLOW. 
H.R. 2132: Mr. LIPINSKI. 
H.R. 2140: Mr. KREIDLER, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 

DEUTSCH, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mr. DURBIN. 
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H.R. 2211: Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 

CONDIT, Mr. FAZIO, and Mr. LEHMAN. 
H .R. 2271: Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. WOLF, 

Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, 
Mr. FISH, and Mr. PAXON. 

H.R. 2319: Mr. BARCIA of Michigan, Mr. 
COPPERSMITH,. Mr. cox, Mr. CUNNINGHAM , Mr. 
DREIER, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. EVERETT, Mr. GUN
DERSON, Mr. HASTERT, and Mr. MILLER of 
California. 

H.R. 2327: Mr. SKEEN and Mr. ZELIFF . 
H .R . 2331 : Mr. EDWARDS of California. 
H.R. 2338: Mr. DELLUMS. 
H.R. 2367: Mr. DOOLITTLE. 
H.R. 2378: Mr. BOEHNER and Mr. WATT. 
H .R. 2396: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
H .R. 2417: Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. 

EMERSON, Mr. PETRI, Mr. SERRANO, and Ms. 
NORTON. 

H.R. 2443: Mr. NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. 
BACCHUS of Florida, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 
LAROCCO, Mr. ORTON, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. 
JOHNSTON of Florida, Mrs. MEEK, Ms. FOWL
ER, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. SHAW, and Ms. 
THURMAN. 

H.R. 2449: Mr. FROST. 
H.R. 2467: Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. 

KLECZKA, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. 
QUINN, and Ms . ROYBAL-ALLARD. 

H.R. 2481: Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. KREIDLER, 
Mr. RANGEL, and Mr. LIPINSKI. 

H.R. 2535: Mr. BACHUS of Alabama, Mr. 
HAMILTON, Mr. CANADY, and Mr. LINDER. 

H.R. 2602: Mr. SHAW. 
H.R. 2606: Mr. GREENWOOD. 
H .R . 2626: Mr. CONYERS, Mr. GUTIERREZ, 

Mrs. MEEK, and Mr. RANGEL. 
H .J . Res. 11: Mr. ANDREWS of Maine, Mr. 

BONIOR, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. 
FISH, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. KILDEE, 
Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. LANTOS, 
Mr. LEVY, Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. LIV
INGSTON, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MILLER of Califor
nia, Mr. MYERS of Indiana, Mr. NADLER, Mr. 
PAYNE of New Jersey, Mr. PETERSON of Min
nesota, Mr. PORTER, Mr. PRICE of North 
Carolina, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. 
ROGERS, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 
STOKES, and Ms. VELAZQUEZ. 

H.J. Res. 86: Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. PRICE of 
North Carolina, Mrs. UNSOELD, and Mr. 
SARPALIUS. 

H.J. Res. 111: Mr. SHARP, Mr. BALLENGER, 
Mr. CLYBURN, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. MURPHY, 
Mr. ROEMER, Ms. NORTON, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. 
PALLONE, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. 
TORRES, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. BROWDER, Mr. 
WAXMAN, Mr. SARPALIUS, Mr. KING, Mr. 
KLINK, Mr. BEILENSON, Ms. FOWLER, Mr. 
HUGHES, Mr. CAMP, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. FAZIO, 
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. DEFAZIO, and Mr. SKELTON. 

H .J. Res. 113: Mr. DELAY. 
H.J. Res. 139: Ms. MCKINNEY. 
H .J. Res. 175: Mr. SAXTON and Mr. KILDEE. 
H .J . Res. 184: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 

BUYER, Mr. COBLE, Ms. DANNER, Mr. DE LUGO, 
Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. HOYER, 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. LEWIS of Geor
gia, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. MINETA, Mr. OLVER, 
Mr. ORTON, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. SARPALIUS, and 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 

H.J. Res. 198: Mr. BONIOR and Mr. CARR. 
H.J. Res. 206: Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. KLEIN, Mr. 

FAZIO, Mr. CRAMER, Mrs. MEEK, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. 
DELLUMS, Ms. BYRNE, Mr. MCHALE, and Mr. 
MAZZO LI. 

H. Con. Res. 37: Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. BORSKI, . 
Ms. DELAURO, Mr, SERRANO, Ms. HARMAN, 
Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. MFUME, and Mr. 
MARTINEZ. 

H. Con. Res. 91: Mr. RAHALL, Mr. MONTGOM
ERY, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. KREIDLER, Mr. JACOBS, 

Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. OWENS, Mr. GENE GREEN 
of Texas, Mr. DEUTSCH, and Mr. FRANK of 
Massachusetts . 

. H. Con . Res. 100: Mr. FILNER and Mr. 
STARK. 

H. Con. Res. 103: Mr. SERRANO, Mr. DEL
LUMS , and Mr. BEILENSON. 

H. Con. Res. 104: Mr. BATEMAN. 
H. Con . Res . 118: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecti

cut. 
H. Con. Res. 120: Mr. ROTH, Mr. PACKARD , 

Mr. LEWIS of Florida, and Mr. SAM JOHNSON. 
H. Res. 11: Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. 
H. Res. 26: Mr. LEVY, Mr. MANZULLO, Ms. 

DANNER, and Mr. SHAW. 
H. Res. 165: Mr. CARDIN, Ms. BROWN of Flor

ida, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. NEAL of 
Massachusetts, Ms. NORTON, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. 
SCHIFF, Mr. UNDERWOOD, and Ms. WOOLSEY. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's 
desk and referred as follows: 

53. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
the Town Council of Pembroke, NC , relative 
to taxes on tobacco products; which was re
ferred to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

AMENDMENTS 

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

R .R. 2010 
By Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois: 

-Page 265, line 2, strike the close quotation 
marks and the semicolon. 
-Page 265, after line 2, insert the following : 

" (18) Programs that provide health, edu
cation, and welfare services that augment 
the activities of State and local agencies, to 
be carried out by State or local agencies in 
a fiscal year for which the aggregate amount 
of funds available to such agencies is not less 
than the annual average aggregate amount 
of funds available to such agencies for the 
period of 3 fiscal years preceding such fiscal 
year. " ; 

By Mr. PORTER: 
-Page 24, line 19, strike " and" at the end. 
-Page 24, line 21, strike the period and in-
sert " ; and" . 
-Page 24, after line 21, insert the following: 

" (6) encourage national service programs 
to adhere to risk management procedures, 
including the training of participants in ap
propriate risk management practices. 
-Page 30, after line 6, add the following: 

"(5) EFFECT OF STATE FAILURE TO LIMIT LI
ABILITY.-If, not later than 2 years after the 
effective date of this subtitle, a State fails to 
have in effect (and to certify in its applica
tion that the State has in effect) a limita
tion on liability that satisfies the require
ments of title V of the National Service 
Trust Act of 1993, the allotment for such 
State shall be reduced by 5 percent, and the 
Corporation shall allot the amount of the re
duction among the States that have in effect 
(and so certify) such limitation. 
-Page 30, after line 6, insert the following: 

"(5) EFFECT OF STATE FAILURE TO LIMIT 
PARTICIPANT LIABILITY.-If, not later than 2 
years after the effective date of this subtitle, 
a State fails to have in effect (and to certify 
in its application that the State has in ef
fect) a limitation on participant liability 
that satisfies the requirements of subsection 
(h), the allotment for such State shall be re
duced by 5 percent, and the Corporation shall 

allot the amount of the reduction among the 
States that have in effect (and so certify) 
such limitation. 
- Page 33, after line 15, insert the following: 

" (h) LIMITATION ON LIABILITY OF PARTICI
PANTS.-

"(l) LIABILITY PROTECTION FOR PARTICI
PANTS.-Except as provided in paragraphs (2) 
and (3) , any participant in a national service 
program carried out with assistance provided 
under this subtitle shall incur no personal fi
nancial liability for any tort claim alleging 
damage or injury from any act or omission 
of the participant on behalf of such program 
if-

"(A) such participant was acting in good 
faith and within the scope of such partici
pant 's official functions and duties in carry
ing out such program; and 

" (B) such damage or injury was not caused 
by willful and wanton misconduct by such 
participant. 

" (2) CONCERNING RESPONSIBILITY OF PAR
TICIPANTS WITH RESPECT TO PROGRAMS.
Nothing in this subsection shall be construed 
to affect any civil action brought by any pro
gram against any participant in such pro
gram. 

" (3) NO EFFECT ON LIABILITY OF PROGRAM.
Nothing in this subsection shall be construed 
to affect the liability of any program with 
respect to injury caused to any person. 

" (4) EXCEPTIONS TO PARTICIPANT LIABILITY 
PROTECTION.-A State may impose one or 
more of the following conditions on and ex
ceptions to the granting of liability protec
tion to any participant in a national service 
program carried out with assistance provided 
under this subtitle: 

" (C) The program shall adhere to risk man
agement procedures, including mandatory 
training of participants. 

" (D) The program shall be liable for the 
acts or omissions of its participants to the 
same extent as an employer is liable, under 
the laws of that State, for the acts or omis
sions of its employees. 

" (E) The protection from liability does not 
apply if the participant was operating a 
motor· vehicle or was operating a vessel , air
craft, or other vehicle for which a pilot's li
cense is required. 

" (F) The protection from liability does not 
apply in the case of a suit brought by an ap
propriate officer of a State or local govern
ment to enforce a Federal, State, or local 
law. 

" (G) The protection from liability shall 
apply only if the prograµl provides a finan
cially secure source of recovery for partici
pants who suffer injury as a result of actions 
taken by a participant on behalf of the pro
gram. A financially secure source of recovery 
may be an insurance policy within specified 
limits, comparable coverage from a risk 
pooling mechanism, equivalent assets, or al
ternative arrangements that satisfy the 
State that the program will be able to pay 
for losses up to a specified amount. Separate 
standards for different types of liability ex
posure may be specified. 
-At the end of the bill, add the following 
(and conform the table of contents of the bill 
accordingly): 
TITLE V-LIMITATION ON LIABILITY OF 

VOLUNTEERS 
SEC. 501. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds and de
clares that-

(1) within certain States, the willingness of 
volunteers to offer their services has been in
creasingly deterred by a perception that 
they thereby put personal assets at risk in 
the event of liability actions against the or
ganization they serve; 
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(2) as a result of this perception, many 

non-profit public and private organizations 
and governmental entities, including · vol
untary associations, social service agencies, 
educational institutions, local governments, 
foundations, and other civic programs, have 
been adversely affected through the with
drawal of volunteers from boards of directors 
and service in other capacities; 

(3) the contribution of these programs to 
their communities is thereby diminished, re
sulting in fewer and higher cost programs 
than would be obtainable if volunteers were 
participating; 

(4) the efforts of nonprofit organizations, 
local government, States, and the Federal 
Government to promote voluntarism, and 
community and national service, are ad
versely affected by the withdrawal of volun
teers from boards of directors and service in 
other capacities; and 

(5) because Federal funds are expended on 
useful and cost-effective social service pro
grams which depend heavily on volunteer 
participation, protection of voluntarism 
through clarification and limitation of the 
personal liability risks assumed by the vol
unteer in connection with such participation 
is an appropriate subject for Federal encour
agement of State reform. 

(b) PURPOSE.-The purposes of this title are 
to promote programs of community and· na
tional service, to promote the interests of so
cial service program beneficiaries and tax
payers, and to sustain the availability of 
programs and nonprofit organizations and 
governmental entities which depend on vol
unteer contributions, by encouraging reason
able reform of laws to provide protection 
from personal financial liability to volun
teers serving with non-profit organizations 
and governmental entities for actions under
taken in good faith on behalf of such organi
zations. 
SEC. 502. NO PREEMPTION OF STATE TORT LAW. 

Nothing in this title shall be construed to 
preempt the laws of any State governing tort 
liability actions. 
SEC. 503. LIMITATION ON LIABILITY FOR VOLUN

TEERS. 
(a) LIABILITY PROTECTION FOR VOLUN

TEERS.-For purposes of satisfying the re
quirement specified in section 129(a)(5) of the 
National and Community Service Act of 1990, 
and except as provided in subsections (b), (c), 
and (d), a State shall provide by law that any 
volunteer of a nonprofit organization or gov
ernmental entity shall incur no personal fi
nancial liability for any tort claim alleging 
damage or injury from any act or omission 
of the volunteer on behalf of the organiza
tion or entity if-

(1) such individual was acting in good faith 
and within the scope of such individual's of
ficial functions and duties with the organiza
tion or entity; and 

(2) such damage or injury was not caused 
by willful and wanton misconduct by such 
individual. 

(b) CONCERNING RESPONSIBILITY OF VOLUN
TEERS WITH RESPECT TO ORGANIZATIONS.
Nothing in this section shall be construed to 
affect any civil action brought by any non
profit organization .or any governmental en
tity against any volunteer of such organiza
tion or entity. 

(c) No EFFECT ON LIABILITY OF ORGANIZA
TION.-Nothing in this section shall be con
strued to affect the liability of any nonprofit 
organization or government entity with re
spect to injury caused to any person. 

(d) EXCEPTIONS TO VOLUNTEER LIABILITY 
PROTECTION.-A State may impose one or 
more of the following conditions on and ex-

ceptions to the granting of liability protec
tion to any volunteer of an organization or 
entity required by subsection (a): 

(1) The organization or entity must adhere 
to risk management procedures, including 
mandatory training of volunteers. 

(2) The organization or entity shall be lia
ble for the acts or omissions of its volunteers 
to the same extent as an employer is liable, 
under the laws of that State, for the acts or 
omissions of its employees. 

(3) The protection from liability does not 
apply if the volunteer was operating a motor 
vehicle or was operating a vessel, aircraft, or 
other vehicle for which a pilot's license is re
quired. 

(4) The protection from liability does not 
apply in the case of a suit brought by an ap
propriate officer of a State or local govern
ment to enforce a Federal, State, or local 
law. 

(5) The protection from liability shall 
apply only if the organization or entity pro
vides a financially secure source of recovery 
for individuals who suffer injury as a result 
of actions taken by a volunteer on behalf of 
the organization or entity. A financially se
cure source of. recovery may be an insurance 
policy within specified limits, comparable 
coverage from a risk pooling mechanism, 
equivalent assets, or alternative arrange
ments that satisfy the State that the entity 
will be able to pay for losses up to a specified 
amount. Separate standards for different 
types of liability exposure may be specified. 
SEC. 504. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title-
(1) the term " volunteer" means an individ

ual performing services for a nonprofit orga
nization or a governmental entity who does 
not receive compensation, or any other thing 
of value in lieu of compensation, for such 
services (other than reimbursement for ex
penses actually incurred or honoraria not to 
exceed $300 per year for government ser-vice), 
and such term includes a volunteer serving 
as a director, officer, trustee, or direct serv
ice volunteer; 

(2) the term " nonprofit organization" 
means any organization described in section 
501(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
and exempt from tax under section 501(a) of 
such Code; 

(3) the term "damage or injury" includes 
physical, nonphysical , economic, -and non
economic damage; and 

(4) the term "State" means each of the 
several States, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the North
ern Mariana Islands, any other territory or 
possession of the United States, or any polit
ical subdivision of any such State, territory 
or possession. 
-At the end of the bill, add the following 
(and conform the table of contents of the bill 
accordingly): 
TITLE V-LIMITATION ON LIABILITY OF 

VOLUNTEERS 
SEC. 501. LIMITATION ON LIABILITY FOR VOLUN· 

TEE RS. 
(a) LIABILITY PROTECTION FOR VOLUN

TEERS.-Except as provided in subsections 
(b) , (c), and (d), a volunteer of a nonprofit or
ganization or governmental entity shall 
incur no personal financial liability for any 
tort claim alleging damage or injury from 
any act or omission of the volunteer on be
half of the organization or entity if-

(1) such individual was acting in good faith 
and within the scope of such individual's of
ficial functions and duties with the organiza
tion or entity; and 

(2) such damage or injury was not caused 
by willful and wanton misconduct by such 
individual. 

(b) CONCERNING RESPONSIBILITY OF VOLUN
TEERS WITH RESPECT TO ORGANIZATIONS.
Nothing in this section shall be construed to 
affect any civil action brought by any non
profit organization or any governmental en
tity against any volunteer of such organiza
tion or entity. 

(c) No EFFECT ON LIABILITY OF ORGANIZA
TION.-Nothing in this section shall be con
strued to affect the liability of any nonprofit 
organization or governmental entity with re
spect to injury caused to any person. 

(d) EXCEPTIONS TO VOLUNTEER LIABILITY 
PROTECTION.-A State may impose one or 
more of the following conditions on and ex
ceptions to the granting by subsection (a) of 
liability protection to any volunteer of an 
organization or entity: 

(1) The organization or entity must adhere 
to risk management procedures, including 
mandatory training of volunteers. 

(2) The organization or entity shall be lia
ble for the acts or omissions of its volunteers 
to the same extent as an employer is liable, 
under the laws of that State, for the acts or 
omissions of its employees. 

(3) The protection from liability does not 
apply if the volunteer was operating a motor 
vehicle or was operating a vessel, aircraft, or 
other vehicle for which a pilot's license is re
quired. 

(4) The protection from liability does not 
apply in the case of a suit brought by an ap
propriate officer of a State or local govern
ment to enforce a Federal, State, or local 
law. 

(5) The protection from liability shall 
apply only if the organization or entity pro
vides a financially secure source of recovery 
for individuals who suffer injury as a result 
of actions taken by a volunteer on behalf of 
the organization or entity. A financially se
cure source of recovery may be an insurance 
policy within specified limits, comparable 
coverage from a risk pooling mechanism, 
equivalent assets, or alternative arrange
ments that satisfy the State that the entity 
will be able to pay for losses up to a specified 
amount. Separate standards for different 
types of liability exposure may be specified. 
SEC. 502. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title-,-
(1) the term " volunteer" means an individ

ual performing services for a nonprofit orga
nization or a governmental entity who does 
not receive compensation, or any other thing 
of value in lieu of compensation, for such 
services (other than reimbursement for ex
penses actually incurred or honoraria not to 
exceed $300 per year for government service), 
and such term includes a volunteer serving 
as a director, officer, trustee, or direct serv
ice volunteer and an individual who is a par
ticipant in a national service program for 
which assistance is provided under section 
121 of the National and Community Service 
Act of 1990; 

(2) the term "nonprofit organization" 
means any organization described in section 
501(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
and exempt from tax under sect.ion 501(a) of 
such Code; 

(3) the term " damage or injury" includes 
physical, nonphysical, economic, and non
economic damage; and 

(4) the term "State" means each of the 
several States, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the North
ern Mariana Islands, any other political sub
division of any such State, territory, or pos
session. 
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