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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the acting President pro 
tempore [Mr. MATHEWS]. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard 

C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow
ing prayer: 

Let us pray: 
Children, obey your parents in the Lord 

for this is right. Honour thy father and 
mother; which is the first commandment 
with promise; That it may be well with 
thee and thou mayest live long on the 
Earth. And, ye fathers, provoke not your 
children to wrath: but bring them up in 
the nurture and admonition of the 
Lord.-Ephesians 6:1-4 

God our Father, it is generally 
agreed that the home and the family 
are the key to social order, and that 
the dysfunctional family is the basic 
cause of family decline in America. We 
pray for our families-not only the 
families of Members of Congress, but 
those of all who labor on Capitol Hill . 
Forgive us for allowing so many things 
to preempt the time and interest we 
should give to our families. Forgive 
children who do not honor their par
ents. Forgive parents who frustrate 
their children. Help us to take 
parenting seriously and do all in our 
power to strengthen the relationship 
between husbands and wives. Inspire 
the leaders of our Nation to dem
onstrate leadership in their families 
and to be an example to the people. 

May this weekend be a time of heal
ing, strengthening, and renewal as 
needed. 

In the name of Him who was Love in
carnate. Amen. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period for the transaction 
of morning business with Senators per
mitted to speak therein for not to ex
ceed 5 minutes each. 

The first 80 minutes shall be under 
the control of the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. DASCHLE] or his designee. 

The Senator from South Dakota is 
recognized. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I 
would yield such time as he may 

(Legislative day of Wednesday, June 30, 1993) 

consume to the distinguished Senator 
from Nevada. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Nevada is rec
ognized. 

THE TRUTH ABOUT THE BUDGET 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, the current 

debate over the President's budget has 
become a fitting occasion to talk about 
Martin Luther, because Martin Luther 
once said, " Superstition, idolatry and 
hypocrisy have ample wages , but truth 
goes a begging.' ' 

I bring this to the Senate's attention, 
Mr. President, because the latest bar
rage from groups like Citizens for a 
Sound Economy seems to have ample 
wages, and that is an understatement, 
while the truth that they are emitting 
is lacking in its entirety. 

They have ample wages, but the 
truth about the budget package just 
passed by the Senate and the House, 
now in conference, goes a begging. 

You see, Mr. President, there is an ef
fort of misinformation, a program of 
misinformation, an attempt to spread 
falsehoods about the President's budg
et all over this country by groups like 
Citizens for a Sound Economy which 
portended to be nonpartisan, gr,q,ss
roots lobby groups out in the States 
protecting the average citizen. But, 
Mr. President, the truth must be 
known that the Citizens for a Sound 
Economy and other such groups are fi
nanced by special interest groups and 
most have been tied to the Republican 
National Committee. 

I would like to point out to the Sen
ate some of the things that the Citi
zens for a Sound Economy are up to 
today. 

Even before the vote took place, a 
barrage of press releases was issued. 
They could not keep the States 
straight though. In the State of Ne
vada, as an example, they issued a 
press release about Senator HARRY 
REID, the Senator from Louisiana. 
That has not stopped them, though. 
They got the State right and they con
tinue to run these ads in Nevada and 
other such places. 

They are running, the Citizens for a 
Sound Economy-listen to that name, 
Citizens for a Sound Economy-they 
are running full-page ads all over our 
Nation with misinformation about the 
President's budget package. They are 
attempting to organize protest rallies 
with Republican politicians denounc
ing the proposed tax increases in the 
budget plan. 

I would suggest to my friends across 
the aisle that if they want to criticize 
the President's budget package, let 
them do it on their own terms. They 
should not, I suggest, side with a group 
like Citizens for a Sound Economy, 
which some have done to this point. 

Citizens for a Sound Economy has 
sent out over 10,000 information pack
ets and attempted to organize phone 
banks, volunteer phone banks that 
they pay for, to arouse opposition to 
the plan. 

Now, Mr. President, the first ques
tion comes, this is a free country, so 
what? Well, the "so what" is that they 
are not telling the truth, and I have an 
obligation, as do other Members of this 
body, to attempt to give the truth to 
the American people. 

I was in my State last week, as were 
other Members of this body in their re
spective States, and I, Mr. President, 
was appalled at the amount of fiction 
that this group especially has spread 
about not only my vote on the budget 
reconciliation package, but on the 
package itself. 

Who is this so-called nonpartisan, 
grassroots group that calls itself Citi
zens for a Sound Economy? 

I would like to point out a few facts 
about this group. This group has as its 
top officials a family by the name of 
Koch. Koch family members are known 
for their ultra-and I stress ultra
rightwing conservatism. And I think 
even this statement gives conservatism 
a bad name, which it really does not 
deserve . They are extreme rightists. I 
am sorry I mentioned the word con
servative. 

These officers and directors include 
Ron Paul of Texas, a former Libertar
ian candidate for the Senate and for 
President; William Vandersteel, a 
former Libertarian Senate candidate 
from New Jersey. Other directors of 
this group are the Koch employees and 
lobbyists, including founder Richard 
Fink and former CSE president, which, 
remember, stands for Citizens for a 
Sound Economy, and current Citizens 
for Congressional Reform President 
Wayne Gable. Keep in mind both of 
these men are employees of Koch In
dustries and are registered lobbyists 
for that company. 

David Koch is an example of someone 
who ran for the office of President on 
the Libertarian ticket. He personally 
gave over $1 million to his own cam
paign in that election. I think the peo
ple who are looking at these ads that 
are false and malicious from Citizens 
for a Sound Economy should know 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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what David Koch stands for. I think it 
is fair to say that his platform was ex
tremist. 

Why do I say that? Because his plat
form included legalizing drugs, even for 
children; legalizing prostitution, even 
for children; ending all forms of public 
education by prohibiting government 
ownership, operation, and regulation, 
or subsidies for schools and colleges. 

This is only part of the Citizens for a 
Sound Economy program. Repealing all 
compulsory education laws for chil
dren; repealing child labor laws and 
minimum wage laws. Maybe that would 
help Koch Industries. They could get 
cheaper labor. 

Abolishing Social Security, Medi
care, and Medicaid. Let us try that one 
on as a part of the Citizens for a Sound 
Economy proposals. 

Repealing licensing requirements for 
doctors; repealing all banking regula
tion; repealing all taxation; abolishing 
the FBI; recognizing the right to politi
cal secession. We fought that war once. 
Legalizing discrimination in employ
ment, housing, and public accommoda
tion. Allowing members of the Armed 
Forces to quit their jobs at will. 
Privatizing all public roads and high
ways. Repealing all building codes and 
zoning laws. 

That, Mr. President, is the beginning 
of Citizens for a Sound Economy. 

David and Charles Koch own and op
erate Koch Industries, which a couple 
of years ago was rated by Forbes maga
zine as the second most wealthy pri
vately held company in the United 
States. They have money to throw 
around as indicated by what they have 
done in Nevada, full-page ads. Great 
bunch of citizens-legalizing child 
pros ti tu ti on. 

This company we are told by Forbes 
has holdings in such things as energy
the most wealthy privately owned oil 
company in America-real estate, man
ufacturing. They do not want the Fed
eral Government, they do not want the 
State government, they do not want 
the city government, they do not want 
the county government, they do not 
want government. 

Then we find that one of the mem
bers is James Miller. Who is James 
Miller? James Miller was the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budg
et during part of the Reagan adminis
tration. He is one of the wonders that 
got us into this mess in the first place, 
a debt of over $4 trillion, and now he is 
part of this Citizens for a Sound Econ
omy, who had a person by the name of 
David Koch who spread all of the infor
mation I have just talked about. 

I do not know what more could be 
done to show that I think those people 
in Nevada and other places that are lis
tening to CSE better take a second 
look at this group, because they are for 
anything but a sound economy. All 
they want is to be left alone so that 
they can make all the money in the 

world and not be at all asked by gov
ernment to contribute anything. 

Another group spending a tremen
dous amount of money in the State of 
Nevada, and I assume around the rest 
of the country, to blast the budget 
package is the American Energy Alli
ance. I never heard of this group until 
I saw their full-page ad running in 
newspapers in Nevada saying Nevadans 
should contact their congressional del
egation and vote against the Btu tax. 

Who is the American Energy Alli
ance? The Washington Times, a news
paper that in the times that I have 
looked at it I have never seen much of 
a leftwing bent to it, this Washington 
Times article says that the American 
Energy Alliance is a coalition of 1,400 
special interest groups, trade organiza
tions. They discovered there was a lot 
of coordination between the American 
Energy Alliance and the Republican 
National Committee. 

Mr. President, it is not my intention 
to slam the individual members of this 
organization, the American Energy Al
liance, but to point out to the Amer
ican people and the people in the State 
of Nevada what it is. It is a group of 
special interests who do not want to 
tax fuel based upon how much it pol
lutes. They would rather have the tax 
on gas. 

Personally, Mr. President, I think 
that the Btu tax was a fine idea even 
though some of my colleagues might 
disagree. If we have to have a tax, I 
think it should be based on how it can 
help clean the environment with less 
fossil fuel pollution. 

But separate and apart from that, I 
do not want to slam these special in
terest groups, other than to say that 
this group, the American Energy Alli
ance, is made up of special interest 
groups and everyone should understand 
that. These groups are not the angels 
of mercy that they pretend to be. 

Yesterday I got a call from my Las 
Vegas office. They were concerned be
cause senior citizens were calling say
ing that they had been informed that 
their Social Security was going to be 
taxed if they made over $22,000 a year, 
and their taxes were going to go up sig
nificantly as a result of the President's 
economic plan. This simply is not true. 

I have not been able to find who is 
doing this. But I am sure if we could 
sift through the sand, we would find a 
group similar to the American Energy 
Alliance and the Citizens for a Sound 
Economy because the information they 
are putting out is simply not true. 
They want to cloud the issues. They 
want to make this budget deficit reduc
tion package be one that attacks sen
iors. They want it to be one that does 
not in any way point out the fact that 
this deficit reduction is the largest def
icit reduction in the history of this 
country. It is the first honest response 
to the deficit that I have seen since I 
have come to Washington, going on 11 
years ago. 

The fact is that when people start 
picking senior citizens, trying to use 
them by spreading falsehoods that 
their checks are suddenly in jeopardy, 
that is wrong, it is immoral, and we 
should not allow that to happen. 

Those that oppose the President's 
deficit reduction package should be 
called to task to offer something in re
sponse. This was done during the de
bate. It took several days, bot~ in this 
body and the other body, saying if you 
do not like what has been presented, 
come up with something else. That 
rang very strong in my ears because 
when I came to Washington we had a 
Republican President. I did not agree 
with everything that President Reagan 
did. I agree with some things he did. 
And when I agreed, I voted with him. I 
was a key vote for President Reagan in 
a number of issues that he had before 
the other body and this body. 

We did not get a single Republican 
vote for the President's budget reduc
tion package. I think that is wrong be
cause but for Democrats, President 
Reagan's initiatives that he thought 
would help the country, which in hind
sight have not allowed him to see if his 
programs would work. 

We deserve as much. President Clin
ton deserves as much. But not a single 
Republican would support this new 
President. 

I think that is too bad. The worst 
part is not only have they not sup
ported President Clinton, Vice Presi
dent GORE, and I think the country, 
but they have not offered an alter
native. 

This is not HARRY REID, a Senator 
from Nevada talking. Let us go again 
to a newspaper that is deemed to be 
one not representing the interests of 
the Democrats Party for sure. That is 
the Wall Street Journal. The Wall 
Street Journal said yesterday among 
other things "In drafting alternatives 
to President Clinton's deficit reduction 
program, congressional Republicans 
left out not only taxes but something 
Americans have very much wanted 
lately, change." 

Americans want change. This budget 
deficit reduction plan that is now in 
conference does that. It changes the 
way we act here and will change things 
in this country. "It offers," the article 
continues, "no general tax cuts or spe
cial business incentives to kick start 
the sluggish economy immediately.'' 

Remember, we have a program that 
they defeated with a filibuster. 

It rejects the administration's new 
spending proposals to retool the econ
omy in the long run. It would cut the 
deficit but not as much as the $500 bil
lion that Mr. Clinton calls for. But it 
was just last November that voters 
loudly rejected a recipe quite similar 
to the one that the Republicans offer
as George Bush can readily attest. 

Why? The article goes on to say that 
it is because all of the cuts were un
specified. There were no honest cuts. 
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The budget reconciliation package that 
is now in conference has real deficit re
ductions. It calls for specific reduc
tions in various areas, covering every
thing in our economy. That is the way 
it should be. The Wall Street Journal 
noted that. That is what happened, 
quite frankly, with President Bush last 
year. He had a big program that was 
not specific, and people would not buy 
it. 

Going on: 
" People want to see change," says conserv

ative analyst William Kristo! , who learned 
the lesson himself in 1992 as Chief of Staff to 
Vice President Quayle. "The great risk of 
current GOP proposals," he added, " is you 
end up almost by definition supporting the 
status quo." 

The American public does not want 
the status quo. 

It goes on to say: 
"They are very big people when it comes to 

beating up on working women and minori
ties, " says Clinton strategist James Carvell , 
"but when it comes time to take on the defi
cit or millionaires, they shirk back. It 's cow
ardly .'' 

He is talking about the Republicans. 
I think fighting this guerrilla war, 

not willing to come forward and offer a 
proposal that the Democrats could vote 
up or down, and completely running 
from anything the new President of
fers, is cowardly. That was reflected in 
the Wall Street Journal. 

Even with no specific additional 
spending cuts, the Republicans came 
up $100 billion short in cuts to deficit 
spending, compared to the reconcili
ation package that passed this body. 
Citizens for a Sound Economy, Amer
ican Energy Alliance, the phony Senior 
Citizens Advocacy Group I mentioned
and I think my friends on the other 
side of the aisle-have one thing in 
common, and that is that they gen
erate false and misleading statements 
about the first attempt in modern his
tory to do something about the deficit. 
People of the State of Nevada and peo
ple throughout this country should be 
aware of the false and misleading ad
vertising that is being conducted by 
special interest groups willing to spend 
large sums of money to maintain the 
status quo. 

Yesterday, a newspaperman from Ne
vada summed up my feelings when he 
said that this package that we voted ori 
is not a perfect package, but it is the 
first real reduction that has taken 
place in his lifetime. I believe that to 
be the case. But this, Mr. President, is 
only the beginning. We have 13 appro
priations bills coming up. You are 
going to see significant cu ts in those 
bills. And the best, the American pub
lic should realize, is yet to come. That 
will be when the President offers his 
health package this fall. It will do 
great things to cut the deficit even fur
ther. Remember, if we do not do some
thing by next year, health care costs in 
this country go up over $100 billion. 

The deficit reduction package now in 
conference is not perfect. It has warts, 

moles, and defects on it. I think there 
could be a better package, but it is the 
first package that I have ever had the 
opportunity to vote on that calls for 
real deficit reduction, and I am glad I 
voted for it. It will help the people of 
the State of Nevada and this country. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr .. President, I com
mend the distinguished Senator from 
Nevada for an excellent statement. He 
has laid bare some of the incredible 
distortions that have occurred 
throughout the country, distortions 
made by organizations claiming to be 
credible, and certainly they are not; 
distortions made on the basis of ex
traordinary exaggeration, unfounded 
criticism, and downright deception. I 
think the Senator's points are well 
taken, and I certainly hope that as we 
examine the record, look at the facts, 
and understand the consequence, the 
wise words of the distinguished Sen
a tor from Nevada are heard and consid
ered carefully. 

We take the floor this morning be
cause, as everybody understands, the 
budget reconciliation conference began 
yesterday. We are now in the final 
stage of this effort to produce the big
gest deficit reduction in history. 

For months, as most Americans now 
know, we have been debating really 
three choices: 

The first choice is to do nothing, to 
allow the spiraling deficits to wreck 
the economy, as they have now for 12 
years. 

The second choice is to embrace a 
Republican plan, a plan that entails 
deep cuts in health care, including 
Medicare, a plan that unfairly burdens 
seniors and · veterans, a plan that hits 
the middle class harder than anyone, a 
plan that allows the wealthy to con
tinue to avoid paying their fair share. 

Theirs can only be called by one 
name: the status quo plan. It is the sta
tus quo plan because it locks into place 
what we have done for the last 12 years. 

Someone once said that status quo is 
Latin for "the mess we are in." I think 
there is a lot to be said for that, be
cause the mess we are in includes mak
ing the middle class pay while the 
wealthy laugh all the way to the bank. 
It is what they have been doing now for 
so long. 

But we have a third choice. It was 
the choice that was passed here in the 
Senate, a choice that was passed in the 
House of Representatives, a choice now 
under consideration in conference, that 
includes the largest deficit reduction 
in American history; deficit reduction 
brought about in large measure 
through spending cuts. Over 50 percent 
of the deficit reduction in the package 
passed by this body comes from spend
ing cuts. Ninety percent of all new 
taxes paid are paid by households earn
ing more than $140,000. This plan also 
represents the first step toward restor
ing the economy and creating good 
jobs. 

The Senator from Nevada called the 
Senate's attention to the article in the 
Wall Street Journal yesterday. I think 
it was uncharacteristically demonstra
tive, really, of Republican intentions. I 
say uncharacteristic because you do 
not often get this kind of clear balance 
from the Wall Street Journal when it 
comes to politics. But the headline in 
the Wall Street Journal article is prob
ably the best part. It says, "GOP War 
Cry of No New Taxes Appears to Have 
Broadened to No New Anything.'' 

No new anything. As the Senator 
from Nevada pointed out, it is clearly 
contrary-that is the Republican posi
tion-to what the American people 
voted for just last November. I thought 
one of the more revealing quotes in 
this article was made, not by a Demo
crat, not by anyone here in the Senate, 
but by the key adviser to then-Vice 
President Dan Quayle, William Kristal, 
now one of the think-tank leaders in 
Republican circles. 

Here is what Mr. Kristal said in the 
article that appeared in the Wall 
Street Journal yesterday: "People 
want to see change. The great risk" of 
current GOP proposals is "you end up 
almost by definition supporting the 
status quo." 

The great risk, Mr. Kristal says, of 
GOP positions is that you end up by 
definition supporting the status quo. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that this article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
GOP WAR CRY OF No NEW TAXES APPEARS To 

HAVE BROADENED TO NO NEW ANYTHING 
(By John Harwood) 

WASHINGTON.-In drafting alternatives to 
President Clinton's deficit-reduction pro
gram, congressional Republicans left out not 
only taxes but something Americans have 
very much wanted lately: change. 

Consider the proposal advanced by the na
tion's top Republican, Senate Minority Lead
er Robert Dole. It offers no general tax cuts 
or special business incentives to kick-start 
the sluggish economy immediately. It re
jects the administration's new spending pro
posals to retool the economy in the long run. 
It would cut the budget deficit, but not as 
much as the $500 billion that Mr. Clinton 
calls for. 

Conventional wisdom has it that the Clin
ton plan is a winner for Republicans. Bearing 
no responsibility for governing, they can 
stand on the sidelines, watch the Democrats 
squirm and benefit at the polls in 1994. " It 's 
their baby," Mr. Dole says of the Democratic 
plan, adding, " Every day you get a little 
closer to next November." 

But it was just last November that voters 
loudly rejected a recipe quite similar to Mr. 
Dole 's, as George Bush can readily attest. In
deed, Mr. Dole 's plan underscores the poten
tial pitfalls for Republicans in alternatives 
geared more toward embarrassing the presi
dent than advancing a distinctive new agen
da. 

" People want to see change," says conserv
ative analyst William Kristol , who learned 
the lesson himself in 1992 as chief of staff to 
Vice President Quayle . "The great risk" of 
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current GOP proposals, he adds, is " you end 
up almost by definition supporting the sta
tus quo. " 

Clearly, by hammer ing away at broad 
philosophic differences between the two par
ties , the Republican proposals have placed 
pressure on the negotiations that begin this 
week over Mr. Clinton 's program, and have 
helped restore the partisan edge to the tax 
issue that George Bush's presidency badly 
blurred. 

But Democrats counter that the GOP plans 
have their own vulnerabilities, especially in 
their opposition to Mr. Clinton's proposed 
tax increases on the affluent. 

" They're very big people when it comes to 
beating up on working women and minori
ties, " says Clinton strategist James Carville. 
" But when it comes time to take on the defi
cit or millionaires, they shirk back ... . It 's 
cowardly. " 

The GOP plan that has earned the best re
views is the House plan drafted by Rep. John 
Kasich of Ohio. Using spending cuts alone, 
Mr. Kasich 's plan would have reduced the 
deficit by roughly $445 billion over five years 
while meeting the president's challenge that 
advocates of additional cuts be specific. He 
itemized hot-button proposals to charge 
Medicare beneficiaries more for services, and 
targeted a broad range of spending programs 
including federal civilian pay, military re
tirement, U.S . subsidies to the World Bank, 
support for mass transit and new ·oil pur
chases to fill the Strategic Petroleum Re
serve. He would have also abolished the Com
merce Department by 1998. 

" This effort was done to demonstrate that 
you can reduce federal spending without tax 
increases," Mr. Kasich says. 

But it also demonstrated that deficit re
duction is more popular in general than in 
detail. Some 40 of his House GOP colleagues 
voted against it, a far higher rate of defec
tion than the president suffered in assem
bling his all-Democratic 219-vote House ma
jority. 

In contrast with Mr. Kasich 's plan , Mr. 
Dole glossed over details and managed to 
hold all but one Republican senator in line 
behind his plan to cut the deficit by about 
$410 billion over five years. The only spend
ing cuts that Senate Republicans itemized 
were those contained in the Democratic 
plan. Still lamenting the fallout Republicans 
suffered in 1986 after pushing stiff deficit-re
duction medicine , the minority leader relied 
on numerical spending " caps" to save more 
money beyond that. He did suggest to GOP 
colleagues that a Republican alternative 
might include a small dose of tax increases, 
specifically a 10% surtax on incomes of $1 
million or more . But the Republicans ulti
mately scuttled the idea as not worth the 
trouble . 

Such posturing leaves some 
budgetwatchers disappointed in both parties. 
"There are two elements missing in the 
budget debate this year, " says Carol Cox 
Wait, director on the centrist Committee for 
a Responsible Federal Budget. " One is can
dor, and the other is bipartisanship. " She 
faults Republicans for denying the need for 
tax increases, and Democrats for suggesting 
that deep cuts in federal benefit programs, or 
entitlements, can wait for health-care re
form rather than the other way around. 

The administration and Republican ap
proaches have some things in common, such 
as extending the spending caps designed in 
the 1990 budget deal. The GOP plans, though, 
would abandon Mr. Clinton's proposed in
vestment spending. The Republicans would 
also go further in curbing entitlements, 

which everyone agrees represent the fore
most engine of deficit spending. Mr. Kasich 
proposed cutting $73 billion from Medicare 
over five years, compared with the $50 billion 
that House Democrats have approved. 

Senate Republicans would save even more. 
But beyond echoing the entitlement savings 
advanced by Senate Democrats, they never 
spelled out how. Instead, the GOP plan would 
realize Bush administration Budget Director 
Richard Darman 's cherished goal of extend
ing budget caps to entitlements, aiming to 
save $49 billion beyond the administration's 
proposal by capping them at current levels 
adjusted for population growth, inflation and 
an additional 1 % cushion beginning in 1996. 

Advocates of entitlement caps, such as Re
publican Sen. Pete Domenici of New Mexico, 
say they would goad Congress to reform 
Medicare to produce the needed savings. But 
the caps also helped the Senate GOP plan 
dodge the political problem encountered by 
Mr. Kasich. 

" It didn 't force anybody into very many 
hard choices . .. right now," says former 
GOP Rep. Bill Frenzel, now a budget analyst 
at the Brookings Institution. 

Of course , the unspoken danger in the defi
cit-reduction debate is that persistent eco
nomic stagnation bares the emptiness of 
both parties' policies. In their quest to stem 
the red ink, Democrats and Republicans 
alike have largely abandoned talk of provid
ing much stimulus to the economy. 

Mr. Kristal says, Republicans must take a 
" bolder and more aggressive stance" to re
structuring government and the tax system 
heading into 1994. For Mr. Clinton's part, the 
slumping economy might even justify aban
doning austerity and reviving one of his pop
ular campaign promises. 

" Next year he should ask for a tax cut for 
the middle class," says Salomon Brothers ex
ecutive Stephen Bell , a former aide to Sen. 
Domenici and a deficit hawk who contends 
the economy badly needs a kick-start. Re
publicans, Mr. Bell adds , " won't know what 
to do ." 

THE NUMBERS GAME 

The House and Senate versions of the 
Democrats ' deficit-cutting plan, which are 
being reconciled in conference , contain more 
taxes than the GOP plans but also would 
achieve more deficit reduction. 

(5-yr. totals, in bill ions of dollars] 

House Senate House Senate 

GOP GOP Demo- Demo-
crats crats 

Cuts in discretionary spending .. ...... 270 208 102 102 
Cuts in entitlement programs such 

as Medicare ... 125 165 69 97 
Tax increases .. 0 0 276 243 
Interest savings .. .. ..................... 50 37 56 56 
Deficit reduct ion 445 410 503 498 

Note.-Figures for Republican discretionary cuts adjusted to match 
Democratic accounting assumptions. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, it is 
clear that Republicans in this great de
bate have opposed change. Republicans 
status quo clearly has benefited a cer
tain segment of our population. It has 
ravaged cities. It has ravaged rural 
America. It has ravaged the middle
and lower-income Americans. It has 
ravaged the financial foundation of our 
Nation. 

In case anyone needs to be reminded 
of the facts clearly derived from budg
etary analysis, regardless of to whom 
you turn, the facts are very graphic: 

We are experiencing the worst eco
nomic growth since World War II; the 
worst job growth since World War II; 
the lowest rate of average earnings 
since the late 1950's; the worst rate of 
personal savings in 50 years; the larg
est number of individual and personal 
bankruptcies in history; unprecedented 
trade deficits; the highest poverty 
rates since the declaration of war on 
poverty in the 1960's; two disastrous re
cessions; three times more in debt in 12 
years than the United States of Amer
ica incurred in the previous 200. 

All of this, Mr. President-all of 
this-and we still find most of our Re
publican colleagues fighting for, as Mr. 
Kristal calls it, the status quo. 

The Wall Street Journal had it right. 
The Republican alternative is no new 
anything; keep those statistics just as 
they are. The Republican status quo 
budget proposal would do just that. 
They say they want deficit reduction. 
Yet their plan cuts the deficit $139 bil
lion less than the President has pro
posed. It does not reach the $500 billion 
target that President Clinton has said 
to be our bottom line. Their plan says: 
We will settle for something less. We 
will settle for a deficit reduction target 
over the next 5 years of $139 billion less 
than what the President has proposed. 
We are for deficit reduction. We just do 
not want it to be as great as $500 bil
lion. We recognize that the deficit 
could increase $1.5 trillion over the 
next 5 years, but our best shot at re
ducing that falls $139 billion short of 
President Clinton's. But believe us, we 
are for deficit reduction. 

Most of the cuts that have been made 
in the Republican plan are the same 
kinds of cuts we saw all during the 
1980's, pure smoke and mirrors. In fact, 
not one specific mandatory cut in the 
entire GOP plan can be found. Not one 
penny is cut from anything, specifi
cally. 

And most ironically of all, we have 
all heard them criticize the Clinton 
budget for having too many cu ts in the 
outyears; that we are not cutting 
enough in the first couple of years, and 
that we are depending upon cuts at the 
end of that 5-year plan, after the next 
election. So certainly you would expect 
to see the Republican plan front-loaded 
with more cuts up front than in the 
outyears. But what do you see? Under 
their plan, even more cuts fall in the 
ou tyears. According to the Congres
sional Budget Office, 65 reduction 
under the status quo Republican plan 
occurs in 1997 and 1998. Over half-al
most two-thirds-of the cuts and defi
cit reduction in the entire Republican 
budget plan occur in the last 2 years of 
the 5-year plan. According to the Re
publicans' own figures, the ratio is 76 
percent in their plan versus 56 percent 
in the President's. 

What deficit reduction they do in
clude, while not specific, sends a very 
clear message about who their targets 
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really are: 43.5 percent of the GOP sta
tus quo plan hits the elderly and the 
poor, Mr. President. Only 121/2 percent 
of the President's plan falls on those 
who can afford it in the least. 

So there is the difference. If you 
want to see who the target is in the 
two plans, it is pretty clear by looking 
at who it is who will feel it the most. 
Almost half of the plan on the Repub
lican side, the status quo plan, does ex
actly what we have done for the last 12 
years, clearly fitting the definition of 
"status quo." Let us hit the elderly 
and the poor even more. Just as we 
have done for the last dozen years, we 
will hit them again. Forty-six percent 
of all we propose will fall on their 
shoulders. 

President Clinton said enough is 
enough; we cannot do that any more. 
We have to do a better job of distribut
ing the pain, and the- vast majority of 
the responsibility for deficit reduction 
ought to fall on those who have been 
spared it the last 12 years. That is what 
real change is all about, and that is 
what the President's plan does. 

The Republican plan cuts Medicare 
by $100 billion more than what the 
President proposed, $165 billion over 
the next 5 years. We are told that if the 
Republican plan were to be enacted 
today, at the end of 5 years, Medicare 
recipients would have out-of-pocket ex
penses exceeding $850. That is almost a 
threefold increase over what they are 
paying now in out-of-pocket expenses, 
but they say that is O.K. because that 
is what we have done throughout the 
last 12 years. We are just extending the 
status quo, according to the Repub
lican plan. 

But even with all of these unspecified 
cuts, the President's plan achieves 
more in deficit reduction than the Re
publican status quo plan, even with all 
the pain and the hurt the Republican 
plan would have on seniors, on veter
ans, and on the middle class. The Presi
dent says, "I can do better." 

We have to find a way to hit this $500 
billion mark. We cannot settle for $139 
billion less, as the Republican have 
proposed. 

So, who benefits from the difference? 
That is pretty clear. Who would benefit 
from the difference, if we were to enact 
the Republican plan, are the same folks 
who benefited from the status quo for 
so long. Republicans ask the rich to 
contribute the grand sum of zero to 
deficit reduction-not a penny. While 
the President calls upon everyone to 
sacrifice, Republicans fight to force it 
all on the backs of the middle class. 

While the claim can be made, I sup
pose, that the Republicans are inter
ested in deficit reduction-they have 
come up with a plan; it may not be as 
large as what the President wants and 
what we have now passed, but it is a 
plan-I think the real intention ought 
to be clear. The real intention of many 
on the other side is very clear as a re-

sult of the debate over the last several 
weeks. The real intention is to embar
rass the President. There is no doubt, 
given their actions over the last 3 
months. 

Why else would they have fought for 
capital gains reduction for years, but 
voted as a unaminous block against the 
Mitchell-Bumpers small business cap
ital gains reduction plan? Why else 
would they argue for entitlement caps, 
but vote against the Sasser entitle
ment cap amendment last month? Why 
else would they have voted for tax in
creases over and over during the 
Reagan and Bush years? 

When President Reagan told them, 
"We have to have a tax increase," they 
said, "Yes, sir, Mr. President." When 
President Bush said, "We have to have 
a tax increase," they said "Yes, sir, 
Mr. President." Now, President Clinton 
says, "President Reagan and President 
Bush, unfortunately, came to the same 
conclusion that I had to come to: That 
we cannot simply reduce the deficit if 
all we do is cut. We have to raise reve
nue." 

But now they stand unanimously op
posed to President Clinton's rec
ommendations. Why else would they 
criticize the Olin ton plan for too many 
cuts in the outyears, and then offer a 
plan with even more cuts in the out
years and fewer cuts in the first year 
than the President's? 

Mr. President, the American people 
do not want more of the same. They do 
not want us to do nothing. And they do 
not want us to continue the status quo 
policies that perpetuate the ravages of 
the 1980's. 

No one has ever been enthusiastic 
about cuts and taxes. But the Amer
ican people are even less enthusiastic 
about the $1.5 trillion in additional 
debt over the next 5 years if we do 
nothing. · 

It is imperative that we succeed, that 
we put this country on a stronger fi
nancial foundation, and that we send 
the right message to the financial mar
kets and to the world markets. This 
must be the end of the status quo. Rosy 
scenario lies somewhere buried in a 
casket. The American people have at 
long last been given what they asked 
for-they have been given real change. 

Now let us continue the job in the 
budget conference. 

Mr. President, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the distinguished Sen
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. SIMON. I thank my colleague 
from South Dakota. And I may be 
interposing on his time, because I did 
not come over here really to talk about 
the deficit, but I want to add words of 
appreciation for what he has said and 
Senator REID has said, because what 
the President has proposed is clearly 
the course this Nation has to follow. 

We have-and I have to say, when I 
say "we," I have to include Demo
crats-frankly, we have ducked the def-

ici t in the last 12 years, Republicans 
and Democrats alike. And now, thanks 
to the leadership of the President, we 
are facing up to it. And that is in the 
national interest and we ought to sup
port the President on that. 

SOMALIA 
Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I would 

like to take a few minutes of time, 
without imposing on the time-I know 
my colleague is working on the deficit 
situation-to comment on some re
marks of the distinguished President 
pro tempore, Senator BYRD, for whom I 
have a high regard and I know we all 
do. He gives us more of a sense of per
spective by far than any other Member 
of the Senate. He takes us back to 
Rome, he takes us back to the early 
years of this Senate. He has really con
tributed immensely in that way. 

He made some comments yesterday 
that I heard about-and I was just 
glancing through the RECORD and I was 
not able to find-part of which I agree 
with, part of which I disagree with. 

The part I disagree with is his sug
gestion that American troops ought to 
get out of Somalia. Frankly, we led the 
effort there in Somalia under President 
Bush. And I think it was President 
Bush's finest moment. We led; we as
sured the other nations that, after we 
got food so that more than 2 millfon 
people would not starve to death, there 
would be a residual American force to 
help with some of the problems that 
are going to be faced in Somalia. And 
there are problems. 

But, I think it would be unfair to the 
20 nations-yesterday on the floor of 
the Senate, or the day before, I men
tioned 20 nations; I understand there 
are 22 nations there now- for us just to 
pull our troops out. We are needed, 
among other things, for technical rea
sons to provide clean water. You know 
there is no government in Somalia. So 
I think it is important. 

I have also, since I spoke, received a 
fax from Ambassador Madeleine 
Albright about a group of leaders, 
chieftains and tribal elders in various 
comm uni ties in Somalia, who are 
thanking the United Nations for being 
there and doing the job that we are 
doing. 

Where I do agree with Senator BYRD 
in his comments is I think we have to 
face up to this problem, as we have not, 
of how much we contribute to various 
U.N. efforts and in what fashion. Right 
now, it is kind of a vague, unlimited 
amount that can be contributed. 

The problem with that unlimited 
number is obvious. We could, in theory, 
have 100,000 troops in Macedonia in 10 
days. Obviously, no one would propose 
that. 

I do believe that there should be a 
limit and that we ought to say that 
5,000 troops-and as far as I am con
cerned they could be volunteers-and 
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we enact that into law and we say that 
5,000 American troops are available on 
24 hours' notice for a U.N. action, sub
ject to the approval of the President of 
the United States, for peacekeeping or 
peacemaking, so there is a limit. 

But, second, so there is a fast re
sponse. In Somalia, the United Nations 
authorized 3,500 troops. It took 6 weeks 
to get 500 Pakistani troops to the cap
ital city of Mogadishu. 

When I returned from my trip in 
early November to Somalia and the 
United Nations had authorized 3,500 
troops, I called Secretary General 
Boutros-Ghali and urged him to get the 
additional 3,000 and-I just picked the 
number out of the air-10,000 additional 
troops in as quickly as possible. 

He said, among other things, "Well, 
we are planning to send the 3,000 troops 
there by ship," I said, "By ship? People 
are going to starve while we are wait
ing to get them there by ship.'' He said 
"Well, your Government charges us for 
any planes that we use, so we cannot 
send them by plane.'' 

We got all this worked out, and that 
Thursday- this was a Monday morning 
I made that phone call-that Thursday, 
President Bush made a decision that 
we were going to move into Somalia. 
And it was the right decision. 

But I mention this because the 
United Nations has to be able to move 
and move quickly. And I think the 
United States and Great Britain and 
France and Germany and Japan should 
make a commitment of x number of 
troops that will be available on 24 
hours' notice so that when a situation 
emerges, whether it is Somalia or 
Bosnia or wherever it may be, we can 
respond quickly. 

But it should be a limited number 
and it ought to be authorized by Con
gress. And that is why I favor some
thing along that line. I have had some 
brief discussions with Senator BIDEN 
and Senator BOREN about this. I hope 
we can develop some legislation. 

The point made by Senator BYRD on 
this is, I think, a valid one. 

Mr. President, I thank my colleague 
from South Dakota for yielding. I do 
not think he expected me to be talking 
about U.N. troops here. I just came 
over. I did not realize we were in a spe
cial order here. But I thank him for his 
leadership. 

Let me just add what a great con
tribution our colleague from South Da
kota makes to this body. He is, as 
many people from South Dakota may 
not know, part of the leadership. He 
heads the Democrat Policy Committee. 
He has been a thoughtful person who 
helps on problems. South Dakota prob
lems, yes, he fights for South Dakota. 
But he also is a U.S. Senator and has 
been helpful-I cannot vouch to the 
Presiding Officer that he has helped on 
problems in Tennessee, but when I have 
gone to him with problems for Illinois, 
I know he has helped. 

I am very grateful to him for being 
such a splendid Member of this body. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Illinois for those 
very generous words. 

I appreciate greatly his comments 
and also the insight that he has just 
provided us on Somalia. I happen to 
agree with him that it would be a mis
take for us at this point to pull out of 
Somalia, at a time when perhaps one 
could argue we are needed even more. 

So I compliment him for his remarks. 
The contribution he made was not in 
the con text or the purpose of this spe
cial order, but it was a valuable con
tribution, and I appreciate it. 

Mr. SIMON. I thank my colleague 
from South Dakota for typically not 
complaining when I spoke about some
thing that was not part of the special 
order. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
Senator from Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. ROBB. Thank you, Mr. President. 
I am delighted to join my friend and 

colleague from South Dakota and my 
friend and colleague from Illinois, as 
well. 

I might add, I, too, support and em
brace the comments that were just 
made by the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois, both with respect to So
malia and, in passing, with respect to 
the deficit reduction. 

I would say that, although the Sen
ator from Illinois this morning did not 
address in detail his concern about the 
impact of the continuing Federal defi
cit on our Nation's economy and on our 
ability to meet our objectives and 
long-term goals, as well as our hopes 
and aspirations, that he is one of those 
that has real credibility in this area, 
and I appreciate the fact that he has 
continued to work on it. 

THE PRESIDENT'S BUDGET 
Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I would 

like to speak for just a couple of min
utes this morning about the Presi
dent's plan that is currently the sub
ject of intense negotiations between 
the various parties who are engaging in 
the conference from both the Senate 
and the House with respect to the 
budget reconciliation bill. I happen to 
think that it is extremely important. I 
think the ultimate product of their 
work is important to the country and I 
applaud the President and the leader
ship here in Congress for taking us to 
this particular stage. 

It has been 25 years since we have 
had a balanced budget in this country. 
And during the last half of that period 
our spending has been essentially out 
of control. We came from a period a lit
tle over 12 years ago when the national 
debt was under $1 trillion to the point 
that at the beginning of the new ad-

ministration it exceeded $4 trillion. It 
had gone from less than $1 trillion to 
more than 4 trillion in just 12 years . 

There are only two ways we can real
ly address that question in terms of 
bringing the deficit under control and 
ultimately doing something about the 
continued acceleration, at an almost 
exponential rate, of the national debt. 
One is to reduce spending, to cut or de
celerate the amount of spending we are 
doing. The other is to increase reve
nues-in most cases that means taxes. 
Or we can have some combination of 
the two. There is simply no other way 
to do it. 

In this regard I commend our Presi
dent and the leadership here in the 
Congress for attempting to do just 
that, to do it in a responsible way, to 
do it using real numbers for the first 
time since I have been a Member of 
this body. We have numbers and projec
tions that are real, that we can trust to 
the extent any projections can be 
trusted. And we are not always assum
ing all of the revenues are going to be 
at the very highest possible number 
and all of the expenditures are going to 
be at the very lowest possible ·number, 
thereby exacerbating the situation and 
contributing to the long-term prof
ligacy that has characterized recent 
years. 

The particular budget the President 
has put together I believe is fair. I be
lieve it addresses the basic concerns 
that are confronting this country 
today. It provides that kind of limited 
stimulus for job creation and spending 
in those areas that are important and 
will continue to contribute to our long
term economic good health. But most 
important, it reduces the deficit in real 
terms over the next 5 years by $500 bil
lion. I think that is terribly important 
because we have not had that kind of 
commitment in the past. 

There is a chart that I hope will be 
available next week. It has been avail
able in outline form which I saw re
cently. Many of my colleagues have 
not focused upon it but it is important 
to me. I will describe it. It is a very 
simple chart. It simply shows how 
much actual deficit reduction or in
crease on the deficit would occur if you 
remove from annual budgets the inter
est on the national debt. 

In other words, if we were to look 
only at the spending that was proposed 
by a particular President during the 
time that President would be in office, 
and excluded the sins of the past, if you 
will-the interest on the national debt 
that has to continue but which each 
new administration has to accept and 
inherit from the preceding administra
tion-if we take out interest on the na
tional debt, we would see that under 
the last 12 years the actual increase in 
the deficit, that is, the increase in 
spending over revenues that were com
ing in, exclusive of interest on the na
tional debt, actually was some $716 bil
lion. 
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What that tells us is that during the 

last 12 years, if you put aside interest 
on the national debt, the plans pro
posed and ultimately enacted increase 
spending-that cannot be blamed on 
anybody else, on any prior administra
tion, on any prior Congress, it is sim
ply increased spending and did not ac
count for it in terms of how we were 
going to pay for it-by $716 billion ac
cording to the figures that have been 
prepared by the Congressional Budget 
Office. 

If you use the same analysis and 
apply that to the budget that is cur
rently before the Congress, again you 
are taking out interest on the debt. It 
is the one item which no administra
tion, no Congress can control. And the 
principal reason we have to attempt to 
get control over it, we simply have to 
pay the interest on the debt. If you 
take that out, the budget that is cur
rently before the Congress actually re
duces the deficit during that period by 
$127 billion. 

What we find is that this plan we are 
currently considering has incorporated 
in it $127 billion of true spending cuts 
over and above the rest of the spending 
and the revenues that are included in 
the budget. That means if we had been 
able to start from a clean slate, at the 
end of the next 5 years we actually 
would have a budget surplus of $127 bil
lion. That to me is the measure of what 
any given administration at any given 
time in our history is actually doing 
about deficit reduction-whether they 
are serious or whether they are not se
rious. If we are ever going to make any 
long-term impact we have to recognize 
this particular challenge that is facing 
us and do something about it, or we are 
not gong to succeed on that particular 
level. 

So I commend the President. How 
has he put this plan together? How 
have the two Houses of Congress put it 
together? Basically they have com
bined approximately equal numbers of 
reductions in spending and increased 
taxes. There are very few that applaud 
specific cuts in spending unless they do 
not happen to affect them personally, 
and almost nobody applauds tax in
creases. Nobody wants to pay more 
taxes. 

Yet I applaud those who recognize 
the reality, who accept responsibility 
for the future fortunes of this Nation 
and future generations and make some 
of those tough choices. In this particu
lar case we have made enough tough 
choices that when combined bring 
about $500 billion of deficit reduction. 
It might be more. 

As a matter of fact, some of us who 
occasionally kid about being on the 
troglodyte end of deficit reduction 
would clearly like to see more. I would 
like to see more restraint on spending 
and have proposed amendments and 
have supported amendments that 
would do that. But the bottom line is 

this particular package brings about 
$500 billion more deficit reduction than 
we would have without it. That is a a 
very important step at this particular 
stage of our history. 

There never seems to be a good time 
to reduce the deficit. I do not care 
whether we are going into a recession 
and everyone says we cannot do it now; 
whether we are in a prolonged period of 
stagflation of stagnation and everyone 
says you simply will not be able to pull 
your way out of it; or if we are coming 
out and somebody says we do not want 
to do anything to hurt the recovery-it 
is never a good time to reduce the defi
cit. Yet we have that responsibility to 
our children and our grandchildren. 

Let me make one comment on the 
basics of the plan that the President 
has proposed and that so far each body 
of the Congress has approved, al though 
in different variations. The program is 
as equitable a distribution of the in
creased burden as I think you could 
possibly come up with. Those who 
make $30,000 or less per year are not 
adversely affected. Indeed, there are a 
few dollars more that they would get, 
either through the earned income tax 
credit or some other form. So they are 
not adversely affected. 

For those who are in the so-called 
middle-income range, some averages 
point out that the increased burden is 
something in the vicinity of $17 per 
month. 

Most of the burden falls on those who 
are most able to pay. The vast major
ity of the new taxes that are included 
in this particular budget come on those 
making over $100,000 a year. Something 
like 86 percent, 87 percent of the taxes 
come from that portion of the elector
ate. Indeed, something like 78 or 79 per
cent of all of the burden falls on those 
making over $200,000 a year. 

So, it is designed to be as equitable 
as possible and it is designed to help 
those who are most in need of Govern
ment help. 

With respect to small businesses, 
there are clear incentives. The plan is 
designed in such a way that the vast 
majority of small businesses are 
helped, notwithstanding what I know is 
widespread misunderstanding within 
the small business community. For the 
most part, the small businesses that 
bear the brunt of the burden are the 
same individuals operating as a small 
business who are the professionals, the 
lawyers and doctors and others, who 
are fortunate enough to have a very 
high income and are thus able to bear 
their fair share of the load. 

So the program, in essence, is fair 
and equitable. It does real deficit re
duction. It does not duck the tough 
questions. It asks our citizens to make 
some principled choices, asks all of us 
to participate to the extent it is fair, 
equitable, and reasonable to do so, and 
make some modest commitment to the 
future so we will not continue this 

profligate spending that the Govern
ment has engaged in over a long period 
of time. 

I am very pleased to join with my 
distinguished friend and colleague from 
South Dakota this morning in com
mending the President for his leader
ship in this area, as well as the leaders 
of the Senate and the House for their 
leadership, and in expressing the hope 
they will, as soon as possible, come to 
closure on the remaining issues that 
are in dispute so we can ultimately 
pass the plan and get it to the Presi
dent for signature and get this country 
back on the right track in terms of get
ting the economy moving again and 
making some serious efforts at deficit 
reduction. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield 
whatever time remains to me. I thank 
my colleagues for this opportunity to 
join in standing behind these efforts 
and the courage that has been shown 
by the President and by the leaders of 
the Congress and by those who are will
ing to make tough decisions and go on 
the line to do something essential for 
future generations. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I want 

to thank the Senator from Virginia. He 
is absolutely right. We have to get on 
with it. We have to bring this issue to 
closure. Time is running. The Amer
ican people are expecting this Congress 
to do something soon, to do something 
conclusive, to do something that rep
resents a change from the practices of 
the past. 

I commend heartily the comments 
made must now by the distinguished 
Senator from Virginia. 

I will now yield to the distinguished 
Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. President, following his remarks, 
I will yield back the remainder of the 
time and encourage Sena tors to seek 
recognition on their own time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from North Dakota. 

WE HA VE TO SET THINGS RIGHT 
IN THIS COUNTRY 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from South Dakota for 
yielding the time. 

This is a useful discussion, it seems 
to me, if only because many of us have 
for the last week watched Members on 
the minority side of the aisle in the 
Senate stepping forward to talk about 
the economic plan of President Clinton 
in terms that make that plan almost 
unrecognizable. 

One of the things that has interested 
me is the charting on the minority 
side. They bring out pink and blue and 
black charts that are bright, if not ac
curate, and they portray them in a 
manner that would suggest that Presi
dent Clinton's plan is an attack on the 
rich in this country. They have put 
numbers together in a fashion that 
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would cause those who use those num
bers to flunk statistics 101. 

Let me tell you what I mean. I saw 
the other day, as I was presiding in the 
chair, a graph offered by one of the 
Members of the minority side that had 
a bright pink bar and a black bar that 
said, here is what the rich used to pay 
in taxes and here is what they now pay 
in taxes. And they said, do you see 
what is happening? The rich are paying 
more in taxes. It was only slightly 
more, but, yes, the rich are paying 
more in taxes; therefore, we conclude 
that the Democrats are trying to 
pile on. 

What they did not say in their 
chart-and I assume they know but 
they just did not want to share with 
the American people-is yes, the rich 
are paying slightly more in taxes, but 
not nearly as much as they should pay 
relative to the amount of income they 
receive. 

Let's go back for a decade and take a 
look. If you were fortunate enough to 
earn more than a couple hundred thou
sand dollars a year, you saw your in
come increase by about 120 percent, but 
your tax burden did not grow 120 per
cent. You would expect, as your income 
grows, your tax burden to grow as well, 
in about the same proportion. But if 
you were among the very rich in Amer
ica during the past decade, your in
come grew by about 120 percent, but 
your taxes went up only about half of 
that, 60 percent. 

So the folks on the minority side say: 
"You see, the rich are paying more in 
taxes." Slightly more. But the fact is 
they got out of about half the tax bur
den they should have had as a result of 
the tremendous income gains they had 
in the 1980's. President Clinton says, 
and quite appropriately in my judg
ment, let us ask them to pay their fair 
share. 

People get up in the morning, put on 
some work clothes, go out and work 8 
or 10 hours a day, they sweat, they 
work with their hands, they make a 
living, they take their lunch box. It is 
not easy. They pay taxes. If their in
come doubles, you can bet their tax ob
ligation is going to double too. But 
what happens if you are making 
$500,000 or $1 million or $10 million a 
year? Well, if you are part of that 
class, during the past 10 or 12 years, 
you have seen a tremendous gain in in
come and have not had to pay much 
more in income tax. 

So the President says, let us even 
that up. Let us make sure there is 
some responsible commitment on the 
part of the wealthiest in America to 
pay their share as well. Is this class 
warfare? Is it an attack on the rich? 
Heck, no; it is just saying to those who 
have benefited the most from the past 
decades' economic policies: Pay your 
fair share. 

We hear a lot of protests and huffing 
and puffing in this Chamber from pea-

ple who throw up smoke screens. Their 
real motive, it seems to me, is, once 
again, to say we think the American 
economy is really de pendent on the 
rich getting richer, and if we can just 
somehow allow that to happen without 
having to pay tax obligations that oth
ers would pay, that will benefit Amer
ica. 

We have been through that in the 
1980's. We had something called supply
side economics. A friend of mine said 
this is when one side gets all the sup
plies, and it "ain't" our side. We have 
been through all that supply-side eco
nomics. It does not work. The rich got 
richer and the rest got poorer. So we 
are trying to even things up and reduce 
the deficit by asking the rich to pay 
some more in taxes, just their fair 
share. And the minority side says, "No, 
no, no, that is class warfare, that is pil
ing on.'' 

What a bunch of nonsense. In the last 
week, what I have heard from the mi
nority side is: "You know, there are 
numbers now that demonstrate because 
of lower interest costs, the deficit is 
going to come down a bit. So maybe we 
should not do anything." Boy, old hab
its are hard to break. They have been 
preaching that for a long, long time. 
Let us really do nothing. If we just do 
nothing, things will be just fine; this 
problem will go away; let us not step 
up to the plate and make tough 
choices, just do nothing. 

We ba ve heard that now for 3 or 4 
days from the minority side. 

The fact is this President has pro
posed a plan. It is not perfect, but it is 
a plan and I think a good one. He in
herited an economy that was spending, 
through its Federal Government, a bil
lion dollars a day more than it was 
taking in. Let me say that again be
cause it is important. Every day, 7 
days a week, every week, all year this 
Government spends $1 billion it does 
not have and floats bonds to charge it 
to the kids and grandkids. 

We have a $4.2 trillion debt and a def
icit of a billion dollars a day. The ques
tion is: What are we going to do about 
it? Some would have us keep doing 
what we did in the 1980's and essen
tially do nothing. We will talk about it 
but do nothing about it. This President 
says, "Let us make tough choices." He 
said, "Let us cut spending." The other 
sides said, "Well, he is not proposing 
spending cuts." Are they blind? Of 
course there are spending cuts. 

I have heard people on their side 
stand up in this Chamber and complain 
about spending cuts. How can they, on 
the one hand, say there are no spending 
cuts and, on the other hand, complain 
about the cuts that exist? 

The President says let us cut spend
ing and let us raise some revenue. 
Would I like to do it if I had my 
choice? No, I would prefer doing none 
of that. It is not easy telling people we 
are going to cut programs that are im-

portant. It is not easy saying to people 
that they will have to pay more taxes. 
The easiest possible decision on these 
economic issues, manifested by what 
the House and Senate have done under 
the leadership of President Reagan and 
President Bush, is to essentially do 
nothing and to pretend this problem 
does not exist. 

Of course, that is not the right deci
sion. The right decision is for all of us 
to decide this is an enormous problem, 
a problem of almost crisis proportions 
that we must address and address soon. 

So the House of Representatives and 
the Senate, by narrow margins, went 
along with this President's plan. The 
plan is not perfect. It was changed in 
the House of Representatives, it was 
changed in the Senate, it likely will be 
changed again in the conference com
mittee. There are changes that I want 
to see, some that I insist we make. But 
I will tell you one thing. When all of 
the dust settles, I am pleased there is a 
new President who has decided this is a 
crisis and he is going to meet it. He is 
going to ask the tough questions, he is 
going to recommend tough choices, and 
despite all those folks we have to drag 
along into the future to meet this 
country's challenges, we are going to 
do it. 

I come from a town of about 350 peo
ple. I graduated in a high school class 
of nine. In my hometown, as there are, 
I suppose, in almost every hometown, 
almost every morning there are a few 
people who get up and go down to the 
local bar and play pinochle. They are 
good people, but that handful that goes 
down there and play pinochle complain 
all day about the Government and 
what the problems are and they usu
ally have all the solutions, as well. 

While they are playing pinochle, 
there are other folks in town deciding 
what has to be done to make my town 
work. 

That is kind of the way it is in the 
Senate. You do not see people visibly 
playing pinochle, but we have plenty of 
people who spend most of the day com
plaining about the way things are but 
who contribute very little to making 
things work. 

This President is saying to the folks 
on the minority side: "It is a new day. 
We are not going to ignore problems. 
We are not going to pretend they do 
not exist. If numbers come out tomor
row that say the deficit has been re
duced, because of lower interest costs, 
from $350 billion to $320 billion, you are 
not going to convince us to do nothing 
because we know better and the Amer
ican people know better." 

This is the time if we really want to 
solve this country's problem, if we 
really want to create opportunity, 
hope, and jobs again, if we really want 
to compete and win against increas
ingly shrewd and tough international 
competitors, then we have to set things 
right in this country's economy. 



July 16, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 15939 
And for all of his flaws-and there 

are plenty-this President is the first 
in a decade to step up and say, "Let us 
do something. Let us do something for 
our kids. Let us do something good for 
this country.'' 

While I can think of 100 reasons to do 
nothing, none of those reasons are 
compelling for me. I can think of one 
reason why we must do the right thing 
now. I have kids who are going to in
herit what we leave them, and our cur
rent legacy is spending $1 billion a day 
that we do not have. We just cannot 
keep doing it because it is crippling 
this country's economic future. 

I am pleased that we are finally mov
ing to solve some of these problems. 

I would at this point, Mr. President, 
yield the floor and yield time to my 
friend from Michigan. 

Mr. RIEG LE addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Michigan is 
recognized. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for what
ever time I may consume. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. RIEGLE. I thank the Chair. 
I thank the Senator from North Da

kota for his statement and his leader
ship on these issues. I think he makes 
this as understandable and clear cut as 
anybody who addresses these issues in 
the Senate, and I thank him for his 
leadership. 

VOODOO ECONOMICS 
Mr. RIEGLE. I would like to try to 

explain as best I can how this economic 
problem that we are facing now actu
ally came about and what we must un
dertake to fix it. The problems that I 
am talking about are the huge Federal 
budget deficits that have been building 
up over the last several years; the fact 
that we are not seeing the kind of job 
growth we need in this country; and 
that we have huge trade deficits. 

Basically, when you analyze all of 
this, you will find that the United 
States has been following, over the last 
several years, economic policies that 
are very hurtful and have really 
worked against us and created huge 
problems we now must correct. 

I wish to talk about how we fix those 
problems, and that is to take the out
lines of the Clinton plan, to start in
vesting in ourselves, in job creation, 
bringing down the Federal budget defi
cit, trying to concentrate on generat
ing real economic growth in our own 
economy and job creation partly 
through lower interest rates and a 
more favorable long-term climate in 
terms of having more of the savings 
that we accumulate as a Nation be 
available for private sector investment 
and private activity as opposed to 
being needed to pay for an ever larger 
Federal budget deficit. 

But in order to really understand the 
need for a new plan and a change in di
rection, we have to take a minute to 
look back at what has caused these 
problems. If we do not do that, then we 
are likely to have the wrong remedy to 
fix the current problem. It is very im
portant that we have a package which 
is going to get the job done. 

One of the things I wish to con
centrate on today is what happened 
during the 1980's, because that is really 
what has brought us to our present dif
ficulty, and to lay out how that hap
pened. 

Going back to 1980, when Ronald 
Reagan was elected, he run on a plat
form that he called Reaganomics, or 
supply-side economics, the other name 
for it. The popular names was trickle
down economics-namely, give more 
money to people at the top of the in
come scale and hope that somehow or 
another in spending that money it 
would trickle its way down through the 
economy and there would be something 
there for everybody else who was not 
up at the top economic levels in our so
ciety. 

Well, that trickle-down economics 
theory was a very bad idea, and it has 
done tremendous damage to our coun
try. It is going to take us decades to 
dig out of this. Ironically, the first per
son who spotted it for the fraud that it 
was at the time was George Bush. Now, 
this is when George Bush was running 
for President in 1980, for the nomina
tion for President, against Ronald 
Reagan, who was also seeking the Re
publican nomination for President in 
that year. 

As they were fighting back and forth 
for that Presidential nomination in 
their party, George Bush took a look 
at Ronald Reagan's economic plan and 
called it voodoo economics. That is 
where the phrase "voodoo economics" 
comers from. It came first out of the 
mouth of George Bush. That was one 
time when George was right on eco
nomic policy matters. He spotted it for 
the fraud that it was. He called it voo
doo economics. 

Now, the problem is that after the 
nomination fight was settled in 1980 
and Ronald Reagan became the nomi
nee, he invited George Bush on the 
ticket as his running mate. And then, 
as we all know since, George Bush felt 
compelled, I believe, to embrace voo
doo economics because that is what the 
candidate for President Ronald Reagan 
was going to go out and put before the 
country. 

So George Bush fell in line, and he 
then signed on to voodoo economics 
even though I think in his heart of 
hearts he knew it was clearly a mis
take. 

That problem then went on for 8 long 
years, the 8 years of the Reagan Presi
dency, and then of course George Bush 
ran to succeed Ronald Reagan, was 
elected in that election, and so contin-

ued Reaganomics, voodoo economics, if 
you will, for another 4 years. So we had 
the 8 years of Reagan and Bush; we had 
the 4 years of Bush and Quayle. That 
adds up 12 years of voodoo economics. 
And it has done tremendous damage 
to us. 

Today, when national opinion polls 
are done and people are asked if the 
United States is on the right economic 
track going in to the future or the 
wrong economic track going into the 
future, over 80 percent of the American 
people now say, based on their experi
ence and what they see, they believe 
that the United States is on the wrong 
economic track going into the future. 
And they want a change in direction. 
That is the central reason, in my opin
ion, that George Bush was defeated in 
the last election, because he failed on 
the economic issue. He had an eco
nomic plan for every country in the 
world, it turned out, except this coun
try, and people rejected that. And they 
turned him out, and they gave Bill 
Clinton a chance to come in and to put 
together a new economic plan that was 
fair, that would work better for our 
country, and would put an end to voo
doo economics. 

So now we are here at a point where 
there is a plan before the Senate. It is 
a good plan. It is a balanced plan. It is 
much fairer. It puts an end to voodoo 
economics. And as luck would have it, 
our friends on the other side of the 
aisle, the Republicans, are continuing 
to defend voodoo economics and a con
tinuation of that, and they are fighting 
in every way they can to prevent the 
new President from being able to 
change the economic direction, to in
vest in this country, invest in our own 
people and start to produce a stronger 
economic performance here in Amer
ica. 

So they are, unfortunately, on that 
side of the aisle still wedded to the old 
ways, even though they have not 
worked. And they are doing everything 
they can to thwart the new President 
as he tries to carry out his commit
ment to the American people, what he 
was elected on last year, to change the 
direction and to make the economy 
stronger and get some fairness back 
into our economic plan. 

Now, last year, when Ross Perot was 
a candidate for President, he did a very 
useful thing in coming on national tel
evision and giving a series of presen
tations, using charts to illustrate what 
had gone wrong in the American econ
omy. And several of us in the Senate 
have been doing that for some years be
cause we find that an important way to 
try to illustrate exactly how voodoo 
economics worked, how it hurt the 
country, and now how it must be 
changed, and the kinds of changes we 
think are needed. 

As Ross Perot was doing those na
tional television shows, as he was using 
his charts, he was using one of these 
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little metal pointers that extends out 
and creates a little long metal pointer 
that you can use to point to different 
numbers on a chart to illustrate some 
point that you are making. 

After he had done his national tele
vision shows two or three times, he was 
sent by a woman in Louisiana a voodoo 
stick. Down in Louisiana, out of the 
old customs and practices, there was 
an interest in voodoo, and in fact in 
Louisiana you can get voodoo sticks. 
And so this woman had sent him a voo
doo stick. So he decided to use that as 
the pointer for his charts. 

So I have asked Senator BREAUX of 
Louisiana, a good friend of mine and a 
very important leader in the Senate, if 
he would not get for me a couple of 
voodoo sticks because I wanted to go 
ahead and explore and lay out some of 
the voodoo economics of the 1980's that 
we are now trying to change. So he was 
kind enough to send me from Louisiana 
two voodoo sticks, and I have them 
here with me. This is the smaller of the 
two, and I am going to use this voodoo 
stick initially to sort of go through 
some of the voodoo of the 1980's that 
we have to do away with. 

We have to finish it off, and we have 
to change direction or things are not 
going to get better. Let me start with 
the worst part of the voodoo. Bear in 
mind, again, I am using the phrase first 
offered and put on this by none other 
than George Bush when he was a can
didate for President during the Presi
dential nomination back in 1980, 13 
years ago. 

If you look at what has happened to 
changes in real family income during 
the 1980's, after Reagan became Presi
dent and put in place voodoo econom
ics, which meant very large tax cuts 
for the weal thy and tax increases for 
people further down the line, what hap
pened is that worked its way through 
the economy. It hurt the economy very 
badly. 

Not only did we not see the kind of 
job creation and economic growth and 
elimination of Federal budget deficits, 
but we started to see money piling at 
the top of the income scale and people 
at the bottom slipping further behind. 
When I say people at the bottom, I am 
talking about the middle class as well 
as low-income people. The middle 
class, for the most part, during the 
1980's, ran harder and harder, in many 
cases two members of a family taking 
a job to try to make the income that 
one family member was often able to 
earn, say, 20 years ago. And even with 
two people working, they were finding 
that they were sliding backward, were 
having less real income. 

This chart bears that out. This is 
from the Congressional Budget Office. 
It shows what happened during the 
1980's for people in each income cat
egory. It cuts the income categories 
into five different equal parts. So if 
you look at this particular part of the 

chart, this is the lowest 20 percent of 
income earners in the United States by 
family income, and this is the next 
highest group. This would be from 20 to 
40 percent in national income. This 
group is from 40 to 60 percent in na
tional income. This group is from 60 to 
80 percent. And then this is the highest 
20 percent; this is from 80 to 100 per
cent. That means this is the group with 
the highest income levels in our econ
omy. 

Look at what happened here. The 
lowest group, the lowest 20 percent of 
familie:;:; with incomes in the United 
States during the 1980's-according to 
this chart, where there is a zero line 
across here-actually lost ground; they 
actually saw their incomes drop over 
that period of time by an average of 5.6 
percent. 

Think of what this means. First of 
all, you are a family at the lowest end 
of the income spectrum. You are in the 
lowest 20 percent of all of the families 
in America. During the eighties, when 
trickle down was going on, the trickle 
down was not getting to you. So, in 
fact, you did not have any gain in in
come. You had a loss in income and 
you ended up, at the end of the decade, 
about 6 percent behind where you were 
when you started out 10 years before
not a very helpful development for 
those families or for the country. 

Let us look at what happened to the 
families from 20 to 40 percent in na
tional income. They lost even more. 
Their real incomes went down 6.3 per
cent. 

If you take the next 20 percent-they 
would be from 40 to 60 percent in our 
national income rankings-they also 
lost ground; not as much as these first 
two groups, but they are treading 
water and not making any progress. 
That is with 10 years of your life going 
by. Families need to gain ground each 
year, and certainly over a 10-year pe
riod of time they need to gain ground if 
they are going to have money to accu
mulate savings to buy a house or to 
send a child to college, or set money · 
aside for retirement or long-term care 
or other kinds of expenses that the 
family has to cope with. 

It is not until you get up into the 60-
to-80 percent group, which is up here, 
that you start to see some modest gain 
in income. That group, after the 10-
year period ended-actually, a 12-year 
period, 1980 to 1992; it is even more dra
matic in terms of the timeframe- over 
that 12-year period, this group from the 
60-to-80 percent income level in our so
ciety, managed to make, on average, a 
small gain, 2.4 percent. That was the 
gain that they made. 

Bear in mind that it is 2.4 percent 
over a 12-year period of time, not 2.4 
percent each year for 12 years. It 
means 2.4 percent over the entire 12-
year period of time. So while they 
made a little headway, they did not 
make very much. 

You say to yourself: Who did make 
headway? Who did clean up during the 
eighties, and up to 1992? Who really 
made out like bandits during the 
Reaganomics voodoo economics period? 

To find that answer, you go to the 
top 20 percent of wage earning families 
in the country, and you see where the 
money went and who got ahead during 
the 1980's, up to 1992. You can see why 
this group would like trickle-down eco
nomics: Because they get the money, 
and then it turns out it does not trick
le down to anybody else, to any degree 
worth talking about. 

If you look at the 80-to-100 percent 
family income group, you will find 
that, on average, their incomes went 
up 21.6 percent. That is a big jump: 21.6 
percent. Look at how large that is in 
comparison to the little, tiny gain 
here, and the loss through this 60 per
cent of the American population that 
is over on this side of the scale. 

Here is where the money went, and 
here is where it came from. That is 
sort of Robin Hood in reverse. That is 
taking it from people who do not have 
very much and giving it to people who 
have a lot, on the theory that they will 
turn around and invest a lot of that 
money in the economy and create a lot 
of jobs, and everything will be fine. It 
turned out it was a giant fraud. It was 
a fiction; it did not happen. And the 
numbers bear it out. 

But to show you how bad it really is, 
if you break apart the top 20 percent of 
wage earning families, and from that 
top 20 percent you take just the top 1 
percent-think about this, because this 
means of all the families in America, 
you are going to take the top 1 percent 
of families in income. These are the 
people at the very highest rung of the 
ladder with very, very high incomes. 

How did they do during this 12-year 
period of time? We have split them out 
as a separate category; this says the 
top 1 percent. This is the real illustra
tion of the voodoo in voodoo econom
ics. Notice how that crowd made out: 
Income is up 64.9 percent over the 12-
year period of time. So this is the 
group that really did well over that 12-
year period. 

So the money was rolling uphill. It 
was rolling uphill to the people in that 
category, and the people down here 
were sliding backward. These people 
were sort of running on a treadmill. 
That is where the money went. 

It is a terrible shame that that hap
pened. This is just one illustration. 

I want to go to two other things right 
now, beyond just what happened to 
families and their incomes, because 
this is the part that is the most damag
ing and why people, I think, in the 
country are so frustrated and angry 
and feel like they have been taken ad
vantage of. It is one of the reasons they 
gave Bush the heave-ho in the last 
election. 
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Let me show you what else happened 

as a result of the practice of voodoo ec
onomics for that 12 years. I want to 
show you two deficits. I want to show 
you our trade deficit and then I want 
to show the Federal budget deficit, 
both of which now need to be corrected. 

Let me again take the voodoo stick 
here. Notice how our trade deficit 
began worsening very dramatically 
during the eighties as this new eco
nomic experiment was undertaken. 
You will see where we went from a sit
uation where we had a rough balance in 
our trade, and our merchandise trade, 
and you start to see this hemorrhage of 
deficits. 

These are cumulative deficits coming 
down. This chart is notched in 100-bil
lion-dollar notches. You will not see 
very many charts where the numbers 
are that big. Each one of these spaces 
is $100 billion. You can see what hap
pened, as we came down from 1980 
through 1984, 1987, and finally got up to 
1992; these huge merchandise trade 
deficits kept accumulating. So by the 
time 12 years had gone by, we had a cu
mulative merchandise trade deficit in 
excess of $1 trillion. In fact, it is over 
$1.2 trillion, and it is rising every sin
gle day now, until we do something 
about fixing it. 

This is very damaging to us because 
not only does that take jobs out of 
America to other countries like Japan, 
Taiwan, and Korea, and now the threat 
of more jobs going to Mexico, but also 
this is a loss of wealth. This is money 
leaving the country. This is money 
that leaves America ·and goes to an
other country to help them build their 
future. 

We need this money here in our coun
try both in terms of the jobs that it 
represents, and also the financial 
strength to build the next wave of eco
nomic development and jobs. 

Let me go to the second deficit, 
which is the Federal budget deficit. 
That is really the central aim of the 
Clinton plan right now, to start to 
bring these Federal deficits under con
trol, these Federal budget deficits. It is 
very difficult, because they are very 
large and have been out of control for 
the last 12 years; in fact, even longer 
than that. To start to bring them down 
is a difficult chore, because you have to 
bring them down as rapidly as you can 
without putting the economy back into 
a recession and putting more people 
out of work, because, if that happens, 
then your deficit, instead of getting 
smaller, starts to get even bigger. 

Take a look at how the Federal budg
et deficits looked during the 1980's 
when we were practicing voodoo eco
nomics. You will see our Federal budg
et deficits here begin to grow. This 
chart is notched in SO-billion-dollar 
segments. So this is also a chart that 
deals with big numbers. You can see 
here, as these deficits were r1smg, 
there was a slight drop late in the 

1980's, and they took off again, and up 
through 1992, up to a point where the 
actual deficit, using honest accounting, 
was in excess of $400 billion. I put in 
here on these black lines what were 
called the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
budget deficit reduction disciplines 
that were put into place that were sup
posed to solve this problem. You can 
see what a fraud they turned out to be. 

Here is what Gramm-Rudman-Hol
lings 1 was supposed to do in terms of 
bringing these deficits under control. 
So by the time we got to 1991, we were 
supposed to be down here with no defi
cit. It turns out that when we got to 
1991, we were up here. That is a pretty 
dramatic example of voodoo at work. 

When it became obvious this was a 
fraud, this went into the ash can, and 
out came Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 2. 
That was supposed to bring the deficits 
down so we would have a balance in 
1993. Lo and behold, you can see that in 
1993 we are up here. This was fraud 
No. 2. 

That went into the ash can, and we 
got fraud No. 3, Gramm-Rudman-Hol
lings 3, which was supposed to bring 
the deficits down like this, supposed to 
have us here. And you can see we are 
up here. So that turned out to be just 
as useless as anything else. 

So the point here is not just the use
lessness of the Gramm-Rudman-Hol
lings disciplines in solving the deficit 
problem, but the fact that voodoo eco
nomics gave you an explosion in Fed
eral budget deficits at the same time 
we were getting an explosion in our 
trade deficits and this backward slide 
in incomes for most of the families in 
America. 

(Mr. GLENN assumed the chair.) 
Mr. RIEGLE. So that is the problem 

that we face now. Here comes Bill Clin
ton. He gets into the Presidential race 
in 1992 and, lo and behold, he wins it. 
There are a lot of candidates starting 
out early in the Democratic Presi
dential nominating process, and Bill 
Clinton proves to be the strongest can
didate and the one the public prefers. 
He gets the nomination and goes on 
and wins the general election. He 
comes down and is sworn in, and he 
takes over the job as President. Where 
has he been before now? He has been 
down as the Governor of Arkansas, 
doing a fine job in that State, having 
nothing to do, by the way, with any of 
the decisions that created all of these 
huge national economic problems. He 
was not here, either in the Congress or 
in the executive branch, so he inherits 
those problems. 

He shows up in the Presidency on the 
date he took the oath, in January of 
this year, and, lo and behold, all of 
these problems are on his doorstep. It 
would be true for any new President. It 
happens that the new President is Bill 
Clinton, but if it were Mary Smith or 
Joe Smith, they would have the same 
problems on the doorstep. He has now 

said, look, we have to get rid of voodoo 
economics. We never should have done 
it in the first place. We have to take it 
now and steer a different course. We 
have to bring these Federal budget 
deficits under control. We have to start 
investing for a change in our own peo
ple, so we have more job growth in 
America and to make up for lost time. 
It is a very difficult thing to do in the 
context of the global economy. 

He also said we have to crack down 
on the trade abuse. As you may know, 
right now this administration is in the 
midst of very tough, hard-nosed discus
sions with the Japanese, who have been 
practicing various forms of trade 
cheating for many years. About half of 
that merchandise trade deficit I just il
lustrated a minute ago is just with 
Japan by itself. So now a framework 
has just been established, and we are 
moving with very aggressive steps to 
bring that trade deficit down with 
Japan, and that will help us. 

The problem is that is not going to 
give us an overnight fix. Nothing will. 
The problem here is that with voodoo 
economics, if you put it in place and 
let it run for 12 long years, you cannot 
come along-I do not care who you are 
as President-you cannot come along 
in the first year, and in year 13 fix 12 
years' worth of problems in 1 year. The 
problems are now too big for that. 

In fact, I have a second voodoo stick 
I want to use to illustrate how big the 
problems are . This is the second voodoo 
stick sent to me from Louisiana, and 
this is about the size voodoo stick you 
need to deal with the accumulated voo
doo that is in our economic system 
now. Here is another illustration of 
what happened. If you go back and look 
between the period of 1980 through 
1993-I talked about the fact that fam
ily incomes, for the most part, were 
going backward during that 12-year pe
riod of time. If you look at real average 
hourly earnings, adjusted for inflation, 
between 1980 and 1993, you can see they 
have been dropping. There has been an 
erratic pattern, but the general trend 
has been down. 

By the time we get to 1993, you will 
notice that it is at the lowest level it 
has been during that period of time. 
What does that mean? That means peo
ple now are working just as hard as 
they worked, just as many hours a 
week, as 12 years ago, but they are get
ting less for it. They are earning less. 
No matter how much they are putting 
into the hours of effort on the job and 
so forth, they are earning less for their 
efforts. That is real voodoo. That 
shows you what happens, and I think it 
is probably what George Bush had in 
mind when he used that label back in 
1980. 

It is interesting that we had another 
Senator here, Senator Howard Baker, 
much esteemed by colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle. He served as the 
ranking Republican here in the Senate, 
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and he also had very severe reserva
tions about trickle down economics. He 
did not call it voodoo economics; he 
was a little more polite. Here is what 
he said. He said, "Look, this is a big 
riverboat gamble." Howard Baker 
comes from Tennessee, so he knows 
something about riverboats in that 
part of the country. But he was making 
the point that trying this economic ex
periment with Reaganomics, trickle 
down economics, voodoo economics, 
was a riverboat gamble. That was real
ly a veiled warning to the country. He 
saw what the risks were here and want
ed to put everybody on notice that, if 
this thing did not work, you could have 
a chaotic situation. That is exactly 
what we have come to. That is what 
Bill Clinton inherited, what the coun
try inherited, and what we have to dig 
our way out of. 

One of the chief architects of this 
package at the time this was happen
ing was David Stockman. Who is he? 
He was previously a Member of Con
gress from Michigan. He went into the 
Reagan administration in the early 
days in 1981 to become the Budget Di
rector. And as the Budget Director for 
the country, he was responsible for 
doing all of the budget projections and 
budget work to sell voodoo economics. 
It was a big job and hence the use now 
of the big voodoo stick. 

Now, 12 years later, what does David 
Stockman say about what happened 
then when he was in charge of running 
the budget operation in the Reagan ad
ministration when they were putting 
voodoo economics in place? Well, I will 
say, to David Stockman's credit, he 
has come forward with a full confes
sion. He has confessed that what they 
did then was wrong. In fact, it was not 
even honestly portrayed at the time, 
but in fact gave us a fiscal disaster of 
the magnitude that I have been show
ing here, and now it has to be con
fronted and corrected. 

David Stockman has just written an 
article about this, and it was just pub
lished in the magazine called the New 
Progressive in the spring of this year. 
So this is probably 6 or 8 weeks old in 
terms of the article that is here. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article be printed in the 
RECORD at the end of my remarks. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. RIEGLE. I thank the Chair. 
Let me just read one paragraph. 

There are many in here. Of course, the 
Republicans are going to be very angry 
at Stockman because they are going to 
feel he was there to help design this 
whole thing and now he comes along 12 
years later and says it was a fraud and 
got the country in 5:-eat difficulty. Let 
me give you one paragraph to give you 
the flavor of the danger of how far off 
the track the voodoo economic ap
proach has taken us. Here is Stockman 

verbatim. I am quoting a paragraph in 
the middle of his article. He says: 

The root problem goes back to the July 
1981 frenzy of excessive and imprudent tax
cutting that shattered the nation's fiscal 
stability. A noisy faction of Republicans 
have willfully denied this giant mistake of 
fiscal governance, and their own culpability 
in it , ever since. Instead , they have inces
santly poisoned the political debate with a 
mindless stream of anti-tax venom, while 
pretending that economic growth and spend
ing cu ts alone could cure the deficit. 

It ought to be obvious by now that we 
can 't grow our way out. 

That is a fair paragraph out of here 
in terms of the tone of Stockman's ad
missions today, 12 years later. And for 
anybody who really cares in a serious 
way about what has gone wrong in our 
economic system, that ought to be re
quired reading because this was a prin
cipal architect who, as I say, now has 
the candor to come forward to say that 
it has taken us way off track and we 
are in serious trouble and we need a 
plan, and part of the plan has to be to 
go back and get some of those tax cuts 
to the high income people that were 
given out in the early eighties which 
proved to be too high, both from the 
point of view of fairness and from the 
point of view of economic growth. 

The tax cuts were too large for the 
people at the high end of the economic 
scale. When they get those huge tax 
cuts, instead of investing them back 
into the economy to create jobs, they 
did other things with that money, and 
we did not get the reinvestment and we 
did not get the jobs. And that is why so 
many other people in the country are 
now sliding backward and why there 
was such terrible resentment in the 
last election that an incumbent Presi
dent was driven out of office. 

Now, one of the things that we have 
to correct, and this is what President 
Clinton in his plan is doing-this is one 
key facet. He has said, look, he agrees 
with David Stockman, that the tax 
cuts for the people at the highest in
come levels above $200,000, above $1 
million a year, and so forth, that the 
people at those levels got too much in 
the way of tax cuts during the 1980's. 
That hurt the economy, hurt every
body. And now they have to give back 
a part, just a part of the tax cuts that 
they got back in the 1980's that were 
too large. 

So, President Clinton, to his credit 
has called for that. Do you know what 
else? So has Ross Perot. Ross Perot has 
also said that he thinks the tax rates 
on the high-income people-he cer
tainly should know; he is in that 
caregory-he said they have to go up 
because they were cut too much during 
the 1980's and we are not getting the 
job growth, and it is not fair. And if we 
are going to close the huge fiscal defi
cit, one of the ways we have to do it is 
with spending cuts-and doing lots of 
that-and the other way we have to do 
that is with some revenue increases, to 

go back and ask those folks who got 
the huge tax cuts and did not invest 
them in the economy, to have their tax 
rates adjusted so they make some more 
of a contribution and something that is 
fair in relationship to the rest of soci
ety which, for the most part, has been 
sliding back during the 1980's. 

So, Bill Clinton to his credit has ad
dressed that issue, and he has put that 
issue on the table. 

So when you look at the Clinton 
plan, what does the Clinton plan do? 
The Clinton plan really- I have a cou
ple more charts here I am going by; I 
may come back to those in a minute
the Clinton plan says, look, we have to 
make a change in direction, we have to 
put an end to voodoo economics, the 
unfairness of it, the fact it is not help
ing our country, is hurting our coun
try. We have to start to bring the Fed
eral budget deficit down as fast as we 
can without tanking the economy, be
cause if we go too fast and end up with 
the economy going back into recession, 
then unemployment will go up and the 
revenues to the Government will go 
down and deficits actually will start to 
balloon again because the economy is 
so weak. 

So, it is a very delicate balance now 
to work out of the problem. You can
not work out a 12-year problem in 1 
year, or even work out a 12-year prob
lem in 5 years-the budget planning 
cycle with which we work. 

What we have to do now is we have to 
take about as long as it took to get 
into this terrible difficulty to get out 
of it in an orderly way. We want to get 
out of it in a way that builds more jobs 
in America and good jobs, jobs that pay 
a living wage. We are not talking about 
jobs down at McDonalds or jobs at the 
low end of the minimum wage scale. 
We are talking about trying to foster 
job creation where someone who works 
can earn a living that is sufficient to 
support them and a family, because 
that is what our goal has to be in our 
country. 

I think our No. 1 goal ought to be to 
produce enough high-quality, high-pay
ing jobs in this country so people can 
work and support themselves and have 
a decent life and a prospect for meeting 
their needs as all of us need to do with 
respect to our family obligations. 

So that is what the goal ought to be. 
That is what Clinton is saying. 

He is saying we have to get off the 
old track and on the new track. And by 
doing so, he has said this: He lets us set 
for ourselves a goal to bring these mon
ster Federal deficits down again-I use 
the large voodoo stick-bring the large 
Federal deficits down caused by voodoo 
economics and Reaganomics, bring 
them down $500 billion, give or take a 
bit. But that is the goal, $500 billion 
over the next 5 years, in contrast to 
what they otherwise would be. 
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If we did nothing or stuck our heads 

in the sand and said this is not a seri
ous problem or, the problem will some
how magically solve itself, which we 
know that not to be the case-if we 
tackle it head on let us try to take it 
down a half trillion dollars, $500 billion 
over the next 5 years. That is a very 
good target and that is a real dose of 
fiscal discipline and in terms of what 
we saw over the last 12 years. 

Some might say, well, let us go fur
ther, and some say we have gone too 
far. He is obviously trying to strike a 
balance with that. 

But let me show you how it looks if 
we follow the Clinton plan on deficit 
reduction versus doing nothing and 
continuing along the same old Reagan
omics, trickle-down, voodoo-economics 
path. If we stay on the path we are on 
now, the projections that we have from 
the Congressional Budget Office show 
that from 1993 to 1994 and out to 1998, 
this is how our deficits will look. Even 
though we made some spending cuts in 
the past, they are going to stay up 
above $300 billion and continue to rise 
as we go out in time. 

Here is what the Clinton plan does. 
The Clinton plan has two parts to it. I 
am going to talk a second now about 
the first part. The Clinton plan is what 
you see in the blue area here, and this 
comes down like this. By the time we 
get out to 1997 we have the deficit down 
very substantially from where it is 
today, where we are starting from, or 
where it would be if we did nothing 

Something else has to happen out in 
this time period to finish the job of 
getting the deficit fully under control. 
What is that? Health care reform, be
cause health care reform now is an 
issue and problem of enormous eco
nomic consequence to our Nation. 

There is also a huge human con
sequence to the need, in the unmet 
needs in the area of heal th care and 
why we have to have health care re
form and make health care available 
and affordable to everybody in the 
country. It is a real bargain. It costs a 
lot more to take care of someone when 
they are sick than it does to spend 
money on preventive care to keep from 
getting sick. We know that. We try to 
practice that in our own lives, and 
wisely so . 

Out in this time period the health 
care reform is going to come into 
place, and that is going to finish the 
job of bringing these deficits down to 
zero and down to the point where they 
really ought to be. 

So my hope is that in taking 12 years 
of voodoo economics to build the defi
cits up to levels that nobody ever 
dreamed possible, including David 
Stockman, that over a period of time, 
say roughly 6 to 7 years, we can bring 
these deficits down, get them down to 
a point where they are smaller and 
smaller and smaller, until finally they 
go away altogether. That will be a tre-

mendous accomplishment for our coun
try. 

But right now is the hardest time be
cause now is the time we have to make 
the change in direction. Now is when 
we have to have the fortitude and the 
courage to say no, to getting off the 
old path. It was very simple to say, 
yes, let us just cut the tax on the 
wealthy, let trickle-down work and ev
erybody will come out ahead. That was 
a fraud, and it did not work. It is time 
to change it . We have to pay our bills. 
We have to cut the spending in every 
place that we can, and it is going to be 
tough to do that. 

We have a lot of tough cuts in there. 
Take, for example, the floods right now 
out in the Middle West. The Governor 
of Iowa, who is a Republican, says they 
need more money out there. The Presi
dent offered $2112 billion to try to help. 
He said it is not enough, they have to 
have a lot more. 

Well, I am not sure where it is going 
to come from, but I want to try to help. 
I think we ought to try to help. We did 
it for the people in Mount St. Helens. 
We did it for the people down when the 
hurricane came through Florida. So 
when you have a huge national disas
ter, we ought to try to help each other. 

But there are limits to what we can 
afford. And there is something else 
that now comes crashing into the pic
ture, but all the more reason why, 
when you have big voodoo of this kind 
that requires a bid voodoo stick, you 
have to have a big, strong answer to fix 
it, and you have to have a President 
who is honest enough with the Amer
ican people to say what needs to be 
done. Fortunately, we now have that 
kind of President. 

Now it is not all happy news. I wish 
it was. He is saying, "Look, we can 
work our way out of this. We can bring 
these deficits down in an orderly way. 
We have to make a lot of tough spend
ing cuts. " He has listed those all out. 
We put those in our budget document. 

He said, "We have to have some more 
revenues." Just, as I said earlier, Ross 
Perot argued for it, the President said 
we have to go back to the people at the 
highest income levels who got tax cuts 
that were too large in the 1980's and we 
have to ask them to give some of it 
back. 

We are not asking them to give it all 
back; not even asking them to give a 
large fraction of it back that they got 
for the last 12 years. In fact, we are not 
asking for any of that back-maybe we 
should be. 

What we are saying is, from today 
forward, we think you ought to pay a 
higher rate of taxes that is more in line 
and fairer in terms of ability to pay 
than to somebody with a family that is 
earning $15,000, $20,000, or $40,000 and 
who today is carrying too much of the 
load and is sliding backward. And I 
think that is fair. I think that is what 
the country wants. 

It is time we helped the middle class 
in this country and not just the people 
who are at the very top, not just the 
top 1 percent. They ran the show for 
the last 12 years. The people voted that 
out. It is time now to concentrate on 
the rest of the people in our society 
who work hard every day. They have 
bills to pay and families to feed and ob
liga tions to meet. They need jobs, first 
of all, but they need good jobs, with 
high incomes, and they need their Gov
ernment to look after their interests 
for a change and not just the people at 
the very top. 

So , we have had some people say, 
"Well, to talk about this is to, in a 
sense, talk about class warfare ." We 
have been having class warfare for the 
last 12 years. 

If you want to see the body count, 
here is the body count right here. Here 
is the body count of 12 years of class 
warfare, when you have an unfair tax 
system that gives the top 1 percent of 
income earners in this country a 65-
percen t increase in their incomes and 
gives the people further back down the 
line, the people in the lower 60 percent 
of the population, 6 out of every 10 
families, in the country sliding back
ward and 20 percent more just barely 
short of treading water, even though 
these people, who would be probably in 
the $50,000 to $100,000 category, made a 
little bit of a gain, but it is the people 
at the top that cleaned house. 

What is fair about that? And how has 
that helped America? 

When you look at the huge trade def
icit, you look at the huge Federal 
budget deficits, we have more people 
on food stamps in America today than 
we have ever had in our history. How 
demeaning. 

I have people in my State with 10 and 
20 and 39 years of job seniority who are 
outstanding workers, have outstanding 
work records, and they cannot find a 
job today. And then, when they are in 
those dire circumstances that they 
have to turn to food stamps, they feel 
awful about it. They do not want to 
have to be on food stamps. They want 
to have a job. They want to work. They 
desperately need the work. They have 
the talents and the skills, and the 
country needs them, and they want to 
work. 

And that is why we have to have an 
economic plan that concentrates on 
making sure there is enough work to 
go around and that we turn this coun
try in the direction of making sure our 
people have jobs. That is what it is 
about. Not more tax cuts for the people 
at the high-income level, many of 
whom are living off inheritances that 
somebody else earned a generation or 2 
or 3 or 4 ago. 

I want to do something for these peo
ple. And President Clinton wants to do 
something for these people. This is 80 
percent of the American families right 
here who got virtually nothing out of 
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the 1980's and out of Reaganomics, ex
cept being hit over the head and are 
finding ~hems elves a decade or 12 years 
later further behind than when they 
started back in 1980. 

I have graduates coming out of the 
University of Michigan at this very 
time who got straight 4.0 averages, lots 
of extracurricular activities, with ex
ceptional records. Their families sac
rificed, as they did, to go to a world
class university to earn an education 
who come out now and find that they 
cannot get a job and are moving back 
in with their parents. That is not good 
for America. It is disillusioning for 
them. It is disillusioning for their par
ents. And we cannot settle for that. We 
cannot settle for that. 

Unfortunately, George Bush, who was 
and is a friend of mine, got lost in for
eign policy; loved foreign policy; had 
an economic plan for every country in 
the world except this one. 

And so now he is not in the office 
anymore. Somebody else has been 
given a chance, because they want an 
end to this voodoo economics, and they 
want a chance to work. 

Now I used to be in that other party. 
I started out as a Republican years 
ago. Twenty-seven years ago, I got 
elected to Congress as a Republican. 
And the theory at that time for Repub
licans like myself in the party was that 
we wanted to be for full employment. 
We wanted people to be able to have 
jobs and to earn enough to support 
themselves so they did not have to 
turn to food stamps, or they did not 
have to live with their relatives, or 
they did not have to run around the 
country looking for a job, living in a 
car or van with their family by the side 
of the road, because they could not find 
a job. 

The ethic at that time was to say, 
"Let us concentrate on making sure 
that people do have jobs. Let us build 
the private sector of the economy." 

We did not see much of that during 
the 1980's. We did not see that happen. 
We saw the jobs growing all right-we 
say them growing in Japan, saw them 
growing down in Mexico, saw them 
growing in a lot of other places. They 
were not growing here. 

And that is why this 60 percent of the 
American families were sliding back
ward. And this group, even as well off 
as they were, was basically treading 
water. And it is not until you get to 
the top 20 percent and finally the top 1 
percent to see who made out under 
that plan. 

As I said, good for David Stockman 
for finally, 12 years later, blowing the 
whistle on this kind of economic and 
statistical fraud. 

So, that is the problem that we face. 
So, I am going to finish by saying 

this. The Clinton plan gets rid of voo
doo economics. And, thank goodness it 
does. Thank goodness it does. It re
duces the Federal budget deficit over 

what it otherwise would be over the 
next 5 years by a figure of almost pre
cisely $500 billion. 

That is a lot of money. That is a half 
a trillion dollars. And no matter how 
you count it, from one end or the 
other, that is a major effort at deficit 
reduction. And I think the financial 
markets are paying attention to it. 

If you look at what has happened to 
interest rates, and long-term interests 
rates, particularly-right now, 30-year 
interest rates are at the lowest level 
they have been since we started issuing 
the 30-year bond many years ago. That 
is a helpful sign, because it shows that 
the cost of capital, whether it is a fam
ily trying to get a home mortgage or 
refinance a mortgage, or a business 
trying to get a loan, the cost of getting 
that loan has gone down because the 
interest rates are down and that helps 
us get some new lift into the economy. 
But it is a signal that financial mar
kets feel it is so important that we 
break this pattern of ever-enlarging 
deficits. 

And the Clinton plan does that. It 
also rearranges the equities involved. 
It says: "Look, we are going to have to 
go back and correct some of the unfair
ness of the 1980's.'' and I realize the 
people in this group are not going to 
like it, because they like what they 
have because what they have has been 
very good for them. 

But I have talked to enough people, 
enough people, I might say, like Ross 
Perot, who are in this category who 
say, "Look, this is not good for Amer
ica. If you got most of the families in 
America sliding backward, even if you 
are in this group and you are making 
great progress, that is not good for the 
country." 

Any anybody who is patriotic and 
cares about the country as a whole is 
going to say you have to change this 
pattern. And to his credit, as a billion
aire, he is saying this. Now, he gets 
ridiculed, especially by some on that 
side of the aisle who wish he was not 
saying it, because they would like to 
sort of maintain, at least many of 
them, what has been going on over the 
last 12 years that got us in the fix that 
we are in at the present time. 

The President has asked for a lot of 
spending cu ts and we are going to 
make the spending cuts. And they are 
not going to be pleasant. 

Some of the people who want more 
deficit reduction are going to find it 
hard when they come back in here and 
say, "Well, we want deficit reduction, 
but just don't do the deficit reduction 
in my State." We have heard a lot of 
that. 

We are going to spread it around. Ev
erybody is going to have to be in on the 
spending cuts. They are going to have 
to be stretched across the 50 States. 
There is just no way around it. We 
have to cut the spending and we have 
to increase the revenues on a fair basis 

to close this yawning Federal budget 
deficit and get ourselves back on a 
sound fiscal track. 

We also have to follow through on 
the tough trade practices and trade 
policies. We have to do it with respect 
to Japan, which is our worst problem. I 
want to just show one chart on Japan, 
Just so people will understand how 
deadly serious this problem is, because 
the Japanese are very good at saying 
that any problem we have is not their 
fault, it is somebody else's fault. I 
want to just find that chart and show 
it to you. Here it is right here. 

If you take here, for example, the 
trade deficits that we have had with 
Japan- just one country, just the Unit
ed States and Japan over the period 
since 1980. This is what has happened. 
The trade between the two countries, 
year by year: $12 billion in their favor, 
$18 billion, jumped up to $36 billion in 
1984, jumped up to $59 billion-just in 1 
year, 1987. It meant Japan was taking 
$5 billion a month out of the United 
States economy, every single month. 
Do you wonder where the jobs went? 
They went to Japan, just like some 
people want to send them to Mexico at 
the present time. 

Look at this total since 1980: $505 bil
lion taken out of the United States; 505 
billion dollars' worth of jobs and eco
nomic strength, taken out of here, sent 
to Japan. That was part of Reagan
omics, that was part of trickle-down 
economics, that is part of voodoo eco
nomics and it has hurt this country. 

Thank goodness President Clinton is 
confronting that issue. Sure, the Japa
nese do not like it. They do not like to 
have to face up to this issue because 
they like this pattern and that is no 
disrespect to them. They have been 
protecting their own national inter
ests. But when we have a weak Govern
ment here who looks the other way 
when we are being damaged in a bilat
eral trade relationship like this, it does 
great damage to our country and fuels 
public cynicism and a loss of faith in 
the future, and it is part of our prob
lem. Frankly, some of the editorial 
writers in the country-they do not 
want to see this. They want to hide 
this . 

Of course, if they were in the line of 
fire, it would be another story. But the 
fact it is somebody else losing his or 
her job, some anonymous person in the 
society-well, that is no big deal. That 
is just the forces of the world economy 
at work. 

That is a lot of nonsense. This is a 
managed economy at work. Japan 
keeps their economy closed. They have 
interlocking relationships called 
keiretsu to get and keep the business 
among themselves. They sell the prod
ucts in the United States for less than 
they sell them in Japan. So they use 
dumping as a pricing strategy in many 
cases in order to inflate these huge sur
pluses in their favor and rip economic 
strength out of the United States. 
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Reagan did nothing about it. it was 

not surprising, I might say, that after 
he left the Presidency-I am talking 
about Ronald Reagan now-he was in
vited to go over and give a speech in 
Japan, a couple of speeches. They paid 
him $2 million. There was a big uproar 
about it. It was very embarrassing to a 
lot of my Republican friends. President 
Bush, to his credit-President Bush to 
his credit-was just offered an equiva
lent opportunity, it was either by 
Japan or Taiwan or Korea, one of the 
countries over there, to come over and 
give a big speech like that with a big 
padded payment for it and he turned it 
down. He turned it down as well he 
should have. But it is to his credit that 
he did and it is quite a contrast be
tween the two people in terms of how 
they saw that issue. 

So, just to conclude, it.is time to put 
an end to voodoo economics. Whether 
you use the small voodoo stick or you 
use the big voodoo stick, we have had 
enough of it. We have had enough voo
doo . President Clinton is exactly .right 
on that issue and Ross Perot is exactly 
right on this issue. We need a package 
here that breaks this pattern, that 
brings fairness back into the system, 
brings these Federal budget deficits 
under control, and invests again in our 
own people. That is the heart of it-in
vesting in America, investing in the 
American people and not just the peo
ple at the top, but investing in every
body in our society and especially the 
little people because they have just as 
much right to a decent chance in this 
country as the people at the high-in
come levels. 

Our founding documents do not make 
a differentation on the basis of who has 
the weal th and who does not. They are 
written without any reference to that. 
And they say that people in our coun
try are equal and ought to be thought 
of as equal and ought to have the 
chance for equal opportunity to take 
the gifts that God has given them and 
their hard work and their ideas and 
their vision and put it to work and do 
something about it. 

Just yesterday with the proposal on 
community development banks, it is 
exactly in that line to try to get some 
capital in to the underserved, inner-city 
areas and in to our poor rural areas so 
people there have a chance to come 
into the economic system. So that 
when they have good ideas and projects 
that are worthy of support with sen
sible loans, they can get the credit 
they need, they can get the capital, the 
oxygen they need to make an economic 
contribution and put other people to 
work. 

I listened to an older gentleman yes
terday, probably in his sixties or 70 
years old who started a business in a 
small rural community in North Caro
lina, a little sewing company. They are 
now doing about $2 million of business 
a year. And where there was abject 

poverty before there are now 20 people 
working in that little operation be
cause he got the credit he needed. 

That is what the Clinton plan is 
about. That is what we are talking 
about. We are talking about liberating 
our own people, letting our economic 
system work, investing in America, 
and investing in our people and under
standing that is the one enduring re
source and asset that we have in this 
country, people who are coming along 
each day, and the future generations. 

So I say to the President, you are 
doing the right thing by trying to 
change the direction. I do not agree 
with each and every thing he said. I do 
not agree with him on the Mexican 
Free-Trade Agreement. I think it is a 
huge mistake. We will fight that out 
later here. But on the effort to turn the 
direction and bring these Federal defi
cits under control and get fairness 
back into the tax system and investing 
in our people and in job growth and in 
fairness, that is what we need. That is 
what we need. And it is coming not a 
moment too soon. 

So let us get it enacted. Let us go 
back into the conference, work it out. 
I am a conferee on the Senate side . Let 
us go ahead and find the balance that 
we need to put this plan in effect. Let 
us let it work, let it start to heal the 
economy, let it start to grow the econ
omy. Then let us move on to health 
care reform. 

Let us send a signal out to the Amer
ican people that they are No. 1 again. 
That they matter most; not some other 
country or not some narrow group in 
our society but the American people 
across the country, from East to West 
and West to East, and North to South 
and South to North, the American peo
ple are back in the driver's seat. That 
is what this plan is all about and that 
is why it has to be enacted. 

I yield the floor. 
EXHIBIT 1 

AMERICA IS NOT OVERSPENDING 

(David A. Stockman, Director of the Office 
of Management and Budget from 1981 to 1985, 
during the first years of the "Reagan Revo
lution," David Stockman left office amid the 
lingering controversy caused by his revela
tions in the Atlantic magazine about the in
ternal Administration politics which , Stock
man said, would result in untenable deficits. 
Stockman's memoirs of those years are enti
tled A Triumph of Politics: How the Reagan 
Revolution Failed. He is currently a General 
Partner at the Blackstone Group, a New 
York investment house.) 

President Clinton's economic plan deserves 
heavy-duty criticism- particularly the $190 
billion worth of new boondoggles through FY 
1998 that are euphemistically labelled " stim
ulus" and " investment" programs. But on 
one thing he has told the unvarnished truth. 
There is no way out of the elephantine budg
et deficits which have plagued the nation 
since 1981 without major tax increases. 

In this regard, the full-throated anti-tax 
war cries emanating from the GOP since 
February 17 amount to no more than decep
tive gibberish . Indeed, if Congressman Newt 
Gingrich and his playmates had the parental 

supervision they deserve, they would be sent 
to the nearest corner wherein to lodge their 
Pinocchio-sized noses until this adult task of 
raising taxes is finished. 

The fact is, we have no other viable choice. 
According to the Congressional Budget Of
fice (CBO) forecast , by FY 1998 we will have 
practical full employment and, also , nearly a 
$400 billion budget deficit if nothing is done . 
The projected red ink would amount to five 
percent of GNP, and would mean continuing 
Treasury absorption of most of our meager 
net national savings through the end of the 
century. This is hardly a formula for sus
taining a competitive and growing economy. 

The root problem goes back to the July 
1981 frenzy of excessive and imprudent tax
cutting that shattered the nation's fiscal 
stability . A noisy faction of Republicans 
have willfully denied this giant mistake of 
fiscal governance, and their own culpability 
in it, ever since. Instead, they have inces
santly poisoned the political debate with a 
mindless stream of anti-tax venom, while 
pretending that economic growth and spend
ing cuts alone could cure the deficit . 

It ought to be obvious by now that we 
can't grow our way out. If we should happen 
to realize CBO's economic forecast by 1998, 
wouldn ' t a nearly $400 billion deficit in a full 
employment economy 17 years after the 
event finally constitute the smoking gun? 

To be sure, aversion to higher taxes is usu
ally a necessary, healthy impulse in a politi
cal democracy . But when the alternative be
comes as self-evidently threadbare and 
groundless as has the " growth" argument, 
we are no longer dealing with legitimate 
skepticism but with what amounts to a dem
agogic fetish. 

Unfortunately, as a matter of hard-core po
litical realism, the ritualized spending cut 
mantra of the GOP anti-taxers is equally 
vapid. Again, the historical facts are over
whelming. 

Ronald Reagan 's original across-the-board 
income tax cut would have permanently re
duced the federal revenue base by three per
cent of GNP. At a time when defense spend
ing was being rapidly pumped up, and in a 
context in which the then " conservative" 
congressional majority had already decided 
to leave 90 percent of domestic spending un
touched, the Reagan tax rate cut alone 
would have strained the nation's fiscal equa
tion beyond the breaking point. But no one 
blew the whistle. Instead, both parties suc
cumbed to a shameless tax-bidding war that 
ended up doubling the tax cut to six percent 
of GNP-or slashing by nearly one-third the 
permanent revenue base of the United States 
government. 

While delayed effective dates and phase-ins 
postponed the full day of reckoning until the 
late 1980s, there is no gainsaying the fiscal 
carnage. As of August, 1981, Uncle Sam had 
been left to finance a 1980s-sized domestic 
welfare state and defense build-up from a 
general revenue base that was now smaller 
relative to GNP than at any time since 1940! 

In subsequent years, several " mini" tax in
crease bills did slowly restore the Federal 
revenue base to nearly its post-war average 
share of GNP. The $2.5 trillion in cumulative 
deficits since 1981, however, is not a product 
of " over-spending" in any meaningful sense 
of the term. In fact , we have had a rolling 
legislative referendum for 12 years on " ap
propriate" Federal spending in today's soci
ety- and by now the overwhelming bi-par
tisan consensus is crystal clear. 

Cash benefits for Social Security recipi
ents, government retirees and veterans will 
cost about $500 billion in 199S-or six percent 
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of prospective GNP. The fact is they also 
cost six percent of GNP when Jimmy Carter 
came to town in 1977, as they did when Ron
ald Reagan arrived in 1981 , Bush in 1989 and 
Clinton in 1993. 

The explanation for this remarkable 25 
years of actual and prospective fiscal cost 
stability is simple. Since the mid-1970s there 
has been no legislative action to increase 
benefits, while a deep political consensus has 
steadily congealed on not cutting them, ei
ther. Ronald Reagan pledged not to touch 
Social Security in his 1984 debate with Mon
dale; on this issue Bush never did move his 
lips; and Rep. Gingrich can readily wax as 
eloquently on the " sanctity" of the nation's 
social contract with the old folks as the late 
Senator Claude Pepper ever did. 

The political and policy fundamentals of 
the $375 billion prospective 1998 cost of Medi
care and Medicaid are exactly the same. If 
every amendment relating to these medical 
entitlements which increased or decreased 
eligibility and benefit coverage since Jimmy 
Carter's inauguration were laid end-to-end, 
the net impact by 1998 would hardly amount 
to one to two percent of currently projected 
costs. 

Thus , in the case of the big medical enti
tlements, there has been no legislatively 
driven " overspending" surge in the last two 
decades. And since 1981, no elected Repub
lican has even dared think out loud about 
the kind of big changes in beneficiary pre
mium costs and co-payments that could ac
tually save meaningful budget dollars. 

To be sure, budget costs of the medical en
titlements have skyrocketed-but that is be
cause our underlying health delivery system 
is ridden with inflationary growth. Perhaps 
Hillary will fix this huge, systemic economic 
problem. But until that silver bullet is dis
covered , there is no way to save meaningful 
budget dollars in these programs except to 
impose higher participation costs on middle 
and upper income beneficiaries-a move for 
which the GOP has absolutely no stomach. 

Likewise, the " safety net" for the poor and 
price and credit supports for rural America 
cost the same in real terms-about $100 bil
lion-as they did in January 1981. That is be
cause Republicans and Democrats have gone 
to the well year after year only to add nick
els, subtract pennies, and, in effect, validate 
over and over the same " appropriate" level 
of spending. 

On the vast expanse of the domestic budg
et, then , " overspending" is an absolute 
myth. Our post-1981 mega-deficits are not at
tributable to it; and the GOP has neither a 
coherent program nor the political courage 
to attack anything but the most microscopic 
spending marginalia. 

It is unfortunate that having summoned 
the courage to face the tax issue squarely , 
President Clinton has clouded the debate 
with an excess of bashing the wealthy and an 
utterly unnecessary grab-bag of new tax and 
spending giveaways . But that can be cor
rected in the legislative process- and it in no 
way lets the Republicans off the hook. They 
led the Congress into a giant fiscal mistake 
12 years ago, and they now have the respon
sibility to work with a President who is at 
least brave enough to attempt to correct it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Montana is recognized under 
the previous order for 5 minutes. 

CUT SPENDING FIRST 
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I under

stand the emotions of the time when 

we start talking about budgets. It 
seems like we spend a lot of time look
ing at history and we do not spend any 
time looking into the future or the ef
fects of what we will have . The Senator 
from Michigan very ably said, yes, we 
cut taxes. We did not cut revenues to 
the Government, however. The reve
nues to the Government continued to 
rise. What we forgot to do was cut 
spending. We do not tax too much. We 
spend-we do not cut our spending. 

As far as who sent the money' to the 
Treasury, from 1977 to 1993, you will 
find the lowest quintile, if you break 
up the population in five different seg
ments, the percentage going into the 
Treasury went down for the lower 
fourth quintile while it went up on the 
highest. In fact, the contribution of the 
top 1 percent of the wage earners had 
increased 2.1 percent during those 
years. In other words, the top 1 percent 
of the wage earners, from 1977 to 1993, 
paid 15.7 percent of the total taxes 
from income taxes in to this country. 

I went home over the weekend, the 
Fourth of July. I do not know who peo
ple are talking to when they go home. 
I sort of walk down the street and talk 
to the man on the street-the man who 
runs the small businesses, our ranchers 
or farmers. Being from Montana, that 
is all we are is a small business. I did 
not run into a soul who wants to pay 
more taxes, but I did run into a lot of 
folks who said take a good look at 
what we spend. 

The conference is underway, and we 
know there are big differences between 
the House version and the Senate ver
sion. The House bill has the Btu tax, 
the big time unemployment tax. The 
Senate has the 4.3-cent gasoline tax. 
We may come up with a new term and 
find a mix in between when.it all comes 
out-who knows? 

But as far as a trade deficit-and 
Americans should be alarmed at this, 
whether they want to believe it or 
not-65 percent of the trade deficit in 
this country is energy related. Energy; 
gasoline. Fifty percent of our oil comes 
from offshore. It would not have to. 

You are right, we drove those jobs 
out. If the automobile industry in 
Michigan had suffered the same decline 
in dollars invested and jobs lost as the 
energy industry has, especially in oil 
and gas, there would be a total outcry 
in this country on where is our ability 
to become energy independent? What 
happens if OPEC gets strong again? We 
would probably have a problem. That is 
another subject. 

Taxes are what are going to slow us 
down. Every small businessman who 
wants to expand his business is not 
going to until we act on the President's 
request. 

Every time the money starts running 
low in the till and people get excited 
about deficit spending-and they sure 
have. Let us make no bones about it, if 
we dot all the i's and cross all the t's of 

this plan, we still, at the end of the 5-
year plan, will accumulate $1.2 trillion 
of new debt. That will push it up 
around $6 billion, and we are not cut
ting spending. We are not cutting any 
spending in this. There are no spending 
cuts in this. None. If there are, they 
are in the outyears, whatever that is. I 
have never been able to figure that out. 

But every time the till starts to run 
low and we start running out of money 
so that we do not have any money to 
spend to expand Government-and it is 
bloated now and not working well. If 
you want to talk about gridlock, bu
reaucratic gridlock, we cannot even get 
a decision out of the bureaucracy so we 
can get on with our lives, because the 
Government is in everyone 's lives 
every day. Every time we start running 
low on money, we-they, I should say
find very creative and innovative ways 
to raise taxes. 

But I do not see any of those creative 
and innovative minds working their 
will when it comes time to cutting 
spending and making Government lean 
and mean and making it work as indus
try has done to become competitive in 
this world. And, yes, we are competi
tive. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 5 minutes have expired. 

Mr. BURNS. I thank the Chair. I will 
just close by saying when we get 
wrapped up in this thing, look at the 
figures. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to print in the RECORD a table 
showing shares of total Federal taxes 
paid by all families. 

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

SHARES OF TOTAL FEDERAL TAXES PAID BY ALL FAMILIES 
[In percent) 

All fam ilies (by in- 1977 1980 1985 1988 1989 1993 I come group) 

Lowest quintile 2 2.0 1.6 1.8 1.5 1.5 1.3 
Second quintile 7.2 6.9 6.8 6.2 6.4 6.3 
Middle quint ile 13.4 13.2 13.0 12.5 12.5 12.4 
Fourth quintile ...... .. ... 21.6 22.2 22.0 20.8 20.8 20.7 
81 to 90 percent . 16.7 17.1 17.0 16.4 16.6 16.6 
91 to 95 percent . 11.3 11.7 11.7 11.6 11.6 118 
96 to 99 percent . 14.1 14.5 14.2 15.0 15.0 15.l 
Top 1 percent .. 13.6 12.9 13.3 15.9 15.4 15.7 
Overall . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Highest quint ile .. 55.7 56.1 56.1 58.9 58.6 59.1 
Top 10 percent . 39.0 39.0 39.2 42.5 42.0 42.6 
Top 5 percent 27.7 27.3 27.5 30.9 30.4 30.8 

1 Projected. 
2The lowest 20 percent in income of the population in 1977 bore the bur

den of 2.0 percent of total Federal taxes. Quintiles are weighted by fam ilies. 
Source: Congressional Budget Off ice tax simulation model. 

Mr. BURNS. I thank the Chair, and I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. PRYOR addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arkansas is recognized under 
the previous order for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, may I in
quire as to the time situation remain
ing on the original unanimous-consent 
time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator 
DASCHLE yielded back the remainder of 
his time. 
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Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I be recog
nized for a period of 12 minutes. 

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

BUDGET RECONCILIATION 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, during 

the first day of debate on the budget 
reconciliation bill, June 23, Senators 
DOLE, DOMENIC!, and PACKWOOD offered 
a comprehensive budget alternative, a 
Republican alternative, to President 
Clinton's budget package. 

When I first heard that my col
leagues from the other side of the aisle 
were going to offer this comprehensive 
Republican alternative, I must say I 
was pleased. I was encouraged because 
I think our system works best when 
the majority and minority parties take 
the full responsibility for difficult 
problems and propose serious solutions. 

Unfortunately, upon further exam
ination of this so-called tax-free-in-'93 
Republican alternative, I lost almost 
all hope that my colleagues from the 
other side of the aisle, despite their 
good intentions, were going to offer se
rious and meaningful solutions to our 
budget deficit problem. 

Mr. President, on Thursday, yester
day, in the Wall Street Journal, July 
15---and in mom en ts I will ask this be 
made part of the RECORD-I was read
ing an article, and I will quote first the 
headline: 

GOP War Cry of No New Taxes Appears to 
Have Broadened to No New Anything. 

The first paragraph: 
In drafting alternatives to President Clin

ton's deficit-reduction program, congres
sional Republicans left out not only taxes 
but something Americans have very much 
wanted lately: change. 

Mr. President, the article continues 
by saying: 

Indeed, Mr. Dole 's plan underscores the po
tential pitfalls for Republicans in alter
natives geared more toward embarrassing 
the President than advancing a distinctive 
new agenda. 

Continuing the article: 
The only spending cuts that Senate Repub

licans itemized were those contained in the 
Democratic plan. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that this article of yesterday, 
July 15, be printed at the end of my 
statement. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I may be 

wrong on some other issues, but I do 
believe the American people do not 
want just more politics, they want 
more solutions. Why is it that all of 
the polls today are showing that the 
American public distrusts Congress? 
One reason, I believe, is they believe we 
never seem to confront the real prob
lems with serious solutions. Political 
documents like we are seeing intro-

duced, such as the Republican budget 
alternative, purporting to be "serious 
legislation" really heighten, I think, 
the frustration most of the public hold 
toward the Congress. 

Americans are tired of political 
games-and so am I. I hope so are all of 
us in this body. Let us now do what we 
were sent here to do: Start solving the 
problems in a more bipartisan manner. 

Over the past 12 years, both Demo
crats and Republicans in the House, in 
the Senate, and in the White House, 
have sought to avoid responsibility for 
our increasing deficits and our increas
ing national debt. I am not proud of 
that fact. I think all of us have to as
sume this responsibility. 

But even this week, several of our 
colleagues, on July 14, Wednesday 
morning, got up in the U.S. Senate and 
for page after page, and seemingly a 
several-hour period, continued the as
sault and the attack on the President's 
budget proposal that now is the subject 
of a conference between the House and 
the Senate, as if he were to blame for 
the problems we face. 

I am very sorry that they have taken 
this avenue and this attack on this at
tack on this proposal because it is the 
only serious deficit reduction package 
that has been proposed in this body. 
Hopefully, Mr. President, our col
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
will now finally offer constructive so
lutions if they think that President 
Clinton's plan is so bad. 

We do have a new administration. 
That new administration is dedicated 
to cleaning up this mess it inherited, 
and also this administration has com
mitted itself to dealing honestly and 
openly with the large challenges that 
face us. 

The budget document that President 
Clinton has prepared, that we have 
voted for in this body, is a serious doc
ument. It is a serious attempt to deal 
with our budget deficit. The budget 
reconciliation bill the Democrats in 
this body produced is serious and a spe
cific document of cuts and deficit re
duction. The Republican alternative is 
not serious. Let's take a closer look at 
the record. 

Mr. President, I have prepared a 
chart that takes us back 2 weeks ago 
to the time of the budget reconcili
ation debate, not only in the Finance 
Committee, but also in the U.S. Senate 
Chamber, for the period when we fi
nally voted this measure out of the 
Senate and sent it to the conference. 

We kept a scorecard during that sev
eral-day period, Mr. President, and in 
the various Senate committees, there 
were 12 amendments offered by the 
other side of the aisle. What would 
have happened is it would have in
creased the deficit compared to the 
Clinton plan, had we accepted the Re
publican amendments, by a sum total 
of $46 billion. This was just in the com
mittees. 

The Republican alternative which 
was offered by Senators DOLE, DOMEN
IC!, and PACKWOOD would have in
creased the deficit by $139 billion com
pared to the Clinton plan. The so-called 
Nickles amendment striking the trans
portation fuels tax- brought to the 
floor of the Senate and offered, and our 
colleagues turned it down, fortu
nately-would have increased deficit 
spending by $26.3 billion versus the 
Clinton plan. The so-called Lott 
amendment regarding taxable social 
security benefits would have increased 
deficit spending by $26.3 billion. The so
called Roth amendment dealing with a 
small-business tax exemption offered 
on the floor of the Senate and turned 
down by the majority would have in
creased deficit spending by $27 billion, 
with no specific spending cuts as an 
offset. 

The remaining seven germane floor 
amendments offered by colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle that were 
considered on the floor of the Senate 
would have had no effect on deficit re
duction. 

Please note, Mr. President, that no 
germane amendments were offered that 
included a single, new specific spending 
cuts. They offered no new spending 
cuts. 

The total loss, had we accepted all of 
these proposals offered by our col
leagues on the other side of the aisle, 
would have increased deficit spending 
over the next 5 years by $263 billion 
compared to the Clinton plan. 

I am trying, Mr. President, the best 
way I know how to basically lay out 
the facts, to get the facts straight in 
order for the American people to know 
what is actually happening. 

A little more talk about the second 
line on the chart here which is the Re
publican alternative. The question we 
must ask is: Does it meet the serious 
test? I wish it did. 

If this were a serious proposal, I 
think our colleagues on the other side 
would have provided us a copy of this 
proposal weeks or perhaps even days in 
advance so that each Senator could 
make an in-depth and thoughtful ex
amination of it. After all, Mr. Presi
dent, the President's plan was outlined 
last February in a speech before a joint 
session of Congress, and the Senate Fi
nance Committee's modification of the 
bulk of the budget plan was finalized a 
full week before the Senate floor de
bate began. It gave all of us an ade
quate opportunity to look at the costs, 
to look at the cuts, to look at the pro
posed taxes, and for us to prepare for 
that debate. 

The Republican alternative, Mr. 
President, was given to individual Sen
ators only minutes before we began de
bate on this proposal offered by our 
friends on the other side of the aisle. 
The amendment was hundreds of pages 
long. The first time we saw the legisla
tive language was after it was intro
duced, and, therefore, Mr. President, 
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we felt as if this was not a serious at
tempt to deal with the deficit or with 
the economy. 

During the debate on the reconcili
ation bill-and it was a long debate 
with late-hour sessions; I think finally 
after 3 o'clock in the morning was our 
final vote on the proposal on the rec
onciliation bill that is now in con
ference between House and Senate
during this debate we heard a number 
of concerns expressed about this bill 
from the other side of the aisle. 

Once again, it is time to set the 
record straight. Let us measure the Re
publican alternative that they offered 
against their own concerns. 

This is a question, Mr. President, of 
rhetoric versus reality. Some might 
classify this as a hypocrisy test, but 
there is a connotation of that term I do 
not wish upon my colleagues on the 
other side Of the aisle . Therefore, I do 
not use it. 

First, they said that interest savings 
should not count as a spending cut, as 
President Clinton did in his plan. But 
what, Mr. President, precisely did the 
Republican spending cut plan count as 
a spending cut? The answer is, yes, 
they counted themselves $37 billion 
worth of interest savings after having 
criticized the President for counting 
that in his proposal. 

Second, the Republicans said that fu
ture spending cuts in discretionary 
programs should not count. Well, Mr. 
President, what did the spending cut 
plan offered by the other side of the 
aisle actually count? You are right. 
They counted 164 billion dollars' worth 
of unspecified future discretionary 
spending cuts in their own plan after 
criticizing the Democratic plan for 
what we had done. 

The third issue. There were many 
complaints offered during that 2 days 
that most of the spending cuts in 
President Clinton's plan came in 1997 
and 1998, which would be, yes, after the 
1996 electiort. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 12 minutes has expired. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, if there 
are no other speakers lined up at this 
moment, I ask unanimous consent I 
may have an additional 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN. I am just wondering, Mr. 
President, and I have no objection, 
whether or not we might be able to line 
up additional speakers as part of this 
unanimous-consent request, whether 
anyone would object if I asked unani
mous consent following the completion 
of that 5 minutes that I be given 12 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I thank 
the- Chair. I will finish my remarks 
very briefly. 

Mr. President, third, we heard com
plaints on the other side that most of 
the spending cuts in the President's 
plan came in 1997 and 1998, which would 
be after the 1996 elections. 

In fact, that is true. That is a true 
statement. In fact, 62 percent of the 
spending cuts in the Clinton plan come 
in 1997 and 1998. But when the Repub
lican alternative was offered, 65 per
cent of their spending cuts come, 
when? In 1997 and 1998. 

And by the way, Mr. President, a 
similar complaint was that the Clinton 
plan did not make spending cuts quick 
enough. The fact is the Clinton plan 
cut spending in fiscal year 1994 by $18 
billion. What about the other side in 
their proposal, the Republican alter
na tive cut next year? That is right, $18 
billion. Identically the same in the 
same year as the Clinton plan. 

Fourth, we heard criticism of the 
Clinton plan for counting user fees as 
spending cuts. What did the Republican 
spending plan count as spending cuts? 
That is right. Their plan also included 
the exact same user fees that the Clin
ton plan proposed counting as spending 
cuts. 

Mr. President, this is not just to say 
that my colleagues from the other side 
of the aisle said one thing while they 
did another. While that does bother me 
to some degree, I must say I am no 
longer surprised. 

What concerns me most, though, Mr. 
President, is that the American public 
is not being told what I consider to be 
all of the facts. We have all heard the 
rhetoric. We have all received our post
cards saying "cut spending first." 

That sounds so easy. It sounds so 
simple. But it is not. It is time that all 
of us from both sides of the aisle tell 
the American people the truth because 
it is the truth, from both sides of the 
aisle, that they want to hear-the solu
tions to this enormous deficit, to this 
awesome national debt, are going to be 
very difficult and, yes, very painful. 

The Clinton plan contains over 200 
specific and difficult spending cuts and 
achieves over 250 billion dollars ' worth 
of overall spending cuts. Those cuts are 
real. They are serious. They are real 
dollars. I applaud the leadership and 
the political courage that it took to 
take those specifics and put them on 
the table for our discussion. 

The Republican alternative offers not 
one-not one-new spending cut in ad
dition to those offered by the Clinton 
plan and the proposal that was accept
ed by the Senate. 

My suggestion is very simple. Let us 
move forward. We are all to blame, 
Democrats and Republicans, Congress 
and previous Presidents, for the budget 
deficit that we face today. We have a 
large problem. It is our problem-all of 
us together. It is time to fix it. 

If my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle are willing to offer specific 
spending cuts, and they are willing to 

defend those cu ts, willing to put them 
on the table, let us hear it. That time 
is now. Our plan that is in the con
ference has offered specific ideas. It is 
not too late for Members on the other 
side of the aisle to make constructive 
suggestions. 

But the proposed Republican alter
native is not specific. I do not believe 
that it is serious. Therefore, I believe it 
must be a hollow response to a crisis 
demanding hard answers and tough 
leadership. 

Mr. President, I thank the Chair. 
I yield the floor. 

EXHIBIT 1 
[From the Wall Street Journal, July 15, 1993) 

GOP WAR CRY OF No NEW TAXES APPEARS To 
HAVE BROADENED TO NO NEW ANYTHING 

(By John Harwood) 
WASHINGTON.-In drafting alternatives to 

President Clinton's deficit-reduction pro
gram, congressional Republicans left out not 
only taxes but something Americans have 
very much wanted lately: change. 

Consider the proposal advanced by the na
tion's top Republican, Senate Minority Lead
er Robert Dole. It offers no general tax cuts 
or special business incentives to kick-start 
the sluggish economy immediately. It re
jects the administration's new spending pro
posals to retool the economy in the long run. 
It would cut the budget deficit, but not as 
much as the $500 billion that Mr. Clinton 
calls for. 

Conventional wisdom has it that the Clin
ton plan is a winner for Republicans. Bearing 
no responsibility for governing, they can 
stand on the sidelines, watch the Democrats 
squirm and benefit at the polls in 1994. " It's 
their baby," Mr. Dole says of the Democratic 
plan, adding, " Every day you get a little 
closer to next November." 

But it was just last November that voters 
loudly rejected a recipe quite similar to Mr. 
Dole's, as George Bush can readily attest. In
deed, Mr. Dole 's plan underscores the poten
tial pitfalls for Republicans in alternatives 
geared more toward embarrassing the presi
dent than advancing a distinctive new agen
da. 

" People want to see change, says conserva
tion analyst William Kristo!, who learned 
the lesson himself in 1992 as chief of staff to 
Vice President Quayle. "The great risk" of 
current GOP proposals, he adds, is "you end 
up almost by definition supporting the sta
tus quo. " 

Clearly, by hammering away at broad 
philosophic differences between the two par
ties, the Republican proposals have placed 
pressure on the negotiations that begin this 
week over Mr. Clinton's program, and have 
helped restore the partisan edge to the tax 
issue that George Bush's presidency badly 
blurred. 

But Democrats counter that the GOP plans 
have their own vulnerabilities, especially in 
their opposition to Mr. Clinton's proposed 
tax increases on the affluent. 

" They're very big people when it comes to 
beating up on working women and minori
ties," says Clinton strategist James Carville. 
"But when it comes time to take on the defi
cit or millionaires, they shirk back . ... It's 
cowardly.'' 

The GOP plan that has earned the best re
views is the House plan drafted by Rep. John 
Kasich of Ohio . Using spending cuts alone, 
Mr. Kasich 's plan would have reduced the 
deficit by roughly $445 billion over five years 
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while m ee ting the president's cha llenge that 
advocates of additional cuts be specific . He 
itemized hot-button proposals to charge 
Medicare beneficiaries more for services, and 
targeted a broad range of spending programs 
including federal civilian pay, military re
tirement, U.S. subsidies to the World Bank, 
support for mass transit and new oil pur
chases to fill the Strategic Petroleum Re
serve. He would have also abolished the Com
merce Department by 1998. 

"This effort was done to demonstrate that 
you can reduce federal spending without tax 
increases," Mr. Kasich says. 

But it also demonstrated that deficit re
duction is more popular in general than in 
detail. Some 40 of his House GOP colleagues 
voted against it , a far higher rate of defec
tion than the president suffered in assem
bling his all-Democratic 219-vote House ma
jority. 

In contrast with Mr. Kasich 's plan, Mr. 
Dole glossed over details and managed to 
hold all but one Republican senator in line 
behind his plan to cut the deficit by about 
$410 billion over five years. The only spend
ing cuts that Senate Republicans itemized 
were those contained in the Democratic 
plan. Still lamenting the fallout Republicans 
suffered in 1986 after pushing stiff deficit-re
duction medicine, the minority leader relied 
on numerical spending " caps" to save more 
money beyond that. He did suggest to GOP 
colleagues that a Republican alternative 
might include a small dose of tax increases, 
specifically a 10% surtax on incomes of $1 
million or more. But the Republicans ulti
mately scuttled the idea as not worth the 
trouble . · 

Such posturing leaves some budget
watchers disappointed in both parties. 
" There are two elements missing in the 
budget debate this year, " says Carol Cox 
Wait, director on the centrist Committee for 
a Responsible Federal Budget. " One is can
dor, and the other is bipartisanship. " She 
faults Republicans for denying the need for 
tax increases, and Democrats for suggesting 
that deep cuts in federal benefit programs, or 
entitlements, can wait for health-care re
form rather than the other way around. 

The administration and Republican ap
proaches have some things in common, such 
as extending the spending caps designed in 
the 1990 budget deal. The GOP plans, though, 
would abandon Mr. Clinton's proposed in
vestment spending. The Republicans would 
also go further in curbing entitlements, 
which everyone agrees represent the fore
most engine of deficit spending. Mr. Kasich 
proposed cutting $73 billion from Medicare 
over five years, compared with the $50 billion 
that House Democrats have approved. 

Senate Republicans would save even more. 
But beyond echoing the entitlement savings 
advanced by Senate Democrats, they never 
spelled out how. Instead, the GOP plan would 
realize Bush administration Budget Director 
Richard Darman's cherished goal of extend
ing budget caps to entitlements, aiming to 
save $49 billion beyond the administration's 
proposal by capping them at current levels 
adjusted for population growth, inflation and 
an additional 1 % cushion beginning in 1996. 

Advocates of entitlement caps, such as Re
publican Sen. Pete Domenici of New Mexico, 
say they would goad Congress to reform 
Medicare to produce the needed savings. But 
the caps also helped the Senate GOP plan 
dodge the political problem encountered by 
Mr. Kasich. 

" It didn 't force anybody into very many 
hard choices . . . right now," says former 
GOP Rep. Bill Frenzel, now a budget analyst 
at the Brookings Institution. 

Of course, the unspoken danger in the defi
cit-reduction debate is that persistent eco
nomic stagnation bares the emptiness of 
both parties ' policies. In their quest to stem 
the red ink, Democrats and Republicans 
alike have largely abandoned talk of provid
ing much stimulus to the economy. 

Mr . Kristal says Republicans must take a 
" bolder and more aggressive stance" to re
structuring government and the t ax system 
heading into 1994. For Mr. Clinton 's part, the 
slumping economy might even justify aban
doning austerity and reviving one of his pop
ular campaign promises. 

" Next year he should ask for a tax cut for 
the middle class, " says Salomon Brothers ex
ecutive Stephen Bell , a former aide to Sen. 
Domenici and a deficit hawk who contends 
the economy badly needs a kick-start. Re
publicans, Mr. Bell adds, " won 't know what 
to do. " 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DOR
GAN). By previous unanimous consent, 
the Senator from the State of Michigan 
[Mr. LEVIN] is recognized for 12 min
utes. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair. 

SOMALIA 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I share 

the concern of many Americans about 
recent developments in Somalia, where 
a U.N. peace enforcement force is at
tempting to restore order and protect 
humanitarian relief. 

There have been problems with com
mand and control of the multinational 
force there, and this should be of con
cern. But, because this operation is 
breaking new ground, the problems 
should also not be surprising. And they 
should not be used as an excuse for the 
world community to cut and run. 

For the most part, the Somalia oper
ation has been a significant success. On 
Wednesday, Rick Inderfurth, our Alter
na te Representative to the United Na
tions, testified to my subcommittee of 
Armed Services. He reported, not sur
prisingly, that there is anti-U.N. senti
ment from the warload General Aideed 
and his followers in the capital city of 
Mogadishu. But despite violence in 
parts of the capital, most of the coun
try, including Kismayu, remains peace
ful. 

In most parts of Somalia, the U.N. 
mission is achieving its goals: Food 
distribution has been reestablished, the 
basic building blocks of civil society 
are being .reintroduced, including local 
governance, communications systems, 
and police forces. This is nation-build
ing, of the type the United Nations is 
being called on to assist with around 
the globe, most recently in Cambodia. 
Ambassador Inderfurth found on his re
cent visit to Somalia that most Soma
lis welcome the U.N. forces and want 
them to stay to complete this work. 

But that constructive work cannot 
take place in an atmosphere of mob vi
olence, or where factional warlords 
compete for control of each road and 
city block. 

In a hostile environment like that, 
where the United Nations Security 

Council, with our vote, has determined 
that the world will be engaged, mili
tary force must be available. And since 
the United States alone cannot be and 
should not be the world's policeman, 
we need an effective multinational 
military force. 

It should be remembered that the 
United States took the lead at the out
set in Somalia. Our marines and sup
port uni ts broke the stranglehold of 
the warlords on food and relief supplies 
and getting the food to starving people. 

Then we turned over the operation to 
a U.N.-led multinational peace enforce
ment force, UNISOM II, with U.S. sup
port units participating and our ma
rine rapid deployment force on standby 
offshore. The operation is commanded 
by a Turkish general, with an Amer
ican deputy. Their mission and man
date, which the U.N. Security Council 
passed and the United States sup
ported, is to continue that humani
tarian effort and begin the process of 
rebuilding Somalia as a civil society. 

The Security Council gave UNISOM 
II robust rules of engagement, the au
thority to disarm Somali war loads if 
that were deemed necessary to get the 
work done. That was a historic deci
sion. It is peace enforcement. The 
founders of the United Nations knew 
this capability was needed 48 years ago 
when they wrote the U .N. Charter and 
included this authority in chapter VII. 
But the cold war made it impossible to 
implement chapter VII peace enforce
ment. The veto and the threat of a veto 
from the Soviet Union was always 
present. But the Security Council can 
decide, as it has in Somalia, to author
ize a peace enforcement mission. 

UNISOM II in Somalia has not al
ways gone smoothly. The atmosphere 
is dangerous and the challenges are in
tense. Mistakes have been made. Civil
ians have been killed in the bombing of 
General Aideed's storehouses, and 
mobs have murdered foreign journal
ists. Aideed is basically trying to run 
the United Nations out of Somalia. If 
the United Nations knuckles under to 
him, then world basically gives up on 
the humanitarian mission in 
Mogadishu, and we send a signal that 
one factional warload can win against 
the entire world. 

Earlier this week, it was reported 
that the commander of the Italian con
tingent had refused to carry out orders 
in southern Mogadishu and was threat
ening to pull out his forces. He appar
ently wanted to negotiate with Aideed 
while the U.N. command had deter
mined to isolate and arrest him. 

That Italian general, Bruno Loi, has 
been relieved of this particular com
mand and sent back to Italy. There was 
no choice. Mr. Kofi Annan, the head of 
all U .N. peacekeeping operations, said 
it best: 

For an operation like this to succeed, you 
need unity of command, acceptance by all 
the contingents that orders will come from 
the force commander. 
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In order to be successful, and to sus

tain the support of the American peo
ple and the people of other contribut
ing nations, this operation in Somalia 
must have clear command and control; 
troops of many nations must work to
gether smoothly; they must have simi
lar training and complementary capa
bilities; and they must clearly under
stand the rules of engagement. They 
must operate with absolutely clear 
goals and command structure. The 
only thing worse than disunity of com
mand, as represented by General Loi's 
actions, is to do nothing to correct it. 

Much of the danger in Somalia comes 
from the fact that the United Nations 
is learning as it goes. The United Na
tions is making history. That is never 
easy, and it carries some risk. But it is 
risk worth taking in order to build a 
working system of international secu
rity in the wake of the cold war's end. 

That system needs this new tool of 
multinational peace enforcement. On 
Wednesday, my Armed Services sub
committee conducted its second long 
day of hearings on the subject of peace 
enforcement, peacekeeping, and the 
roles the United Nations and the Unit
ed States should play. 

All of our witnesses, from the De
fense Department, U.S. mission to the 
United Nations, former military and 
former diplomatic corps agreed: The 
United States must be engaged in this 
effort. But they also agreed that if the 
United Nations is going to take on 
such missions, it needs to organize bet
ter and create the modern capabilities 
that military operations require to be 
successful. 

Only recently has the United Na
tions' peacekeeping department estab
lished a 24-hour situation room for its 
operations in Bosnia and Somalia. It 
may seem shocking, but not very long 
ago, there was nobody to answer the 
phone if it rang after hours or on week
ends. 

The United Nations is establishing a 
computerized data base to catalog how 
many troops and how much equipment 
member nations could send quickly to 
various kinds of peacekeeping oper
ations. Ambassador Inderfurth also tes
tified that the United Nations is close 
to establishing a command center for 
all military and civilian peace oper
ations. 

These are the most basic building 
blocks of a functioning organization, 
and yet they are brand new. We must 
help create these capabilities at the 
United Nation so that it can anticipate 
conflicts, respond to them early, and 
prevent larger conflagrations. The U.S. 
mission to the United Nations, led by 
Ambassador Madeleine Albright, has 
been a strong proponent of these inno
vations. 

But the most modern, well-staffed 
command center means nothing if the 
United States and our allies fail to 
muster the political will, not just to 

take strong stands, but to back our 
words up with the teeth of real enforce
ment. 

If the community of nations proves 
unwilling to enforce international law, 
then our tough-worded resolutions be
come engraved invitations for aggres
sors, dictators and terrorists to wreak 
havoc with the international order. 
Weakness and lack of resolve on our 
part would invite the violation of bor
ders, ethnic cleansing, enforced starva
tion, political bombings, and prolifera
tion of weapons of mass destruction. 

Do not believe for a minute that we 
can escape because we are oceans away, 
that we can pull back. The United 
States learned from two world wars 
that we cannot pull back. If we are not 
involved early, we get pulled in late, 
with greater losses than if we had 
acted at the outset. 

If the United States does not lead our 
allies to give the United Nations the 
capabilities it needs to put teeth be
hind its words, and do this quickly, the 
United Nations will not be taken seri
ously, and the post-cold-war order 
could turn into terrible disorder. 

We must not squander this chance for 
security the way the League of Nations 
was squandered. I believe that the 
President and the Secretaries of De
fense and State understand this oppor
tunity that the world has before it. We 
need their strong leadership among our 
allies and here in Congress. 

I believe the American people under
stand the importance of the world 
standing together with force when nec
essary-not everywhere, not always, 
but where security interests or over
riding humanitarian interest compel 
the world to act. 

Somalia represents a serious test of 
the world's will and our will. We must 
not shrink from it, withdraw U.S. 
forces, or U.S. support. There are even 
tougher tests ahead. The real question 
is: Will the United States help provide 
the leadership we are capable of to 
make international peace enforcement 
work? If we are not willing to do so, 
then we had better resign ourselves to 
the consequences-wider wars and 
greater losses later because of our fail
ure to learn history's lesson that the 
world must stand together at critical 
junctures. 

If the nations of the wor:td show a 
fraction of the support for multi
national peace enforcement that we all 
show for our national military capa
bilities, maybe the world will not be 
doomed to endless centuries of geno
cide, ethnic cleansing, mass rapes, and 
world war. 

There are some developments which 
should give us a little optimism. The 
cold war is over. We should permit the 
U .N. Security Council to function. The 
American people know that while there 
is a dangerous world out there, isola
tionism will not work. They sense that 
the world is too small for us to remain 

isolated for long even if we wanted to. 
The American people sense that the 
world needs to act to avoid conflagra
tions by stopping small brush fires be
fore they spread, and that effective, or
ganized multinational enforcement is 
the only way to do this. Forces must be 
freely offered by many nations for a 
multinational force to be effective. 
Every nation will retain the right not 
to participate. 

Mr. President, the tragedy in the 
Balkans continues to spread because of 
the world's failure to act. God help the 
world and its people if, having once 
committed forces to act in Somalia, 
the world then withdraws. 

Somalia will determine the direction 
we are going. In the dusty streets of 
Mogadishu, it will be determined 
whether the nations of this world can 
stand together to put out a brush fire 
and build a stronger world, or whether, 
once again, they will crumble, quake, 
and disintegrate before a petty war
lord. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington is recognized. 
Mr. GORTON. I ask unanimous con

sent that I be allowed to speak for 12 
minutes in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is recognized for 12 minutes. 

REPEAL OF THE LUXURY TAX 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, in this 

morning's Washington Post, there ap
pears an essay by a man named James 
Glassman, a former publisher of the 
Atlantic Monthly, entitled: "How To 
Sink an Industry and Not Soak the 
Rich.'' 

The essay concerns the 10-percent 
luxury tax which was passed by this 
Congress as a part of the budget agree
ment in the year 1990. That portion of 
the 1990 budget agreement proceeded 
from roughly the same theory which is 
behind the Clinton tax program, that 
the rich had too much money and bene
fited too much from the 1980's, and 
that the painless way in which to re
duce the budget deficit was to increase 
their taxes-in this case, by imposing 
an extra tax on certain items which 
were deemed to be luxuries, most nota
bly boats and private aircraft. 

The impact of that tax increase, how
ever, is succinctly stated in the title of 
this morning's essay. The real impact 
was not on the wealthy, but on those 
who manufacture boats and aircraft. 
The rich simply stopped buying expen
sive boats and aircraft and put their 
money elsewhere. 

The head of the boatbuilding indus
try says that about half of the losses-
and those losses were roughly 50 per
cent of all of the extensive manufac
turing in boats-could be attributed to 
the recession and half to the tax, and 
25,000 to 30,000 "on-line blue collar 
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manufacturing jobs" have been lost in 
the boatbuilding industry. The head of 
that industry of the State of Rhode Is
land-the single State apparently hit 
most significantly by these losses-said 
that 12,000 jobs in that State alone, di
rectly or indirectly dependent upon the 
boatbuilding industry, disappeared. 

The impact on private aircraft is per
haps even greater. Beech Aircraft in 
Wichita, KS, surveyed all of its dealers 
and determined that there was a loss in 
sales of 80 aircraft, or $130 million. In 
an entire year or year-and-a-half, the 
Internal Revenue Service collected how 
much? Mr. President, $158,000 from air
plane sales-as the essay points out, an 
amount of money sufficient to run the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture for 15 
minutes. 

In the first 18 months that the tax 
was in effect, the IRS collected not one 
single dollar from the sale of a King 
Air. And the Beech Aircraft Co. lost 34 
sales totaling at least $80 million. 

I ask unanimous consent that this ar
ticle be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

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

[From the Washington Post, July 16, 1993] 
How To SINK AN INDUSTRY AND NOT SOAK THE 

RICH 

(By James K. Glassman) 
Congress is still squabbling over the budg

et, but on one vital economic issue, Demo
crats and Republicans are in complete agree
ment: Rich people have to pay too much for 
their yachts. 

The reason is the 10 percent luxury tax 
that went into effect two years ago. When 
you buy a yacht, this tithe can cost you a lot 
of money. 

Just open the current issue of Power and 
Motoryacht, a sort of nautical-porn maga
zine filled with color photos of gorgeous 
boats. Check out the ad for a sensuous 90-
foot Broward with three " oversize state
rooms," including one with "his and her bath 
with Jacuzzi. " The yacht costs $2,995,000, 
but, thanks to the current luxury tax that 
kicks in at $100,000, you have to fork over an
other $289,500. 

Rich people aren ' t happy about paying this 
extra money. Even if they can afford it, they 
think it's unfair . And in some cases, they 're 
refusing to pay it- simply by refusing to buy 
new boats and planes. 

Of'course, rich people don't have to buy a 
new 90-foot Broward (they can keep the old 
54-foot Bertram, for instance , or buy a house 
in Vail, a major Childe Hassam or a minor 
Gauguin-none of which are covered by the 
luxury tax) . So the federal government 
doesn ' t get the tax money- and, worse , 
Broward doesn ' t sell its yacht and various 
boat builders get put out of work. 

As a result , in its first year and a half, the 
yacht tax raised a pathetic $12,655,000 for the 
Treasury. That 's enough to run the Agri
culture Department for a little over two 
hours. Meanwhile, the tax has contributed to 
the general devastation of the American 
boating industry-as well as the jewelers, 
furriers and private-plane manufacturers 
that were also targets of the excise tax that 
was part of the 1990 budget deal. 

But Senate Majority Leader George J . 
Mitchell (D-Maine), Sen. John H. Chafee (R-

R.I.), Sen. John Breaux (D-La.) and Rep. 
Benjamin L. Cardin (D-Md. ), all of whom co
incidentally represent boating states, are 
sailing to the rescue, and repeal of the lux
ury tax is included in both the House and 
Senate versions of the budget reconciliation 
bill. 

What's ironic is that the theme of this 
year 's bill is soaking the rich. Back in the 
summer of 1990, when the nation was still 
governed by the man from Kennebunkport , 
the budgeteers figured that the sort of people 
who buy yachts , private planes and jewelry 
and furs over $10,000 could afford to pay a lit
tle extra . 

What went wrong with the luxury tax was 
that, in trying to go after the rich guys ' 
toys , Congress put the toymakers out of 
business. The rich guys , meanwhile bought 
other toys (including foreign-made ones) not 
covered by the tax; or they bought used toys 
and refurbished them; or they simply saved 
the money , waiting to spend it another day. 

The yachtsmen 's friends in Congress may 
be r ight that the luxury tax is viciously un
fair to a handful of luxuries, chosen almost 
at random (why not tax oriental rugs, trips 
to Paris on the Concorde or Mary McFadden 
gowns?) . But the larger lesson may be that 
when you tax rich people- and President 
Clinton's plan will raise the tax bill of 
$200,000-plus families by a whopping 18 per
cent-middle-class and poor people suffer. 
Ask your local boatwright. 

Just how bad is it? First, understand that 
because of the 1987 stock market crash and 
the 1990 recession , many of the toymakers 
were in deep trouble even before the luxury 
tax took effect. 

Greg Proteau, a spokesman for the Na
tional Marine Manufacturers Association in 
Chicago, reports that U.S. production of 
$100,000-plus yachts peaked at 16,000 in 1987. 
By 1990, yacht output had fallen to 9,100. In 
1991, the first year of the luxury tax , it 
dropped to 4,300; last year, 4,250. Employ
ment at the two North Carolina factories of 
the largest luxury-boat manufacturer, Hat
teras, has dropped from 1,550 to 500 since 
1987. 

" We started losing sales in 1989 as an in
dustry, " says Proteau. "The whole industry 
is off 40 percent, but the big-boat segment is 
off 80 percent." He estimates that about half 
the sales losses can be attributed to the re
cession and half to the tax , and that 25,000 to 
30,000 " on-line blue-collar manufacturing 
jobs" have been lost out of a total of about 
50,000 in the last three years. 

Rhode Island, home state of Chafee, a 
former Navy secretary, has probably been 
hurt most. Ken Kubic , legislative chairman 
of the Rhode Island Marine Trade Associa
tion, says that " half of the boating busi
nesses do not exist anymore" and that 12,000 
jobs have been lost, " directly or indirectly, 
because of the boating tax." 

He tells the sad story of Dave Walters, who 
for many years employed about 50 workers 
building highly respected Cambria racing 
yachts for $400,000 and up, with customers 
such as actor Christopher Reeve . 

"The luxury tax cut off all sales, " said 
Kubic . "The bank took his house, his car, all 
his business assets.'' The molds and tooling 
were sold off to a shipbuilder in Costa Rica, 
where, by the way, there 's no 10 percent lux
ury tax. 

Still, both the General Accounting Office 
and the Congressional Research Service ex
pressed skepticism in 1992 about reports that 
the luxury tax was the main reason for the 
collapse of the yacht industry: "The cyclical 
nature of the luxury boat market indicates 

that any sales decline must be interpreted 
with caution," said the GAO. 

People who actually try to sell boats and 
planes disagree. 

Beech Aircraft , based in Wichita, Kan ., is 
the largest American maker of private 
planes- top dog in an industry that barely 
exists any more (in 1978, more than 17 ,000 
general-aviation planes were built in the 
United States; last year, 962). Beech in 1991 
surveyed its dealers and asked them to cite 
specific deals that were blown because the 
potential buyer didn ' t want to pay the lux
ury tax. The answer: sales of 80 planes, cost
ing $130 million . 

Beech then calculated that these lost sales 
amounted to 480 lost plane-building jobs, 
worth $4 million in lost federal taxes . By 
contrast, between Jan . 1, 1991, and June 30, 
1992, the Internal Revenue Service collected 
just $158,000 in luxury taxes from airplane 
sales-enough to run the Agriculture Depart
ment for 15 minutes. 

Since planes that cost less than $250,000 
and planes that were used 80 percent of the 
time for business (mainly jets) were exempt, 
the primary target of the tax-wittingly or 
not-was twin-engine propeller planes, like 
Beech's King Air. But for the first 18 months 
the tax was in effect , the IRS collected not 
a dime from the sale of a King Air, and 
Beech lost 34 King Air sales totaling at least 
$80 million . 

This was not what the advocates of the 
luxury tax had in mind; they innocently 
wanted to get the rich to pay their " fair 
share. " In fact, the richest 1 percent of 
Americans already foot one-quarter of the 
total income tax bill, but if Clinton feels 
compelled to soak them, a luxury tax isn ' t 
really such a terrible idea. It 's probably less 
damaging to the economy, for example, than 
a higher tax rate on income, which discour
ages people from saving and earning. 

Better than a tax on planes and boats, 
however, would be a tax on things that are 
already made- like old paintings and an
tiques . Such a tax won ' t put manufacturers 
out of business, but it won't raise much 
money either. My own favorite candidate for 
rich-soaking would be to cap the home mort
gage interest deduction at, say, the price of 
an average American abode . 

But the rich, who are clever as well as pet
ulant, will probably figure a way around this 
one, too . They 'll sell their houses and live on 
their yachts. 

Mr. GORTON. Now, Mr. President, it 
looks as though we are about to take 
care of this problem. Several Senators 
from the States greatly affected
Rhode Island, Louisiana, and Maine, 
have introduced proposals to repeal 
this 1 uxury tax on boa ts and aircraft. 
One of the primary sponsors of this 
proposal is the distinguished majority 
leader of this body, Senator MITCHELL 
of Maine. 

Why? Because the tax did not have 
the impact it was supposed to have. It 
had an extremely minor impact on 
weal thy Americans, and it had a tre
mendous adverse impact on working 
Americans. But this is the paradox. 
Here the precise theory which so spec
tacularly failed in 1990 with the luxury 
tax is at the very heart of a proposal to 
impose $250 billion in new taxes on 
Americans over the course of the next 
5 years. 

The reality is that the same impact 
will take place. The myth is that some
how in the 1980's, these people, those 
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who can at least afford to buy these 
yachts, had a tremendous windfall and 
began to pay fewer taxes. According to 
the Internal Revenue Service, however, 
in 1981, the last year in which the law 
was the law as it was enforced in the 
Carter administration, the top 1 per
cent of such Americans paid just over 
one-sixth of all of our taxes. 

By 1990, they paid more than one 
quarter of all of our taxes. Even if you 
go beyond the top 1 percent, the top 5 
percent, the figure went from 35 per
cent of our taxes to 44 percent of our 
tax collection. 

But, Mr. President, at the same time, 
as this Congress in its wisdom passed 
the luxury tax it did, in fact, increase 
top income tax rates. What has been 
the result of that increase? Curiously 
enough, in 1991, the first year in which 
that new higher set of taxes was in ef
fect, the number of dollars from the 
top 850,000 income earners declined by 
more than 6 percent, but tax receipts 
from all other Americans increased by 
somewhat more than half of that 
amount. 

The theory of tax reform during the 
1980's was that if you lowered marginal 
rates, you could also get rid of a myr
iad of exemptions and preferences. We 
did exactly that and lowered marginal 
rates and increased the share of taxes 
paid by the wealthiest Americans. 

We now have two instances, two pre
cise instances, in the course of the last 
3 years in which the attempt either to 
raise those rates to impose a special 
tax on some kind of purchases has not 
only resulted in increased tax collec
tions from those groups but has re
duced tax collections from those 
groups. Yet that is precisely what we 
are asked to do by the President of the 
United States and by the bills passed 
by both the House of Representatives 
and by the U.S. Senate. 

With three examples in the course of 
the last decade, the lowering of mar
ginal rates in the early 1980's, increase 
in marginal rates in the late 1980's and 
the 1 uxury tax, with three examples of 
the impact of these tax policies in 
front of us, what possible explanation, 
what possible rationale is there to be
lieve that this tax proposal will, in 
fact, result in increased tax collections 
to any significant degree? 

We have carried on this debate, this 
Senator believes, on false premises. We 
have carried on this debate on the 
premise that increasing tax rates will 
have no impact on the actions of the 
individuals who are going to be sub
jected to these greater taxes in spite of 
the tremendous impact it had in these 
three instances. If there is no change in 
their behavior whatsoever, these in
creased income taxes will bring in, ac
cording to the National Bureau of Eco
nomic Research, some $26 billion a 
year. The prediction of that Bureau, 
however, and its president, Martin 
Feldstein, is that if taxpayers are even 

half as sensitive to tax rates as they 
were when rates were being cut, just 
half as sensitive, rather than $26 billion 
a year, these new higher income taxes 
will bring in $4 billion a year, a dra
matic, dramatic difference, Mr. Presi
dent. 

Deficit reduction, as the distin
guished Senator from Arkansas, who 
was the next speaker but one preceding 
me, is a vitally important national 
goal. Equally important or more im
portant, however, is the opportunity 
for Americans to better themselves. 
Job opportunities, promotional oppor
tunities, the ability to start a small 
business and to succeed, the ability to 
do better in each generation than the 
predecessor generation, this is and 
must be the vital goal of economic pol
icy of the United States, and, most par
ticularly, in this Congress. 

The Clinton plan, by choking off the 
source of capital for small businesses, 
by taking a good 50 percent of all of 
these increased taxes out of the re
tained earnings of small businesses in 
the United States, will have exactly 
the opposite impact. It will slow eco
nomic growth. It will increase unem
ployment. It will choke off career op
portunities and, of course, when it does 
that, it will not reduce the deficit be
cause the base on which those taxes are 
to be collected will become smaller. 

We have no instance-and the Presi
dent has given us no instance-in the 
history of this country in which a huge 
tax increase has caused prosperity to 
break out, has created and enhanced 
economic opportunity. Our entire his
tory, and most particularly the history 
of the last 10 years, clearly indicates 
that it will not have this impact this 
time. 

We do wish to take up the challenge 
presented to us by the Senator from 
Arkansas. This Senator regards it as 
something of a paradox that he criti
cizes the Republicans for having an al
ternative in which most of the spend
ing cuts took place after the end of the 
Clinton administration, though it was 
taken directly from the proposal which 
is before us right now and on which the 
conference committee is working its 
will. 

I am convinced that I speak for all 
Republicans in expressing my deepest 
conviction that this proposal is bad for 
the country; that the President has 
aimed an arrow at the weal thy and 
will, if he is successful, hit the working 
middle-class square in the heart. 

The appropriate response of this Con
gress, Republicans and Democrats 
alike, is the rejection of this tax pro
posal and a new start with the Presi
dent working out a new beginning with 
Republicans and Democrats together, 
first, to bring spending under control 
and, second, and very definitely sec
ondary, only after we have sharp reduc
tions in the growth of Federal spending 
to consider whether or not additional 
revenues are needed. 

This is the lesson of the 1980's. Let us 
pray that it will not be the lesson of 
the 1990's by the passage of a reconcili
ation bill like that in either the House 
or in the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the minority 
leader, Senator DOLE. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, is leader 
time reserved? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

(The remarks of Mr. DOLE pertaining 
to the introduction of S. 1256 are lo
cated in today's RECORD under "State
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint 
Resolutions.") 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that I may extend my 
leader's time for an additional 5 min
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator is recognized for 
an additional 5 minutes. 

THE FLOODING IN THE MIDWEST . 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, this morn

ing we were in agriculture hearings 
with reference to the flood. 

I understand that in the Presiding 
Officer's State last night, you got 
drenched all across the State. So now 
North Dakota joins South Dakota, 
Kansas, and Nebraska, the four States 
that have not yet been declared disas
ter areas; a couple of our counties 
have. So we are working on that . 

I know the Sena tor from North Da
kota is alert to that, and on top of 
that. As everybody indicated in the 
committee, this is a totally non
partisan issue, one that we should all 
work on together. I am certain that 
will happen, as it has in the past. 

So I thank the Presiding Officer for 
the help I know he will give in the next 
few weeks. 

MIDSESSION REVIEW 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the White 

House magic act continues. Yesterday, 
facing a legal deadline for submission 
of its midsession review, the White 
House told reporters that the deficit 
for this year may be as much as $37 bil
lion lower than expected. The last time 
I checked, a White House press briefing 
did not qualify as a full report to Con
gress. It is just a public relations gim
mick. 

There is no excuse for delaying re
lease of information that the American 
people and Congress should have before 
anyone votes on the biggest tax in
crease in the history of the world. Now, 
I can understand why the White House 
wants to hide the lower deficit figures. 
This new information blows the admin
istration's cover for the biggest tax in
crease ever. 

Yesterday the President urged Con
gress to base this deficit reduction 
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package on "hard numbers and good 
figures." I could not agree more. 

Let us not forget that it was Presi
dent Bill Clinton who said in a tele
vised address to the Na ti on back in 
February, that he could not deliver on 
his campaign promises to cut the defi
cit in half in 4 years, support $3 in 
spending cuts for every dollar of tax in
creases, or provide the middle class 
with a tax cut because "the deficit has 
increased so much beyond my earlit;ir 
estimates and beyond even the worst 
official Government estimates fro~ 
last year." 

Now if the deficit is no longer as bad 
as he thought it was, the American 
people have every right .to ask if their 
taxes should be increased so much by 
the President and congressional Demo
crats. 

NOT A PARTISAN ISSUE 

My colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle are quick to point the finger 
at Republicans for being unduly par
tisan. This should not be a partisan 
issue. 

The vote on this conference report 
may be the most important vote we 
cast in this body this year. No other 
vote will have a greater impact on the 
economy. 

Every Member of Congress---whether 
Democrat, Republican, or Independ
ent-should demand that the adminis
tration provide us with the best pos
sible information about the status of 
the budget and the health of the econ
omy before the conference on the budg
et reconciliation bill completes its 
work. 

RESPONSE TO SENATOR MITCHELL 

Mr. President, Senator DOMENIC! has 
offered an important amendment. His 
sense of the Senate amendment states 
that the President should submit his 
midsession review of the budget by no 
later than July 26. 

The administration was required by 
law to submit its midsession review of 
the 1994 budget to Congress yesterday. 
There is no penalty for missing this 
legal deadline, but OMB Director Pa
netta's decision to delay release of this 
important document sends the wrong 
message to all Americans who are con
cerned about the future of this coun
try. 

Last night, the distinguished major
ity leader suggested that those who 
support the Domenici amendment were 
doing so for purely political reasons. 
The basis for his argument was that in 
the last 12 years, he could not find one 
instance where a Republican Senator 
complained that a Republican Presi
dent failed to submit the midsession 
review-and I quote: !'precisely on 
schedule." 

The majority leader concluded by 
saying: 

This transparently political effort ought to 
be seen for what it is and rejected for what 
it is. 

Well, someone has given the Senator 
from Maine some bad information. I 
want to set the record straight. 

According to the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, the author of this amendment, 
Senator DOMENIC!, signed a letter to 
th.en OMB Director Jim Miller on June 
22, 1988. This letter was also signed by 
former iSenator CHILES who was then 
serving as the chairman of the Senate 
Budget Committee. Both the chairman 
and ranking member of the House 
Budget Committee-former Congress
men Bill Gray and Del Latta-also 
signed the letter. 

The letter opens: 
We are writing you because of our concern 

for timely submission of the President 's 
midsession review of the 1989 budget. 

It concludes by saying: 
We are therefore expressing to you our 

concern that last year's delay not be re
peated and that the statutory requirements 
for this report be met. 

I read those comments as being criti
cal of the Reagan administration's 
delay in submitting its midsession re
view. 

It is not unreasonable or partisan to 
expect that the administration provide 
Congress with legally required reports 
on time. If there is an unexpected 
delay, then the appropriate committees 
should be notified in advance on a bi
partisan, bicameral basis. Any admin
istration official who decides not to 
provide Congress with a legally re
quired report should notify Congress of 
this decision, in advance and in writ
ing. 

REPUBLICAN COMMITMENT TO DEFICIT 
REDUCTION 

Republicans are not suggesting that 
we do not need to reduce the deficit . I 
have been a strong advocate of deficit 
reduction for years, and I have the 
record to prove it. But, that does not 
mean we need a record tax increase. 

Republicans are so convinced that 
the President's' tax-now, cut-spending
later plan is the wrong approach that 
we think a full administration report 
on the economy and the budget may 
help us get the votes we need to defeat 
the Clinton plan. 

If we are successful in blocking this 
plan, the President can count on help 
from Republicans in crafting a real def
icit reduction plan that works. 

I urge all of my colleagues-Demo
crat and Republican-to support the 
Domenici amendment. 

Mr. President, late last evening, we 
had discussion-in fact, for some time 
yesterday-on the administration's so
called failure to submit the midsession 
review. 

It was said later, "Well, Republicans 
were in charge and Republicans never 
complained about a midsession review 
being late.'' 

As I said before, that is not totally 
accurate. In fact, I will include in my 
statement a letter from Senator Chiles 
and Senator DOMENIC! in 1988, when 

they wrote to the OMB Director at that 
time, Mr. Miller, complaining that the 
midsession review was late and indicat
ing that, because it was late, it was 
very hard for the people trying to get 
all this together if we did not have the 
latest economic information to make 
appropriate judgments. 

Right now, the question is, what is 
the deficit? Is the deficit $25 billion 
smaller than predicted earlier, or is it 
$37 billion, or is it $50 billion? And if it 
is $50 billion or $37 billion or $25 bil
lion, then we ought to know it before 
we complete action on the so-called 
economic package or reconciliation 
bill, because perhaps it is not necessary 
to raise taxes anoth.er $25 billion or $50 
billion if the deficit is down. 

The reason I understand it may be 
down is because the Government has 
not spent the money as quickly or as 
rapidly as they thought on some Medi
care programs, on Medicaid programs, 
on bailout of depositors in thrift insti
tutions, and also because there have 
been more revenues coming in. 

So if the deficit is less, why keep it a 
secret? Why not tell the members of 
the reconciliation conference- over 
half the Senate and over half the 
House, and we all have to make judg
ments-precisely what the deficit is? 

It seems to me that one concern a lot 
of people have is if, in fact, we increase 
taxes too much, it will have an adverse 
impact on the economy. 

So if we do not have to increase it, 
$50 billion can be taken out of the tax 
package-primarily a tax package, the 
largest tax increase in the history of 
the world-and I think it would be a 
positive sign. It would help the econ
omy. It would send a signal to the busi
nessmen and businesswomen in Amer
ica, particularly small business men 
and women, that we are not going to 
tax you as much as President Clinton 
urged earlier. 

So it seems to me that this is a prob
lem that ought to be addressed. 

Let me reiterate, back in February, 
President Clinton said: 

The deficit has increased so much beyond 
my earlier estimates and beyond even the 
worst official Government estimates from 
last year. 

The truth of the matter is, the deficit 
figures have changed since then. As it 
turns out, the d.eficit may be lower 
than what was suggested in February. 

All we want to know is: What is it? 
How much less is it? So if it is no 
longer as bad as what he thought it 
was, the American people have every 
right to ask if the taxes should be in
creased so much by the President and 
those in Congress who will vote for the 
tax increases. 

I want to point out that this is not a 
partisan issue, as I indicated earlier. 
The vote the conference will have on 
this big, big tax package will be a very 
important vote, and every Member of 
Congress, I think, whether Democrat 
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or Republican, ought to demand the 
latest information. 

If this administration or some other 
administration has information about 
the status of the budget and health of 
the economy, it should not be kept 
from the Congress, especially when we 
are trying to decide how far to go on 
taxes and how far to go on spending re
strain ts. 

So we will have an opportunity on 
Tuesday to go on record as to whether 
or not we think the American people 
are entitled to this information, and 
whether it ought to be made public and 
made public in detail. 

There is not any penalty for missing 
· this deadline. The White House can 
stiff you on this, if they wish. There 
have been times when Republican 
Presidents were late. We are prepared 
to wait a while for it. Just keep in 
mind, the conference wants to com
plete its action, I assume, by August 6. 

Last night, the distinguished major
ity leader suggested that those who 
support the Domenici amendment were 
doing so for political reasons. He said 
he could not find any case where Re
publicans had complained in the last 12 
years about late submissions of 
midsession reviews. And, as I have indi
cated, according to the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, the author of this amendment, 
Senator DOMENICI, along with Senator 
Chiles, on June 22, 1988, wrote a letter 
asking about the midsession review; 
also former Congressman Bill Gray and 
Congressman Del Latta, who was the 
r anking Republican on the Budget 
Committee- Bill Gray, a Democrat, 
was chairman -of the committee- also 
signed the letter. 

The letter opens: 
We are wri ting you because of our concern 

for timely submission of the President's 
midsession review of the 1989 budget. 

And it concludes by saying: 
We are therefore expressing to you our 

concern that last year's delay not be re
peated and that the statutory requirements 
for this report be met. 

So it has happened before. It has been 
bipartisan. There was a letter, as I 
said, signed by two Republicans and 
two Democrats. It just seems to me 
that it is something that ought to be 
furnished, on the basis of the informa
tion it contains. 

Again, if anybody believes that we 
ought to raise the deficit if it is $50 bil
lion smaller, if we should still add $50 
billion more in taxes, I think that 
would be a big mistake. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the letter on the midsession 
review submitted by Mr. Chiles in the 
July 14, 1988, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington , DC, June 22, 1988. 

Hon . J AMES C. MILLER III , 
Di rector , Office of Management and Budget, 

Old Executive Office Building , Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR MR. MILLER: We are writing you be
cause of our concern for timely submission 
of the President's Mid-Session Review of the 
1989 Budge t. 

Title 31 , United States Code, section 1106(a) 
requires submission of this report before 
July 16. Last year, the report was not sub
mitted until August 17, when Congr ess was 
not in session as a result of the statutory 
August District work Period. 

The Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi
cit Control Reaffirmation Act of 1987 (P.L . 
100-119) specifies a crucial role of the Mid
Session Review in the calculation of excess 
deficits. The August 35 report required under 
that Act must use economic and technical 
assumptions specified in the Mid-Session Re
view, and the Mid-Session Review must pro
vide an estimate , using those assumptions, 
of the deficit excess and net deficit reduction 
that will be reported on August 25. The joint 
explanatory statement of the committee of 
conference accompanying the Act states: " It 
is imperative that the Director of OMB actu
ally deliver this mid-session report by July 
15 ... . The mid-session review is expected 
to be issued by the statutory deadline for 
that report" (House Report 100-313). 

The Congress will be handicapped in its ef
forts to achieve deficit reduction and avoid 
sequestration if we do not have the Mid-Ses
sion Review on the required date. It is essen
tial that as much information as possible 
about the amount of deficit reduction re
quired to avoid sequestration be available to 
the Congress as it works on budgetary legis
lation during July and August. We are there
fore expressing to you our concern that last 
year 's delay not be repeated and that the 
statutory requirements for this report be 
met. 

Sincerely, 
House Budget Committee: 

WILLIAM H. GRAY III , 
Chairman. 

DELBERT L. LATTA, 
Ranking Minority 

Member . 
Senate Budget Committee: 

LAWTON CHILES, 
Chairman . 

PETE V. DOMENIC!, 
Ranking Minority 

Member. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order of the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

A NEW SURVEY 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I also want 

to have printed in the RECORD a survey 
taken this past week of business men 
and women which shows that 49 per
cent of the executives surveyed believe 
they will be forced to raise prices to 
make up for the tax increases; three-

quarters predicted higher tax will 
make their profits drop a great deal or 
somewhat; and 51 percent said they are 
likely to lay off workers-this is seri
ous-because of all the taxes in the 
Clinton package. 

There is another figure I think 
should be of interest. It says, " In fact, 
the optimism which the private sector 
faced Clinton's inauguration has al
most completely evaporated. In Janu
ary, 70 percent of the country's busi
ness leaders thought the economy 
would improve in the next 4 years. 
Today that figure is only 18 percent. 
Three-quarters believed their own com
pany's fortunes would get better in the 
same time, but now only half feel that 
way." 

I think this is another indication. It 
is not from some Republican organiza
tion. It happens to be from an inde
pendent survey of business men and 
women. I ask unanimous consent to 
have that printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
TAXES, LAYOFFS IN OFFING IF CLINTON TAXES 

PASS, POLL FINDS 
NEW YORK.-Half the country's business 

leaders say they will raise prices and lay off 
workers if the corporate tax hikes President 
Clinton has proposed become law, a new sur
vey has found. 

According to a poll conducted for The 
Nightly Business Report and Reuters by 
Yankelovich Partners Inc ., many top execu
tives are so resistant to the proposed taxes 
that, faced with the choice, they would rath
er see entitlement programs cut or the defi
cit remain at its current level than tolerate 
a tax increase-even though six in ten say 
the deficit is the country's leading economic 
problem. 

Despite their concern for the deficit, 48% 
of business leaders think higher taxes would 
do more economic damage than allowing the 
deficit to remain at its current level. 

Executives say Clinton's tax increases are 
unpopular for a reason: they expect them to 
hurt. Forty-nine percent of the executives 
surveyed say they'll be forced to raise prices 
to make up for the tax increases. Three
q uarters predict that higher taxes will make 
their profits drop a great deal or somewhat. 
And 51 % say they are likely to lay off work
ers if corporate taxes are raised. However, 
54% don't expect the taxes to affect their 
ability to compete in international trade. 

The Nightly Business Report/Reuters poll 
found a notable drop in business confidence 
in the economy, particularly on the employ
ment frontier. In January, 46% of American 
companies expected to hire more employees 
in the coming year. But today , only 26% ex
pect to expand their workforce since Clinton 
has made his plans for the economy clear. 

In fact , the optimism with which the pri
vate sector faced Clinton's inauguration has 
almost completely evaporated. In January, 
70% of the country's business leaders 
thought the economy would improve in the 
next four years. Today that figure is only 
18%. Three-quarters believed their own com
pany's fortunes would get better in the same 
time, but only half as many feel that way 
now. 

The business community places much more 
emphasis on the deficit than the general pub
lic does, and it favors far different remedies 
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for it. A majority of executives (55%) think 
that cutting the deficit is more important 
than creating jobs and stimulating the econ
omy; just a quarter of other Americans 
agree. And unlike executives, the general 
public prefers an energy tax to entitlement 
cuts. Perhaps as a result, Clinton's histori
cally low approval rating among the general 
public is still 22 points higher than it is 
among business leaders. 

The telephone poll of 381 senior executives 
at companies with more than $1 million in 
sales or revenue was · conducted by 
Yankelovich Partners Inc . between June 21 
and July 6, 1993 for the Nightly Business Re
port and Reuters. The sampling error for the 
results is plus or minus 5%. 

THE DEMOCRATIC MESSAGE 
Mr. DOLE. Finally, I will have print

ed in the RECORD what I understand is 
from, I assume, the Democratic Na
tional Committee. It is entitled "Halle
lujah! Change Is Coming." And the 
change is higher taxes. That is the 
change that is coming. They say, "It 
has the largest deficit reduction in his
tory." That is disputable. "It has the 
largest spending cuts in history," it 
says. I do not know when they start. 
Many of them do not happen until after 
1996 and there are not many spending 
cuts in the package. They do not even 
mention taxes. It says that it is going 
to increase over 8 million jobs in the 
next 4 years; going to make it easier 
for business to grow; it has new targets 
for business incentives and this is good 
news and, "Hallelujah! Change Is Com
ing.'' 

You will not have any change left 
after this tax bill. It seems to me there 
is not one word in here about big, big 
taxes in this package. It is hardly 
truth in advertising. I would hope 
those who receive this "Hallelujah, 
Change Is Coming,'' from the Demo
cratic Committee or wherever it origi
nates-and they talk about 12 years of 
finger pointing, I hope they at least go 
through and say, " Gee, there must be 
at least $1 of new taxes somewhere in 
this great package President Clinton 
has proposed.'' 

So I think it is the kind of smoke and 
mirrors we have been receiving. I think 
it belongs in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. I ask unanimous consent it be 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
so we will be able to look at it 5 or 10 
years from now and see the final result. 

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

The Economic Message 
The Democratic message for reconciliation 

is simple: 
HALLELUJAH! CHANGE IS COMING 

In those four words we convey the two 
central concepts we need to communicate to 
the American people: This is good, and this 
is change. 

1. This is good-The economic plan we are 
passing will be good for the country, good for 
the economy. and good for the middle-class 
working families who've been getting the 

shaft for too long. There are several specific 
facts and facets of the plan you can use to 
convey a sense of hope and optimism about 
this plan: 

A. This plan puts us back in control of our 
economic destiny. After 12 years of finger
pointing, we 're stepping up to the plate tak
ing responsibility for the economic strength 
of this country. This plan is good news for 
the economy: 

1. It has the largest deficit reduction in 
history; 

2. It has the largest spending cuts in his
tory; 

3. It puts America 's economic house in 
order; 

4. It makes it possible for America to grow 
again, for our economy to expand again, by 
finally paying down the deficit that has been 
choking-off jobs and growth, and by shifting 
the federal budget away from wasteful spend
ing and toward sound investment. 

B. This plan will create jobs, 8 million of 
them over the next four years. Permanent, 
productive, private-sector jobs. This plan is a 
job generator because: 

1. It makes it easier for business to grow. 
If we keep interest rates at their present low 
level for the rest of this year, we will have 
pumped $100 billion of new private sector 
capital into the economy. 

2. It has targeted new incentives to encour
age business-especially small business-to 
create new jobs. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent I be allowed to 
proceed in morning business for 10 min
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
is recognized for 10 minutes. 

CRIME 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, on 

Wednesday of this week, a young fire
fighter in Bridgeport, CT, was shot in 
the leg while he fought a fire engulfing 
a 12-family home. The fireman, Erik 
Boone, kept fighting the fire for 20 
minutes after being hit. I pray for his 
successful recuperation, but I share 
with his colleagues a sense of outrage 
at what happened. As Fire Lt. George 
Bryant said, "We are defenseless out 
here. We can't shoot back. A tough job 
is just getting harder." 

"A tough job is getting harder." That 
phrase could apply to the lives of many 
people in America's cities and in our 
suburbs and small towns as well. The 
job of living, of making ends meet, of 
survival, is getting harder because of 
crime-the perception and the reality 
of crime. 

Mr. President, while I was home in 
Connecticut last week, in one weekend 

three people were killed in my home 
city of Hew Haven, CT; two in Bridge
port; a young child killed in Stamford; 
stories of a horrible crime of a group of 
adolescent males circling an adolescent 
female at a pool in New York City, mo
lesting her sexually; stories of two 
mothers in New York leaving their 
homes, one as I recall going to get gro
ceries with a small child in her hand, 
caught in a crossfire, gang warfare; one 
of the mothers killed right on the 
streets on her way to a grocery store. 

Mr. President, this has to stop. We 
are understandably focused at this 
hour in this Congress on the budget de
liberations, the serious deficit that we 
have in our Federal budget, concerns 
we have about the slowness of the re
covery of our economy, loss of jobs by 
people. But I will tell you, Mr. Presi
dent, that unless we get together, gov
ernment-Federal, State, and local
and citizens and do something to stop 
the lawlessness on our streets through
out our country, people are not going 
to have the courage to go out of their 
houses to worry about the economy, to 
spend their money, to go to their jobs. 

Because our prisons are so crowded, 
we have heard of judges sentencing 
more and more criminals to the con
fines of their own homes. That, in ef
fect, is the kind of sentence being im
posed on more and more innocent 
Americans. So many of our neighbors, 
particularly the vulnerable-the elder
ly among us-are prisoners in their 
homes while the world outside becomes 
a forbidden zone. 

The outrageous crime of shooting a 
firefighter is sadly but one of many 
terrible crimes occurring throughout 
this country and I say, to bring it clos
er to home, throughout the State of 
Connecticut. 

The police report on any given night 
reveals a madness that is loose in our 
society. Consider these stories, all of 
which were reported in Connecticut in 
just this month alone: 

A man in Farmington, a peaceful 
suburb, is stabbed with a meat cleaver. 

A man is arrested in rural small town 
Ellington, CT, for trying to run over 
two police officers. 

A cab driver is threatened by a pas
senger with a hypodermic needle. The 
passenger wanted the cab driver to 
take him someplace to buy drugs. 

Police in Hartford, CT, stopped two 
gangs from assassinating a police offi
cer. 

A 7-year-old girl in Stamford is mur
dered, three men are charged with the 
crime. 

Mr. President, there are a lot of rea
sons for the explosion of crime in our 
society. Drugs are clearly a problem. 
But it goes beyond that: The collapse 
of so many families in America, the 
failure of our schools, the decline of re
ligion, the loss of values, the shortage 
of jobs. 

The war on crime is not going to be 
won with a single magic bullet. It has 
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to be fought on all fronts , and it has to 
address all the factors that I have de
scribed. But I rise to say that we can
not neglect the traditional foundation 
tool of fighting crime, and that is 
strong law enforcement . I hope that 
this will be the session of Congress
and as soon as possible-when we will 
rise up and strengthen the role of the 
Federal Government in assisting the 
heroes, the police at the State, county, 
and local level and all the other law en
forcement personnel who are trying to 
bring order to our society. 

It is imperative that we adopt a 
crime bill, and a good one , a tough one, 
in this session of Congress. In the 
hopes of stimulating debate, being part 
of that process, I intend soon to intro
duce a series of anticrime measures of 
my own, which I would like to briefly 
outline for my colleagues in the Senate 
today. 

First, I think we have to look at the 
creation of a Federal rapid deployment 
force , a cavalry of sorts, that can be 
dispatched into any community of this 
country at the request of local authori
ties to provide short-term backup for 
the local police force when it is con
fronted with a crime emergency . 

My hope is that this rapid deploy
ment force would be a highly trained, 
equipped, and motivated force. It would 
be specially designed to meet some of 
t he unbelievable challenges that local 
police forces face today, often in the 
kinds of small towns or middle-size 
cities where they have had no experi
ence in meeting these challenges. I 
speak of gang war, or even riots, crimi
nal unrest. 

Mr. President, I envision this force 
being sizable enough to have a visible 
deterrent effect to give people the se
curity they need to walk the streets 
fearlessly again. 

I recall-this is not necessarily the 
model but, in some ways, it is the in
spiration for this idea-in the days pre
ceding the decision in the second Rod
ney King trial in Los Angeles, that the 
National Guard was called preventively 
into some of the neighborhoods of Los 
Angeles. It had a remarkable effect. 
People came out of their homes. They 
were sitting confidently on their porch
es. They were walking in the streets. 
They said they had not felt that secure 
in a long time, and the security came 
from the presence of law enforcement 
personnel. 

I know there will be critics of such a 
force, but I fully suspect the biggest 
supporters of this idea will be the peo
ple who live in those neighborhoods 
where crime has taken over. It is they 
who would welcome the arrival of a 
Federal strike force with hope and 
open arms just, may I say, as the cav
alry was received at an earlier time in 
our history by settlers on the western 
frontier. 

Second, enactment of a police corps 
program. I was glad to join several of 

my colleagues in sponsoring police 
corps legislation in 1989. I continue to 
believe this program makes sense. It 
has the potential to take 100,000 of our 
best young people after their education 
and put them on the streets of America 
to support the local police forces. 

Third, I hope we will expand a pro
gram known as SHOCAP, which is the 
Bureau of Justice Assistance's Serious 
Habitual Offender Comprehensive Ac
tion Program. This Federal program 
recognizes a reality that every local 
cop, every local police chief will tell 
you: That it is relatively few criminals, 
often young ones, who are responsible 
for a significant percentage of crimes. 
This program, SHOCAP, trains and 
helps local authorities to target this 
one-person, sometimes few-person 
crime wave to take them off the streets 
with the aim of putting them behind 
bars. 

Fourth, I think we have to study 
antiloitering laws to see if they can be 
made more effective in fighting crimes. 
Court decisions have gutted such laws 
in the past , but I believe if properly de
signed, they can remain an effective 
tool for putting particularly open-air 
drug markets out of existence. There is 
no reason to allow such criminal activ
ity to exist so openly, so brazenly to 
terrorize law-abiding people in the 
neighborhoods of America. 

Fifth, we have to strengthen our gun 
laws. I continue to support the Brady 
bill. I also think the Federal Govern
ment should encourage States to enact 
tough, mandatory imprisonment laws 
for the use of guns while committing a 
crime, by making receipt of Federal 
law enforcement funds contingent on 
States having such laws on the books. 
I believe we must have laws that re
quire a mandatory jail term for career 
criminals who use or possess firearms 
in the commission of crimes. 

Sixth, I hope we will create a pro
gram or build on a program called 
LEEP that is aimed at encouraging re
tiring military personnel, as we build 
down our Armed Forces, to join local 
police forces. Many of these people pos
sess very important skills that can 
serve them and our communities well 
in the line of police duty. 

Seventh, I would like to see us pro
vide grants to States to establish vic
tim notification procedures, to help the 
victims of crime keep track of what 
happens to their attackers and, in that 
sense, to be a presence in the court
room, encouraging prosecutors to pur
sue cases and to achieve the toughest 
penalties possible. 

Eighth, we have to develop a plan for 
using abandoned military facilities
some of this is going on already; I hope 
we can expand it-to house prisoners in 
order to alleviate the critical shortage 
of prison space that exists in most 

. parts of the country. 
Nine, I hope we will take a look at a 

new program to give Federal grants to 

our States to help them build prisons. 
Again, Mr. President, you talk to the 
policeman on the beat. Too often when 
they arrest a person they are convinced 
has committed a crime , they know 
that person is not going to end up in 
jail. And do you know what? The per
son arrested knows that, too, because 
there is just not enough jail space. 

And finally, 10th, I think it is time 
for us once again to create a national 
commission on violent crime. We have 
not had a serious, thorough examina
tion of this problem since the Kerner 
Commission in the 1960's. An awful lot 
has changed in our society in the time 
since then. The level of violent crime 
has gone up dramatically, unaccept
ably. I think it is time for us to take a 
look in an organized way at this prob
lem and decide as a nation that we are 
ready to do something about it. 

Mr. President, I offer these ideas in 
the knowledge that they alone will not 
be enough to turn the tide of violence 
sweeping our society, but I offer them 
with confidence that they can make a 
positive difference in the lives of the 
millions of ordinary, law-abiding 
Americans, the silent majority out 
there that lives too often in fear today 
and that deserve a Federal response to 
what has become an overriding na
tional problem, a problem that threat
ens our sense of security today more 
than any foreign enemy. 

Mr. President, I thank the Chair. I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Connecticut has 
expired. 

Mr. NUNN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. NUNN]. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be al
lowed to proceed for approximately 10 
minutes. 

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

ALTERNATIVE SENTENCING 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I first con

gratulate the Senator from Connecti
cut on his presentation about crime. I 
know he has tremendous experience as 
an attorney general and has taken a 
great interest in the whole problem of 
violent crime in America. I admire him 
very much for his remarks and would 
like to identify myself with his re
marks. 

I do think, on the latter point that 
the Senator from Connecticut made 
about prison space, we not only have to 
have an assurance that we can put peo
ple who are dangerous to society be
hind bars, but given the budgets and 
the cost of keeping people behind bars 
we are going to also have to examine 
alternative sentencing for people who 
are not dangerous to society. Indeed, 
we have people behind bars now, who 
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are costing the taxpayers $20,000 to 
$25,000 a year, who may, indeed, not be 
dangerous to society. 

So we are going to have to look · at 
both ends of this. Prison space now is 
too short and the policemen are abso
lutely right in being frustrated in that 
they make arrests of what they believe 
to be dangerous criminals who have no 
way to be put in jail because the com
binations are not there. 

I have talked to an awful lot of 
judges, some DA's and some law-en
forcement officials who believe we are 
keeping people who are not dangerous 
and did not commit dangerous crimes 
behind bars. 

So I think we have to look at both 
sides of that, from a purely economic 
as well as societal and law-enforcement 
point of view. 

· I congratulate the Senator from Con
necticut and hope to work with him on 
the thrust of his remarks. 

GAYS AND LESBIANS IN THE 
ARMED FORCES 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, the media 
is filled with accounts as to what may 
or may not be happening in the White 
House and Pentagon and the executive 
branch with respect to the issue of the 
restrictions on the service of gay men 
and lesbians in the Armed Forces. 

As my colleagues will recall, the 
President issued an interim policy on 
January 29, 1993, which basically re
tained the longstanding restrictions on 
the service of gays and lesbians while 
eliminating questions on sexual ori
entation from the enlistment applica
tion. Part of that interim policy was a 
very important provision, which the 
President put in his interim order and 
which I felt strongly needed to be in 
that order, which said that even 
though the questions were not being 
asked, every new recruit would have 
explained to him or her the expecta
tions of the Uniform Code of Military 
Justice relating not only to homo
sexual conduct but also to the other 
standards relating to sexual conduct, 
including the problems of sexual har
assment. 

So every new recruit, under the in
terim policy, is being acquainted with 
the expectations of conduct in general 
and also in terms of sexual conduct. 

Mr. President, the President directed 
the Secretary of Defense to prepare a 
draft policy on this issue by July 15, 
1993. It is my understanding that in re
cent days the Secretary of Defense, 
after detailed review and consultation 
with the civilian and military leader
ship of the Department of Defense, has 
presented a proposal to the President 
and that that proposal is now under re
view at the White House. 

On February 4, 1993, the Senate 
agreed to an amendment which di
rected the . Armed Services Committee 
to conduct hearings on this issue. In 
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addition, the Senate agreed to an order 
which precluded amendments on this 
issue until July 15, 1993. 

I believe that moratorium on legisla
tion through July 15, 1993, was very 
helpful in providing the opportunity 
for our Armed Services Committee to 
have a fair, objective, and thorough set 
of hearings without the disruption of 
constant amendments on the floor that 
would have had really no legislative 
history in terms of committee delib
eration. 

Mr. President, it is my hope that any 
order issued by President Clinton on 
this subject will have a delayed effec
tive date of sufficient length to permit 
congressional review and action if the 
Congress decides that legislative ac
tion is necessary. 

Therefore, I urge my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle to withhold any 
amendments on this issue until the 
Armed Services Committee has com
pleted our action on what I think is a 
very important issue in the military 
services. 

Whatever one's perspective may be, I 
believe that all interests will be best 
served if we deal with this issue 
through the normal established com
mittee process with legislation that 
contains detailed findings and care
fully considered procedures. Without 
these detailed findings and without a 
predicate for legislative action, I think 
the courts will have a much more dif
ficult time dealing with this issue and 
the chances of any policy, however in
tended, holding up in Federal courts 
could be diminished if we do not deal 
with it in a careful, prudent, and de
tailed way. 

Mr. President, next week the Armed 
Services Committee will begin our 
markup on the National Defense Au
thorization Act for fiscal year 1994. I 
am hopeful that the Clinton adminis
tration will issue a policy on this sub
ject of gays and lesbians in the mili
tary I can support, and I am also hope
ful that a majority of our committee 
will be able to support the proposal by 
the President. I am also hopeful we can 
adopt that proposal if it is supportable 
by a majority of our committee in the 
markup which, as I have said, begins 
next week. 

Regardless of what action is taken by 
the Clinton administration in the exec
utive branch, however, we will have to 

. consider and act on this issue because 
our bill is expected to be considered by . 
the Senate prior to the August recess. 
So next week is the time we are going 
to have to act legislatively, notwith
standing any delay that may take 
place in the executive branch. We have 
to get this in our bill if we are going to 
have the kind of findings that I believe 
are necessary as we move from the leg
islative area to the executive branch in 
terms of implementation, and we need 
to give policy guidelines. And I am cer
tain there will be legal challenges. So 

what we do in committee will also be 
important to the judicial branch of 
Government when this matter is 
brought before them in the proper 
forum. 

Mr. President, I believe it is essential 
that the Congress codify the policies 
regarding homosexuality in the Armed 
Forces by adopting legislative findings 
and by providing clear legislative di
rection to the executive branch and to 
the leadership and the men and women 
in the Armed Forces. 

Based upon the hearings held in our 
committee, ~t is my view that any pol
icy issued by the executive branch as 
well as any legislation enacted by the 
Gongress must at a minimum be con
sistent with the following principles. 
These are broad principles, and they 
are not meant to be exclusive because 
the issue is much too complex to be 
summarized. 

But I do think these principles have 
clearly emerged in our hearings as sup
portable by the overwhelming evidence 
we have received. 

The first principle I would articulate 
today is that military service is a 
unique calling which has no counter
part in civilian society. The primary 
purpose of our Armed Forces is to pre
pare for and to prevail in combat 
should the need arise. The conduct of 
military operations requires members 
of the Armed Forces to make extraor
dinary sacrifices including, if need be, 
the ultimate sacrifice to provide for 
the defense of our Nation. 

No. 2, the foundation of combat capa
bility is unit cohesion. Unlike our ci
vilian society, in the military the mis
sion is the No. 1 priority. The unit is 
the second priority, and the individual 
is the third priority. 

Mr. President, in society the individ
ual comes first. In the military, the 
mission comes first. If in a quest for 
full societal constitutional rights in 
the military, which have never existed 
in the military, if in that quest we end 
up placing consideration of the individ
ual before consideration of the mission, 
we are going to have an awful lot of 
people killed in combat, and we are 
going to have an awful lot of people 
wounded in combat. And we are going 
to have questionable military perform
ance by many of our uni ts if we replace 
the standing principles for years and 
years that have been part of our mili
tary history-that the mission comes 
first, not the individual. 

That is what so many people do not 
understand about the military. But it 
is a cardinal principle, and it is a dis
tinction between the military and our 
civilian society. 

Mr. President, the third principle is 
that military personnel policies must 
facilitate the assignment and the 
worldwide deployment of service mem
bers who frequently must live and 
must work under close conditions af
fording minimal privacy. There is an 
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awful lot that can be said on this sub
ject. But another fundamental distinc
tion between the military and civilian 
society is that people in civilian soci
ety, by and large, go home at night and 
they have the privacy of their homes. 
In many tens of thousands of military 
assignments, the home is the ship or 
the home is the tent or the home is the 
barracks. That is a fundamental dis
tinction. 

The fourth principle is that because 
of the factors that I have already enu
merated, the presence in military units 
of persons who, by their acts or by 
their statements demonstrate a pro
pensity to engage in homosexual acts, 
would cause an unacceptable risk to 
the high standards of · morale, good 
order, and discipline, and unit cohesion 
that are absolutely essential to effec
tive combat · capability. There should 
be no change in the current grounds for 
discharge-homosexual acts, state
ments, or marriages. 

The fifth principle is that while DOD 
policies on investigations may be sub
ject to commonsense limitations be
cause of the need to allocate scarce re
sources and to establish investigative 
priorities, these policies should not 
preclude investigations based upon any 
information relevant to an administra
tive or disciplinary proceeding. 

Mr. President, despite recent media 
stories attributing certain statements 
to the Justice Department-and I have 
no idea whether they are accurate or 
not, whether someone in the Justice 
Department really made these state
ments or whether this is invented out 
of whole cloth; but despite these media 
stories and despite the statements that 
have been attributed to certain Justice 
Department people who are unnamed, 
about the constitutionality of various 
proposals in this arena, I am convinced 
that the principles I have enunciated 
are constitutionally sound and will be 
upheld by the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

No one can say what some Federal 
court may do in one case or the other. 
What we have to be guided by in terms 
of our deliberations is what we believe 
the Supreme Court will uphold on ap
peal. 

The U.S. Supreme Court has repeat
edly held that the application of con
stitutional rights to members of the 
Armed Forces is necessarily different 
from the rights of persons in civilian 
society. 

Mr. President, there are many law
yers who speak on this subject and are 
quoted in the newspapers that I do not 
believe have read a number of these Su
preme Court cases. It is the fundamen
tal principle of the Supreme Court de
cisions on the military that there is a 
distinction, a significant distinction, 
between the individual rights in soci
ety and the individual rights when 
they wear a military uniform. The Fed
eral courts on many different levels 

have ruled on numerous occasions that 
restrictions on the service of gay men 
and lesbians, including restrictions on 
acts and statements, do not violate the 
constitutional rights of military per
sonnel. 

Mr. President, I have come to these 
conclusions based upon the commit
tee's extensive review of this matter 
over the last 6 months. During the 
Armed Services Committee markup 
next week of the National Defense Au
thorization Act for fiscal year 1994, I 
will be proposing, along with others, 
legislation that embodies these general 
principles. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Sena tor from New 
Mexico [Mr. DOMENIC!] . 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, is 
there a time arrangement that is part 
of a consent agreement? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, each Senator is al
lowed to speak for up to 5 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I do 
not believe I can do this in 5 minutes. 
I ask unanimous consent that I be al
lowed to speak for 10 minutes as if in 
morning business. 

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

MIDSESSION REVIEW 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

thank the Chair. -
Mr. President, for the last couple of 

days I have been addressing the issue of 
midsession review by the executive 
branch of Government. I think it is too 
bad that my purpose has been mis
understood either intentionally or oth
erwise-or I should say my purposes
and that some have now chosen to 
speak on a personal basis about what I 
have said the last couple of days, and 
the letter that I wrote to the President 
and Leon Panetta with Republican 
leader, Senator DOLE, and others re
garding this statutory requirement of 
June 16 submittal of an updated ver
sion of where the budget is going, and 
what are the underlying economic 
underpinnings. 

Frankly, I want to speak about what 
I have done in the past, and what I 
have not done , because I have not 
taken the position that this is all right 
for Republican Presidents and not all 
right for President Clinton. I just want 
to put in the RECORD one of these. 

When Senator Chiles was chairman, I 
was ranking member-July 14, 1988-
and I cosponsored a letter with him 
that we then took over to the House 
and we got both the Republican and 
the Democrat leadership of the Budget 
Committee to sign. It essentially said 
what we are saying today-midsession 
reviews are not academic technical 
things. They are required by law and 
they give forth to the Senate and the 

people a very, very important set of 
numbers, assumptions, assessments, 
and the like. 

I would ask that the record on this, 
which I have extracted, be made a part 
of the RECORD today, indicating what 
the letter said, why Senator Chiles said 
it was important, why I joined with 
him in saying it was important. 

Incidentally, in this correspondence, 
there is an allusion to the previous 
year where I had objected also-I do 
not choose to dig up every year-but 
suffice it to say, I have been very con
cerned about compliance with 
midsession reviews because I think 
they are required by law. If an adminis
tration is not going to do it, I say to 
my good friend, Leon Panetta, who 
yesterday indicated that maybe I was 
not being totally forthright on this, or 
that perhaps I was motivated by some
thing other than I have been in the 
past-frankly, I have not changed one 
bit on the issue. I do believe it is very, 
very important. And, frankly, in the 
past if administrations could not get it 
done, they used to sit down with lead
ership, Democrat and Republican, tell 
them why, and ask for some kind of an 
extension. 

One will have to note that while 
President Bush did not get his in on 
time, they were all within a July time
frame. I believe the latest one was July 
24. We are asking in a resolution pend
ing before this body that the President 
do it, but no later than 10 days after 
the due date, which will be July 26. 

I ask unanimous consent that part of 
the previous transcript before this 
body be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

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

[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, July 14, 
1988] 

THE PRESIDENT'S MIDSESSION BUDGET REPORT 
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, section 1106 of 

title 31 of the United States Code requires 
that the President must submit his 
midsession budget report to Congress before 
July 16. I have just received a letter from the 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget that informs me that the President 
will not submit this report on time tomor
row. I rise today to express my sincere hopes 
that he will submit this important report as 
soon as is possible . 

The midsession budget report is not merely 
some academic exercise. This is the report 
where the OMB establishes the economic and 
technical assumptions it will use in deter
mining whether the Gramm-Rudman-Hol
lings law will require across-the-board cuts. 
As amended last _year, Gramm-Rudman-Hol
lings requires that this report must also pro
vide an estimate of the deficit in a manner 
consistent with the estimates that will be 
used by OMB in its August 25 initial report 
on whether across-the-board cuts are needed. 
In other words, with this report, we will be 
able to look down the road and see if we are 
headed toward across-the-board cuts under 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. 

It is imperative that Congress receive this 
kind of information as early as possible. If 
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the future holds across-the-board cuts, Con
gress and the President would need to set 
about as soon as possible to take steps to 
avoid them. This is particularly true this 
year, as we have a short legislative calendar 
and only so many days of session in which to 
act. As I count them, there are only 9 weeks 
of session left in the year after today. Those 
of us who worked for a month in the eco
nomic summit last year know that's not a 
whole lot of time when you're talking about 
the possibility of crafting a compromise to 
reduce the deficit. 

We are proceeding expeditiously on appro
priations measures this year. Depending on 
how long the President delays, we may well 
have completed Senate action on all appro
priations bills when we receive the Presi
dent's report. That would leave us with very 
few legislative opportunities to address the 
deficit problem over the remainder of the 
year. 

And so, I call upon the President to expe
dite his midsession report. We look forward 
to receiving it soon. 

Mr. President, I send to the desk a copy of 
a letter that Chairman Gray of the House 
Budget Committee, Senator Domenici, and I 
sent to the Director of the Office of Manage
ment and Budget plus a copy of the letter I 
received today from the Director and ask 
unanimous consent that they be printed in 
the Record at this point. 

There being no objection, the letters were 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as fol
lows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, June 22, 1988. 

Hon. JAMES c. MILLER III, 
Director, Office of Management and Budget, 

Old Executive Office Building, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR MR. MILLER: We are writing you be
cause of our concern for timely submission 
of the President's Mid-Session Review of the 
1989 Budget. 

Title 31, United States Code, section 1106(a) 
requires submission of this report before 
July 16. Last year, the report was not sub
mitted until August 17, when Congress was 
not in session as a result of the statutory 
August District work Period. 

The Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi
cit Control Reaffirmation Act of 1987 (P.L. 
100-119) specifies a crucial role for the Mid
Session Review in the calculation of excess 
deficits. The August 25 report required under 
that Act must use economic and technical 
assumptions specified in the Mid-Session Re
view, and the Mid-Session Review must pro
vide an estimate, using those assumptions, 
of the deficit excess and net deficit reduction 
that will be reported on August 25. The joint 
explanatory statement of the committee of 
conference accompanying the Act states: "It 
is imperative that the Director of OMB actu
ally deliver this mid-session report by July 
15. . . . The mid-session review is expected to 
be issued by the statutory deadline for that 
report" (House Report 100-313). 

The Congress will be handicapped in its ef
forts to achieve deficit reduction and avoid 
sequestration if we do not have the Mid-Ses
sion Review on the required date. It is essen
tial that as much information as possible 
about the amount of deficit reduction re
quired to avoid sequestration be available to 
the Congress as it works on budgetary legis
lation during July and August. We are there
fore expressing to you our concern that last 
year's delay not be repeated and that the 
statutory requirements for this report be 
met. 

Sincerely, 
House Budget Committee: 

WILLIAM H. GRAY III, 
Chairman. 

DELBERT L. LATTA, 
Ranking Minority Member. 

Senate Budget Committee: 
LAWTON CHILES, 

Chairman. 
PETE V. DOMENIC!, 

Ranking Minority Member. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 
AND BUDGET, 

Washington, DC, July 14, 1988. 
Hon. LAWTON CHILES, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget , U.S. Sen

ate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This letter is to ad

vise that it is necessary to delay the issu
ance of the Mid-Session Review pending the 
availability of accurate data on the drought 
and its impact on the economy and the budg
et. 

The drought that is currently affecting ag
riculture and transportation in much of the 
country may also affect the Federal Govern
ment's budget for FY 1989. Crop support pay
ments, loan repayments, and sales of power 
from Federally-owned hydroelectric generat
ing facilities are examples of some of the 
Federal Government's activities that may 
change because of the drought. Despite the 
extra efforts of the Interagency Task Force 
on the Drought, a reliable assessment of the 
potential impact of the drought will not be 
available until later in July. 

The potential magnitudes of these changes 
are too important to be ignored in the prepa
ration of the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings (G-R
H) baseline that is required to be published 
with the President's Mid-Session Review. 
The G-R-H legislation requires that the eco
nomic and technical assumptions used in the 
Mid-Session Review must also be used in 
both the August and October G-R-H reports. 
The issuance of the Mid-Session Review 
must, therefore , be delayed until better in
formation is available about the drought and 
its effect on the economy and the budget. 

We will submit the Mid-Session Review at 
the earliest possible time that meaningful 
data on the budget effects of the drought can 
be compiled into the report. I fully intend for 
the delay to be no more than two weeks. I 
trust you will agree that the special situa
tion brought on by the drought, combined 
with the requirements of the G-R-H legisla
tion limiting changes in economic or tech
nical assumptions after the issuance of the 
Mid-Session Review, must be taken into ac
count in the Mid-Session Review. I appre
ciate your understanding on this issue. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES C. MILLER III, 

Director. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
want to acknowledge that, dated July 
15-I assume we received it this morn
ing-a letter came to me from Leon Pa
netta, the Director. It has been 
carboned in, and the indication is it is 
going to the leadership here, and the 
so-called fiscal and tax writing com
mittees here are getting the same let
ter, and similarly in the House. 

The letter indicates that after the 
passage of the omnibus reconciliation 
bill, they will give us a midsession re
view. But for now, they gave us a series 
of numbers. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
numbers be printed in the RECORD and 

that the correspondence, preliminary 
midyear budget review, a one-page doc
ument with an attachment that has 
two numbers for each of the years 1993, 
1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998, be printed 
in the RECORD, thus acknowledging the 
receipt for whatever it is. 

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

PRELIMINARY MID-YEAR BUDGET REVIEW 
Changes in the economic outlook, enacted 

legislation, and differences from technical 
assumptions in the Administration's April 
budget have combined to reduce the deficit 
modestly in all years over the forecast hori
zon. The changes are largest in 1993, the cur
rent fiscal year, and more modest for the 
five-year planning period from fiscal years 
1994 through 1998. 

In the current year, changes in the eco
nomic outlook are projected to reduce the 
baseline deficit-not including the direct ef
fects of Administration policy-by about $2 
billion. Most of this effect comes from lower 
interest rates; other outlays are slightly 
lower than expected, while revenues are very 
slightly lower than the original projection. 
Enacted legislation, especially the continu
ation of extended unemployment benefits, 
adds about $5 billion to the deficit . 
Divergences of spending and revenue from 
projected levels because of changed technical 
assumptions reduce the deficit by about $28 
billion; virtually all of this change is due to 
lower-than-anticipated deposit insurance 
costs. (About half of the reduced deposit in
surance costs relate to delayed funding, 
while the rest is the result of the improved 
economic environment for financial institu
tions.) In sum, the fiscal year 1993 deficit is 
now projected to be $285 billion, or $25 billion 
below the April baseline projection of $310 
billion. 

The following displays baseline deficits (in 
billions of dollars) as estimated in the Presi
dent 's budget released in April and in this 
preliminary mid-year budget review. 

Fiscal years 

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

April budget ........ . 
Prelim. mid-year . 

310 302 301 298 347 387 
285 300 286 291 340 379 

While the Administration believes that 
there has been some modest improvement in 
the deficit outlook, it by no means justifies 
a reduced commitment to long-term deficit 
reduction through fundamental changes in 
budget policy. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 
AND BUDGET, 

Washington, DC, July 15, 1993. 
Hon. PETE v. DOMENIC!, 
Ranking Minority Member, Committee on the 

Budget, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR DOMENIC!: This letter pro

vides a preliminary update of the deficit 
forecast, and consistent with past practice, 
states the Administration's intention to 
issue a Mid-Session Review upon completion 
of the reconciliation process by the Con
gress. 

Please find enclosed a preliminary update 
of the deficit forecast. As you can see from 
this update , it remains critical that the 
President 's economic plan be adopted. 

Enactment of the Omnibus Budget Rec
onciliation Act of 1993 ("OBRA"), currently 
pending conference action, is certain to 
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cause significant changes in the budget esti
mates. We believe that these changes should 
be reflected in the Mid-Session Review. 
Without reflecting these changes. the Mid
Session Review will be outdated almost im
mediately and will not provide useful infor
mation on the budget. The Mid-Session Re
view should therefore, be issued after pas
sage of the reconciliation bill so as to reflect 
the major changes that ·we are working to 
achieve. 

We will submit the Mid-Session Review 
promptly after passage of OBRA, which we 
anticipate by early August. I trust that you 
will agree that the impending enactment of 
the reconciliation bill presents a special sit
uation and that the results of reconciliation 
should be taken in t o account in the Mid-Ses
sion Review. I appreciate your understanding 
on this issue . 

Sincerely, 
LEONE. PANETI'A, 

Director. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. For the Senate's edi
fication, so that one will know that a 
midsession review is really not one 
piece of paper with six sets of two num
bers each for 5 or 6 years, this is the 
last midsession review for · 1992, a very 
detailed document. In fact, some 
thought it was too detailed . . 

Most midsession reviews contain a 
great deal of information about where 
we have been since the President's 
budget submission, and what the Con
gress has done or not done, and what 
are the economic projections, if any. 
To say there is no need for this because 
we ought to wait until the omnibus 
reconciliation bill with all of the new 
taxes in it is completed-from my 
standpoint, if the administration would 
have come in and talked about it . and 
given us some justification, that might 
be one thing. But there is a big dif
ference this year, Mr. President, be
tween why I asked for this now and 
why I have asked for it before, and I 
will just state that clearly for the 
RECORD. 

It is obvious to the American people 
that the President of the United States 
campaigned on a completely different 
tax and fiscal policy plan than he 
asked Congress to implement on his be
h~L . 

The reason given is principally one, 
which is that the deficit was bigger 
than he expected or than he was led to 
believe during the campaign. Frankly, 
that is all right. I argue with that, but 
I did not campaign. I think he should 
have known, and should not have been 
making the promises, because almost 
everybody knew. 

The Congressional Budget Office 
knew it precisely. They issued a reas
sessment of things in August, and in 
November the election occurred, and in 
between the promises continued. 

When a President makes a big issue 
that a deficit has changed, and thus he 
will change his course of action and his 
campaign promises and commitments, 
it seems that a deficit change of $30 bil
lion or $40 billion or $50 billion-which 
was what it was, I believe, or there-

abouts, although annually, across a 5-
year span- is a big enough issue at that 
point, Mr. President, so the President 
can say: I will not be able to cut mid
dle-income taxes. I will have to renege 
on my commitment on gasoline taxes 
and put some on. I will have to have a 
Btu tax, even though I, from time to 
time, said I was not going to do that in 
the campaign-all because the deficit 
changed. 

It seems to me that a live written 
rumor, kind of backed up by the Con
gressional Budget Office-they do not 
have to give their report yet, so I say 
kind of backed up-the deficit may be 
$50 billion less in 1993 than expected. 
And that takes on a little different 
complexion. 

This Senator never said-for those 
who are saying I can now settle for a 
$260 billion deficit or $270 billion defi
cit-anybody who knows me knows I 
am for getting it down as soon as is 
practicable, consistent with some 
sound economic policies, so we do not 
make matters worse. But the point is 
that there is a shroud of suspicion. If 
the deficit is $50 billion less than when 
the President sent his budget up, the 
shroud of suspicion is: Are we taxing 
the American people more than nec
essary? If, in fact, that deficit reduc
tion is consistent over the years, we 
might be able to take $50 billion or so 
off the taxes imposed on the public. 

The suspicion is, we raised the taxes 
when the deficit went up. Well, we do 
not change anything, even though not 
yet completed, when the deficit comes 
down. 

Frankly, that does not mean that I 
have drawn a conclusion. But it does 
permit me to speculate. And many are 
now speculating on what is this kind of 
double standard. When it goes up, we 
change our practices and tax the pub
lic. But if it comes down for any rea
son-and we have not done anything 
yet-should we not reconsider? I think 
the facts should be on the table, in de
tail, before this conference finishes. 

Frankly, from my standpoint, this 
could all have been done and done in a 
regular manner, in a manner that is 
credible not from the standpoint of 
whether I believe my former cohort, 
Leon Panetta, with whom I worked 
shoulder to shoulder a lot, but credible 
in the sense of putting real background 
information in, as midyear session re
views do, behind some numbers. 

Having said that, let me say that late 
yesterday, OMB Director Panetta and 
Deputy Treasury Secretary Altman 
held a press briefing in the White 
House and told reporters the purpose 
was to discuss the new lower deficit es
timates for this year, as well as the ad
ministration's unwillingness to release 
the midsession budget review required 
by law. 

They admitted that the deficit for 
this year will be-I am going to put a 
number on it, because I think I can do 

some subtracting. The April 8 docu
ment that was sent up here as a budg
et-not really a total budget-says the 
defi0it was $322 billion. Yesterday, in 
the press conference, it was said it was 
$285 billion. That is $37 billion lower. I 
said at various times it was between 
$35 and $50 billion. Some have said it is 
between $50 and $70 billion. I do not be
lieve I have ever said that; $35 billion is 
not a small piece of change, nor $37 bil
lion. I still believe it is going to be 
down more than that, but they are ac
knowledging $37 billion. 

CBO, by the way, is suggesting that 
the outlook for this year's deficit is 
more like a $260 to $270 billion range. 
You can see that is substantially larger 
in deficit reduction than the $37 billion 
the administration sent. I am not sug
gesting one is totally right and the 
other is wrong, but I suggest that the 
issue is a big one. It is a lot of dollars. 

As a matter of fact, it is interesting 
that the deficit will be reduced more in 
1993 by no action. I repeat: The deficit, 
in 1993, will be reduced by no action on 
the part of the President or the Con
gress, more than the deficit is going to 
be reduced by action if the plans all 
work out. They are not coming down 
annually anything like $50 billion or 
$60 billion or $70 billion, which is what 
CBO estimates will happen this year. 

And again, I am not saying that is a 
truism for each year, but do you not 
think we ought to know before we put 
this package in place? 

Now, I must state the fact that the 
deficit is coming down is great news. 
Some suggested it is good news. I think 
it is great news. Where those reduc
tions came from are very important. 

I believe the tax revenues of the 
United States are going up without any 
new taxes. I would like to know what 
that number is. It seems to me the 
Treasury Department knows some
thing about it already. 

If the revenue is up without these 
new taxes, one might speculate what 
are all these new taxes going to be to 
that revenue stream? I am very sus
picious in my own reading of it all and 
listening to economists who say you 
might make the revenue stream go 
down because of those taxes. The ex
pectation could, according to many ex
perts, including Dr. Feldstein, of Har
vard University, former economic ad
viser to one of the Republican Presi
dents, who say these new taxes on the 
higher bracket will yield less revenue, 
not more, than expected. 

Nonetheless, the fact it is coming 
down is good news. The fact it is going 
down substantially, without any action 
on our part, may just be a 1-year event, 
but it may not be. I think we ought to 
know that before we put this whole 
reconciliation bill together. 

We will not know why this has oc
curred until after this conference has 
completed its work because the admin
istration apparently does not believe 
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that it is important for us to know be
fore we start this new, very difficult 
and onerous deficit reduction package 
on the tax side. It is predominantly 
taxes, and everybody knows that in 
terms of permanent things. 

The other deficit reduction items are 
going to disappear, and they could be 
changed, but the taxes will be put on, 
and I am not thinking that there is 
very much sentiment after you put 
them on to change them. 

So, it seems to me that what is re
quired by law should be submitted, and 
we should have that. We are going to 
vote on it, whether we in the Senate 
think we ought to have it, and I have 
added a grace period which is consist
ent with the longest period of time 
that President Bush ever took beyond 
the required time, added 10 days, and 
that covers every one of his. Appar
ently, according to the White House 
conference yesterday, Presidents never 
complied with it. Well, every one of his 
was within 10 days, from what I can 
gather, and so we have said in this res
olution we will do the same with ref
erence to this President. 

Again, I want to repeat the adminis
tration's refusal to do this is distress
ing, given the fact that President Clin
ton quickly jettisoned numerous cam
paign promises, and I have told the 
Senate about those, one of which was 
the middle-income tax cut last winter, 
and the reason was that the deficit was 
higher than when he was campaigning. 

Now, we have the largest tax increase 
in American history, and when asked 
why, the administration says the defi
cit made us do it-the deficit made us 
do it. The latest estimates indicate 
that the deficit may be substantially 
less this year when we know all that is 
known about that and all that is dis
cernible by the modeling and comput
erizing of the budget that exists within 
the OMB and the White House. 

Secretary Altman and the OMB Di
rector apparently have said, no; the 
numbers do not allow it. 

What are the numbers? We do not 
know. They will not give them to us. 
They have given us a budget authority 
and outlay number for each year with 
no backup material and no real review. 

So, it may very well be the case that 
we are about to get socked with a $260 
to $290 billion tax increase, depending 
upon which version wins out, and we 
will not know what the deficit is before 
we start. 

I hope that with this explanation 
today of why Senator DOMENIC! is in
volved would be clear to everyone. I 
hope it would also be clear that I am 
very pleased that the deficit is coming 
down. It is a good thing. I hope it will 
also be clear that I have not made up 
my mind about what this $50 billion re
duction in the deficit means for the fu
ture. 

But I think there is a cloud, kind of 
a what is this all about, hanging over 

this until we get it and get it in some 
detail. If the administration is right 
that it is rather irrelevant to the fu
ture, then why do not they tell us that 
in some detail and maybe we can get 
on to the next important issue? 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. NUNN]. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the majority leader, the following 
unanimous-consent requests have been 
cleared on the Republican side. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to Executive Session to con
sider the following nominations: 

Calendar 277. Ada E. Deer, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior; 

Calendar 278. William Christie 
Ramsay, to be Ambassador Extraor
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit
ed States of America to the Republic of 
the Congo; 

Calendar 279. William H. Dameron 
III, to be Ambassador Extraordinary 
and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to the Republic of 
Mali; 

Calendar 280. Joseph A. Saloom III, 
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to the Republic of Guinea; 

Calendar 281. Dennis C. Jett, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary of the United States of 
America to the Republic of Mozam
bique; 

Calendar 282. Laurence Everett Pope 
II, to be Ambassador Extraordinary 
and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to the Republic of 
Chad; 

Calendar 283. Howard Franklin Jeter, 
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to the Republic of Botswana; 

Calendar 284. Andrew J. Winter, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary of the United States of 
America to the Republic of The Gam
bia; and 

Calendar 285. Victor P. Raymond, to 
be an Assistant Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs. 

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

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I further 
ask unanimous consent that the nomi
nees be confirmed, en bloc, that any 
statements appear in the RECORD as if 
read, that the motions to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, en bloc, that the 
President be immediately notified of 

the Senate's action, and that the Sen
ate return to legislative session. 

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

The nominations considered and con
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

D EPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Ada E. Deer, of Wisconsin, to be an Assist
ant Secretary of the Interior. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

William Christie Ramsay , of Michigan, a 
career member of the Senior Foreign Serv
ice, Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Am
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to the Re
public of the Congo. 

William H. Dameron III , of the District of 
Columbia, a Career Member of the Senior 
Foreign Service, Class of Counselor, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary of the United States of America 
to the Republic of Mali. 

Joseph A. Saloom III , of Virginia, a career 
member of the Senior Foreign Service , Class 
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit
ed States of America to the Republic of 
Guinea. 

Dennis C. Jett, of New Mexico, a career 
member of the Senior Foreign Service , Class 
of Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to the Republic of Mozam
bique. 

Laurence Everett Pope II , of Maine, a ca
reer member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Am bas- · 
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to the Republic 
of Chad. 

Howard Franklin Jeter, of South Carolina, 
a career member of the Senior Foreign Serv
ice, Class of Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit
ed States of America to the Republic of Bot
swana. 

Andrew J. Winter, of New York, a career 
member of the Senior Foreign Service , Class 
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit
ed States of America to the Republic of The 
Gambia. 

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 

Victor P . Raymond, of the District of Co
lumbia, to be an Assistant Secretary of Vet
erans Affairs (Policy and Planning). 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will re
turn to the consideration of legislative 
business. 

TRIBUTE TO GEN. JERRY R. 
WYATT 

Mr. MATHEWS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to an outstanding 
Tennessean, Maj. Gen. Jerry R. Wyatt, 
whose unexpected death last week will 
be mourned by many. 

General Wyatt was Tennessee's 71st 
adjutant general and top military offi
cer. I was fortunate to have worked 
closely with General Wyatt in Gov. Ned 
McWherter's administration where I 
developed strong admiration and re
spect for his leadership. 
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THE 1993 MIDYEAR REPORT A native of Brownsville, TN, General 

Wyatt served as adjutant general since 
1991. In that role he directed Ten
nessee's military department which in
cludes the Tennessee Air National 
Guard and Army National Guard. 

General Wyatt's service in the Ten
nessee National Guard began in 1957. In 
1967, he volunteered for service in Viet
nam and served as a company com
mander. 

He was wounded in the Tet offensive 
in 1968, and upon returning to Ten
nessee, resumed his career in the Na
tional Guard. Throughout General 
Wyatt's military career he was honored 
with numerous awards and decorations. 
The Legion of Merit, Bronze Star 
Medal, Purple Heart, and Army 
Achievement Medal, among many oth
ers, display General Wyatt's exemplary 
service. 

A lifelong Tennessean, General 
Wyatt received his B.S. degree from 
Cumberland University in 1968, and an 
associate degree in political science 
from Dyersburg State Community Col
lege in 1973. Prior to being named adju
tant general, Wyatt was the U.S. prop
erty and fiscal officer, where he served 
with distinction. 

General Wyatt leaves his wife, Shir
ley Ferrell Wyatt, a son and daughter, 
and three brothers, to whom I extend 
my most heartfelt condolences. Mr. 
President, General Wyatt spent much 
of his life and career in dedicated mili
tary service to his fell ow Tennesseans 
and to his fellow citizens of this Na
tion. His tenure was marked with 
honor and distinction and he will be 
greatly missed. 

THE HATCH ACT REFORM 
AMENDMENTS OF 1993 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the Hatch Act Amend
ments of 1993 and call upon my col
leagues to vote for this legislation 
which will restore long due overdue 
rights to men and women in the civil
ian work force. 

It is a basic principle of government 
in a political democracy that govern
ment functions best when all citizens 
are given ·the widest possible latitude 
to participate in the political process. 
Yet a significant segment of the citi
zenry is currently prevented from full 
participation in the political process of 
the country by a confusing and anach
ronistic set of legislative and regu
latory restrictions that no longer serve 
the purposes for which they are en
acted. The time has come for us to ad
dress the basic inequities in these re
strictions and restore to Federal work
ers the fundamental rights and respon
sibilities of citizens in a free society by 
enacting S. 185 into law. 

Under the current law, a Federal em
ployee is able to participate in the po
litical process only in a limited man
ner and only under rules that are dif-

ficul t to understand and easy to mis
takenly break. For example, a Federal 
employee can go to a rally for a can
didate anywhere in the country, but 
cannot pass out campaign literature 
for the candidate in his neighborhood. 
A Federal employee can write a check 
contributing to a candidate and even 
express an opinion about a candidate, 
but if that opinion is expressed in a 
speech, she will be in violation of the 
law. These are rules without sensible 
distinctions. 

The time has come for us to address 
the basic inequities in the current re
strictions and restore to Federal work
ers the ability to exercise the fun
damental rights and responsibilities of 
citizens in a free society by enacting S. 
185 into law. Federal workers are 
among the most knowledgeable well
educated members of American soci
ety. They should be able to bring their 
political opinions to the public forum . 

The bill brought before us has been 
carefully drafted. It reflects years of 
experience by Senator GLENN and the 
members of the Governmental Affairs 
Committee. It ensures that Federal 
employees may participate voluntarily 
in political activities while maintain
ing prohibitions and strict penalties 
against political activity within the 
workplace. S. 185 would allow Federal 
employees to engage in a variety of 
partisan political activities-but only 
on their own time, when they are not 
on duty, and when they are not in the 
workplace. It would continue to pro
hibit employees from running for par
tisan elective office, soliciting political 
contributions from the general public, 
or engaging in any coercive activity by 
supervisors in relation to their subordi
nates. 

Mr. Chairman, when the Hatch Act 
was passed in 1939, almost 40 percent of 
the Federal work force was exempt 
from the civil service. Today, few Fed
eral employees are hired by patronage, 
most are hired on merit. Moreover, 
over the past 50 years, the merit sys
tem has been strengthened. The Office 
of Personnel Management, the Office of 
Special Counsel, and the Merits Sys
tems Protection Board are well-estab
lished agencies with the authority and 
the experience to prevent any attempt 
by an errant supervisor to subject an 
employee to coercion for politic al pur
poses. 

Mr. Chairman, Hatch Act reform is 
long overdue. It is time for the Senate 
to adopt this legislation without fur
ther delay, without weakening amend
ments, and without exemptions of any 
class of employees. For years, we have 
passed this legislation, only to have it 
vetoed by a Republican President. 
President Clinton has indicated that he 
will not suborn the intent of the major
ity, but will sign this legislation. Let's 
get this bill passed, so that Federal em
ployees can enjoy the basic constitu
tional right to free expression. 

The mailing and filing date of the 
1993 midyear report required by the 
Federal Election Campaign Act, as 
amended, is Saturday, July 31, 1992. All 
principal campaign committees sup
porting Senate candidates must file 
their reports with the Senate Office of 
Public Records, 232 Hart Building, 
Washington, DC 20510--7116. You may 
wish to advise your campaign commit
tee personnel of this requirement. 

The Public Records Office will be 
open from 12 noon until 4 p.m. on the 
filing date for the purpose of receiving 
these filings . In general, reports will be 
available the next business day after 
receipt. For further information, please 
do not hesitate to contact the Office of 
Public Records on (202) 224-0322. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Zaro ff, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro
ceedings.) 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc
uments, which were referred as indi
cated: 

EC-1090. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, a draft of 
proposed legislation enti tled " Safe Schools 
Act of 1993" ; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

EC- 1091. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, notice of final regulations relative to 
the Federal Direct Student Loan Program; 
to the Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 

EC-1092. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, notice of final regulations relative to 
the Institutional Eligibility under the High
er Education Act of 1965, As Amended (Stu
dent Assistance General Provisions); to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC- 1093. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, notice of final funding priorities for 
the Rehabilitation Research and Training 
Centers; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

EC-1094. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education , transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report on Presidential Advisory 
Committee Recommendations; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 
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EC-1095. A communication from the Sec

retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, notice of final regulations for the En
dowment Challenge Grant Program; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1096. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, notice of final regulations for the Li
brary Services and Construction Act State
Administered Program; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1097. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, notice of final regulations on removal 
of regulations; to the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources. 

EC-1098. A communication from the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the im
plementation of the Age Discrimination Act 
during fiscal year 1992; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1099. A communication from the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on Health 
Care to Hispanics in Medically Underserved 
Areas; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

EC-1100. A communication from the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on compli
ance by the States with the Consumer-Pa
tient Radiation Health and Safety Act of 
1981; to the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources . 

EC-1101. A communication from the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the Na
tional Center on Child Abuse and Neglect for 
fiscal years 1989 and 1990; to the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC- 1102. A communication from the Board 
Members of the Railroad Retirement Board, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
the financial status of the railroad unem
ployment insurance system; to the Commit
tee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC- 1103. A communication from the Board 
Members of the Railroad Retirement Board, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
the actuarial status of the railroad retire
ment system; to the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources. 

EC-1104. A communication from the Board 
Members of the Railroad Retirement Board, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of 
the determination of the Railroad Retire
ment Account 's ability to pay benefits in 
each of the next five years; to the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1105. A communication from the Chair
man of the Railroad Retirement Board, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of 
management improvement for fiscal year 
1992; to the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee 

on Energy and Natural Resources, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute: 

S. 273. A bill to remove certain restrictions 
from a parcel of land owned by the City of 
North Charleston, South Carolina, in order 
to permit a land exchange, and for other pur
poses (Rept. No. 103---89) . 

By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, with 
amendments: 

S. 294. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to formulate a program for the 

research, interpretation, and preservation of 
various aspects of colonial New Mexico his
tory, and for other purposes (Rept. No . 103---
90) . 

By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources , with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute: 

S. 310. A bill to amend title V of Public 
Law 96-550, designating the Chaco Culture 
Archaelogical Protection Sites, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No . 103---91) . 

S. 742. A bill to amend the National Parks 
and Recreation Act of 1978 to establish the 
Friends of Kaloko-Honokohau, an advisory 
commission for the Kaloko-Honokohau Na
tional Park, and for other purposes (Rept. 
No . 103---92). 

By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, with an 
amendment: 

S . 836. A bill to amend the National Trails 
System Act to provide for a study of El Ca
mino Real de Tierra Adentro (The Royal 
Road of the Interior Lands), and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 103---93) . 

By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, without 
amendment: 

S. 851. A bill to establish the Carl Garner 
Federal Lands Cleanup Day, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No . 103---94). 

S . 983. A bill to amend the National Trails 
System Act to direct the Secretary of the In
terior to study the El Camino Real Para Los 
Texas for potential addition to the National 
Trails System, and for other purposes (Rept. 
No. 103---95). 

S .J . Res . 78. A joint resolution designating 
the beach at 53 degrees 53'5l"N, 166 degrees 
34'15"W to 53 degrees 53'48"N, 166 degrees 
34'2l"W on Hog Island, which lies in the 
Northeast Bay of Unalaska, Alaska as " Ar
kansas Beach" in commemoration of the 
206th regiment of the National Guard, who 
served during the Japanese attack on Dutch 
Harbor, Unalaska on June 3 and 4, 1942 (Rept. 
No. 103---96). 

H.R. 1347. A bill to modify the boundary of 
Hot Springs National Park (Rept. No. 103---97). 

By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute: 

H.R. 1944. A bill to provide for additional 
development at War in the Pacific National 
Historical Park, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No . 103---98). 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. LUGAR (for himself and Mr. 
DOMENIC!) : 

S. 1252. A bill to amend the Rural Elec
trification Act of 1936 to permit the prepay
ment or repricing of certain loans according 
to the terms of the applicable loan contract, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture , Nutrition , and Forestry. 

By Mr. NUNN (for himself and Mr. 
THURMOND) (by request): 

S . 1253. A bill to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 1994 for military activities of 
the Department of Defense, to precribe mili
tary personnel strengths for fiscal year 1994, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

S. 1254. A bill to authorize certain con
struction at military installations for fiscal 
year 1994, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. NUNN (for himself and Mr. 
THURMOND): 

S. 1255. A bill to authorize appropriations 
for the Department of Energy for national 
security programs for fiscal year 1994, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr. HARKIN, 
Mr. HELMS, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. LEAHY, 
Mr. SIMON, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. DUREN
BERGER, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. INOUYE, 
Mr. LUGAR, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. JEF
FORDS, Mr. HATFIELD, Mrs. KASSE
BAUM, Mr. MOYNIHAN , and Mr. 
HATCH): 

S. 1256. A bill to amend the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961 to examine the status of the 
human rights of people with disabilities 
worldwide; to the Committee on Foreign Re
lations. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. LUGAR .(for himself and 
Mr. DOMENIC!): 

S. 1252. A bill to amend the Rural 
Electrification Act of 1936 to permit 
the prepayment or repricing of certain 
loans according to the terms of the ap
plicable loan contract, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Agri
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ACT OF 1936 
AMENDMENT ACT OF 1993 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I rise 
today with my friend and colleague 
Senator DOMENIC! to introduce legisla
tion to give rural electric cooperatives 
the opportunity to refinance their 
high-cost debt and take advantage of 
today's historically low interest rates. 

This legislation, by reducing interest 
costs, should lead to a reduction in 
utility charges to rural electric sub
scribers. Millions of rural residents 
across this country should realize the 
positive impact of this legislation. For 
rural residents, actions to lower living 
costs is one of the more immediate 
forms of rural development activities 
that Congress or the administration 
can initiate. 

This is not a bailout bill or a bill pro
viding another subsidy to REA borrow
ers; far from it. This is a self-help piece 
of legislation, and is estimated by the 
Congressional Budget Office as having 
no cost. 

Cooperatives and rural consumers in 
my State of Indiana will benefit from 
this bill. Hoosier Energy, a generating 
and transmission cooperative located 
in Bloomington, IN, and serving rural 
resident in southern Indiana, has on 
the books approximately $107 million 
in long-term, high-cost debt. Of that 
total, $70 million has average fixed in
terest rates exceeding 12 percent. Refi
nancing that debt with the 7 to 71/2 per
cent interest rates commonplace today 
will lead to annual savings of over $5 
million. Dozens of similarly situated 
cooperatives across the Nation will uti
lize this authority. Nationally, there 
are 14 billion dollars' worth of loans 
outstanding with interest rates exceed
ing 8.75 percent. 
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Specifically, this bill tackles three 

issues: First, it removes the con
straints placed on loan refinancing by 
the administration. Currently, the ad
ministration takes the position that 
the act of refinancing existing loans is 
effectively the making of a new loan 
for purposes of lending limits imposed 
by Congress. That approach operates as 
a very effective barrier to the refinanc
ing of high-cost debt. 

Although it is my understanding that 
the administration is currently review
ing their refinancing policy, hopefully 
this bill will spur it to action. It is my 
hope that we can adopt this provision 
quickly so that affected cooperatives 
can take advantage of today's lower 
rates. Further delay will only hurt 
those cooperatives and their rural 
American ratepayers. 

Second, the bill overrides a provision 
in the loan contract between the bor
rowers and REA. Under that contract, 
the borrowers are unable to repay or 
reprice their loans for a period of 12 
years from the date that moneys were 
first advanced. For many borrowers in 
rural America, that 12-year window 
may not open until 1995 or 1996-per
haps far too late to take advantage of 
these attractive interest rates. This 
bill will allow such borrowers to prepay 
or refinance at any time during the life 
of their con tract. 

The bill is designed to permit such 
repayment or repricing at no cost to 
the Federal Government. Under the 
terms of the existing contracts, after 
the 12-year period borrowers are enti
tled to prepay or reprice, but are 
charged a premium equal to the inter
est payment for 1 year. This bill re
tains that prepayment premium. For 
borrowers that prepay or reprice before 
the 12-year period, the bill also calls 
for a second premium based upon the 
expected revenue loss to the Govern
ment between the date of repricing and 
the 12-year window. 

Finally, the bill authorizes, subject 
to appropriation, a hardship program 
for those cooperatives in the most dire 
financial straits. 

Mr. President, I urge all of my col
leagues to review this bill. It is legisla
tion that this body should act upon as 
quickly as possible. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I rise 
to join the senior Senator from Indiana 
in the introduction of legislation to 
permit the prepayment of certain REA 
loans. 

The legislation we are introducing 
provides a means to refinance high-cost 
debt held by rural cooperatives. The 
bill would: 

Eliminate the current backlog of 
loans eligible to be refinanced under 
existing loan contracts; 

Allow cooperatives to prepay the re
mainder of this debt in advance during 
this period of low interest rates for a 
modest premium; and 

Establish a hardship program to refi
nance a portion of this debt premium 
free. 

There is a $3.9 billion backlog of 
loans waiting to be repriced by the 
Rural Electrification Administration. 
Another $4.3 billion will become eligi
ble to be repriced over the next 3 years. 

According to the Congressional Budg
et Office 's preliminary estimates, the 
repricing of these loans will have no 
cost to the Federal Government. 

Mr. President, in my home State of 
New Mexico, Plains Electric Genera
tion and Transmission Cooperative is 
struggling with extremely high inter
est rates on its outstanding debt with 
the Federal Financing Bank. 

In the early 1980's, Plains borrowed 
nearly $400 million from the Federal 
Financing Bank to construct a coal
fired electric generation facility to 
meet existing demand under some of 
the most stringent regulatory require
ments of the Clean Air Act. 

Of this amount, $269 million in loans 
was approved prior to 1982. Plains will 
be able to refinance this $269 million 
over the next few years under its cur
rent loan contracts for a modest pre
mium. If Plains was allowed to refi
nance just $100 million of this amount, 
it would represent $4 million in savings 
to rural New Mexico electric cus
tomers. 

Since the 1980's, Plains has seen two 
things occur. First, interest rates have 
plummeted, dropping to as low as 6 per
cent recently. At the same time, the 
downturn in the uranium, coal, C02, 
molybdenum, and copper industries 
New Mexico has weakened demand for 
electric power. 

New Mexico is generally a rural and 
poor State with high unemployment 
and high electricity rates. While the 
United States is suffering a 6.9-percent 
unemployment rate, the Mora County 
unemployment rate is 37 .2 percent. 
McKinley County in New Mexico has a 
poverty rate of 43.5 percent. 

Electricity is a key ingredient to 
economic growth. The efforts we take 
to reduce electric rates in rural Amer
ica will produce jobs and economic 
growth for our people. 

I urge adoption of this legislation. 

By Mr. NUNN (for himself and 
Mr. THURMOND): 

S. 1253. A bill to authorize appropria
tions for fiscal year 1994 for military 
activities of the Department of De
fense, to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for fiscal year 1994, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1994 

• Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, by request, 
for myself and the senior Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND], I in
troduce, for appropriate reference, a 
bill to authorize appropriations for fis
cal year 1994 for military activities of 
the Department of Defense, to pre
scribe military personnel strengths for 
fiscal year 1994, and for other purposes. 

I ask unanimous consent that a let
ter of transmittal requesting consider
ation of the legislation and explaining 
its purpose be printed in the RECORD 
immediately following the listing of 
the bill. 

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

s. 1253 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the Uni ted States of America in 
Congress assembled , 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the " National De
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
1994". 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as fol-
lows: 
Sec. 1. Short title . 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 

TITLE I-PROCUREMENT 
Subtitle A-Authorization of Appropriations 

Sec. 101. Army. 
Sec. 102. Navy and Marine Corps. 
Sec. 103. Air Force. 
Sec. 104. Defense-wide Procurement. 
Sec. 105. Defense Inspector General. 
Sec. 106. Defense Health Program. 
Sec. 107. Chemical Demilitarization Pro

gram. 
Subtitle B-Other Matters 

Sec. 111. Repeal of Requirement for Separate 
Budget Request for Procure
ment of Reserve Equipment. 

TITLE II- RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, 
TEST, AND EVALUATION 

Sec. 201. Authorization of Appropriations. 
TITLE III-OPERATION AND 

MAINTENANCE 
Subtitle A- Authorization of Appropriations 

Sec. 301. Operation and Maintenance Fund
ing. 

Sec. 302. Working Capital Funds. 
Sec. 303. Additional Activities included in 

Defense Business Operations 
Fund. 

Sec. 304. National Security Education Trust 
Fund Obligations. 

Subtitle B-Other Matters 

Sec. 311. Amendment Relating to Emergency 
and Extraordinary Expense Au
thority for Defense Inspector 
General. 

Sec. 312. Repeal of Ceiling on Employees in 
Headquarters and Non-manage
ment Headquarters and Support 
Ac ti vi ties. 

Sec. 313. Flexibility in Administering Re
quirement For Annual Four 
Percent Reduction in Number 
of Civilian Employees Assigned 
to Headquarters and Head
quarters Support Activities . 

Sec. 314. National Defense Stockpile Fund 
Management Improvements. 

Sec. 315. Clarification of Amendments to 
CINC Initiative Fund Legisla
tion. 

Sec. 316. Pacific Battle Monuments Mainte
nance. 

TITLE IV-MILITARY PERSONNEL 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

Subtitle A-Active Forces. 

Sec. 401. End Strengths for Active Forces. 
Subtitle B-Reserve Forces 

Sec. 411. End Strengths for Selected Reserve. 
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Sec. 412. End Strengths for Reserves on Ac

tive Duty in Support of the Re
serves. 

Sec. 413. Increase in Number of Members in 
Certain Grades Authorized to 
be on Active Duty in Support of 
the Reserves. 

Subtitle C-Military Training Student Loads 

Sec. 421. Authorization of Training Student 
Loads. 

TITLE V-MILITARY PERSONNEL POLICY 
Subtitle A- Officer Personnel Policy 

Sec. 501. Authority to Delete from Selection 
Board Reports and Promotion 
Lists Names of Officers Erro
neously Considered by Pro
motion Selection Boards. 

Sec. 502. Amendment to Warrant Officer 
Management Act to Authorize 
Involuntary Separation of Cer
tain Regular Warrant Officers. 

Subtitle B-Reserve Component Matters 

Sec. 511. Authorization of Secretarial Se
lected Reserve Call Up Author
ity and Expansion of 90-Day 
Call Up Period. 

Sec. 512. Consistency in Federal Recognition 
Qualifications for Members of 
the National Guard. 

Sec. 513. Exception to the Twelve-week Basic 
Training Period Requirement. 

Sec. 514. National Guard Management Initia
tives. 

Sec. 515. Modification of the Physical Exam
ination Requirement for Mem
bers of the Ready Reserve. 

Subtitle C-Service Academies 

Sec. 521. Procedures for Nominating Can
didates for Admission to Serv
ice Academies. 

Sec. 522. Graduation Leave for Service Acad
emy Graduates. 

Subtitle D--Education and Training 

Sec. 531. Change to ROTC Advanced Course 
Admission Requirements. 

Subtitle E-Other Matters 

Sec. 541. Authority for Non-citizen Spouse 
and Children of Non-citizen 
Service Members to Reside with 
the Member in the United 
States. 

Sec. 542. Reduction in the Maximum Number 
of Years for a Military Member 
to be Maintained on the Tem
porary Disability Retired List. 

Sec. 543. Clarification of Punitive UCMJ Ar
ticle Regarding Drunken Driv
ing. 

Sec. 544. Repeal of the Statutory Restriction 
of the Assignment of Women in 
the Navy and Marine Corps. 

TITLE VI-COMPENSATION AND OTHER 
PERSONNEL BENEFITS 

Subtitle A-Pay and Allowances 

Sec. 601. Variable Housing Allowances for 
Certain Members who are Re
quired To Pay Child Support 
and Assigned to Sea Duty. 

Sec. 602. Pay for Members of the Uniformed 
Services During Times of War, 
Hostilities, or National Emer
gency. 

Sec. 603. Separation Pay upon Involuntary 
Discharge or Release from Ac
tive Duty. 

Sec. 604. Permanent Authority for Certain 
Bonuses and Special Pay for 
Nurse Officer Candidates, Reg
istered Nurses, and Nurse Anes
thetists. 

Sec. 605. Modification of Certain Selected 
Reserve Bonuses . 

Sec. 606. Expiring Authorities. 
Subtitle B-Retired Pay and Survivor Benefits 

Sec. 611. Disability Coverage for Officer Can
didates Granted Excess Leave. 

Sec. 612. Termination of Servicemen's Group 
Life Insurance When Premiums 
are not Paid. 

Subtitle C-Other Matters 

Sec. 621. Authorization of Payment or Col
lection Due to Fluctuations of 
Foreign Currency Incurred by 
Certain Military Members. 

Sec. 622. Revisions to Security Deposit Waiv
er Program. 

Sec. 623. Extension of Desert Shield Post
ponement of Certain Tax-relat
ed Acts to other Contingency 
Operations. 

Sec. 624. Inclusion of Victims of Terrorism in 
Certain Title 37 Benefits. 

Sec. 625. Permanent Authorization for 
Former Prisoners of War to 
Claim Payments Because of 
Violations of the Geneva Con
ventions. 

TITLE VII-HEALTH CARE PROVISIONS 
Subtitle A-Health Care Management 

Sec. 701. Extension and Revision of Special
ized Treatment Services Pro
gram. 

Sec. 702. Revision and Codification of 
CHAMPUS Physician Payment 
Reform Program. 

Sec. 703. Codification of CHAMPUS Peer Re
view Organization Program 
Procedures. 

Sec. 704. Award of Constructive Service Cred
it for Advanced Health Profes
sional Degrees. 

Sec. 705. Codification of Revised Governance 
Structure of the Uniformed 
Services University of the 
Health Sciences. 

Sec. 706. Clarification of Authority for Grad
uate Student Program of the 
Uniformed Services University 
of the Health Sciences. 

Sec. 707. Modification of Date for Delivery of 
Health Care Services Under 
CHAMPUS Reform Initiative 
Contract. 

Sec. 708. Authority for the Armed Forces In
stitute of Pathology to Obtain 
Additional Distinguished Pa
thologists and Scientists. 

Subtitle B-Other Matters 

Sec. 711. Exclusion of Experienced Military 
Physicians from Medicare Defi
nition of New Physician. 

Sec. 712. Repeal of the Statutory Restriction 
on Use of Funds for Abortions. 

TITLE VIII-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT 
Subtitle A-Office of the Secretary of Defense 

Sec. 801. Authorization for Certain Organiza
tional Changes in the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense. 

Subtitle B-Professional Military Education 

Sec. 811 . Authorization for the Award of the 
Master of Science of National 
Security Strategy Degree and 
the Master of Science of Na
tional Resource Strategy De
gree. 

Subtitle C-Other Matters 

Sec. 821. Authority for Civilian Army Em
ployees to Act on Reports of 
Survey. 

Sec. 822. Escorts and Flags for Civilian Em
ployees who Die while Serving 
in a Conflict with the Armed 
Forces. 

Sec. 823. Providing Flexibility in the Office 
of the Inspector General of the 
United States Air Force. 

TITLE IX- GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Sec. 901. Awarding of Gold Star Lapel But

tons to Survivors of United 
States Servicemembers Killed 
by Terrorist Acts. 

Sec. 902. Aviation Leadership Program. 
TITLE X-MATTERS RELATING TO 

ALLIES AND OTHER NATIONS 
Sec. 1001. Exchange of Personnel Between 

Department of Defense and For
eign Defense Departments or 
Ministries. 

Sec. 1002. Transfer of Certain Defense Arti
cles in the War Reserve Allies 
Stockpile to the Republic of 
Korea. 

Sec. 1003. Report Requirement Repealed. 
Sec. 1004. Burden Sharing Contributions by 

Japan , Kuwait, and the Repub
lic of Korea. 

TITLE I- PROCUREMENT 
Subtitle A-Authorization of Appropriations 
SEC. 101. ARMY. 

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro
priated for fiscal year 1994 for procurement 
for the Army as follows: 

(1) For aircraft , $1,110,436,000. 
(2) For missiles, $1,043,550,000. 
(3) For weapons and tracked combat vehi

cles, $874,346,000. 
(4) For ammunition, $734,427,000. 
(5) For other procurement, $3,051,281,000. 

SEC. 102. NAVY AND MARINE CORPS. 
Funds are hereby authorized to be appro

priated for fiscal year 1994 for procurement 
for the Navy as follows: 

(1) For aircraft, $6,132,604,000. 
(2) For weapons, including missiles and 

torpedoes, $3,040,260,000. 
(3) For shipbuilding and conversion, 

$4,294, 742,000. 
(4) For other procurement, $2,967,974,000. 
Funds are hereby authorized to be appro

priated for fiscal year 1994 for procurement 
for the Marine Corps in the amount of 
$483,464,000. 
SEC. 103. AIR FORCE. 

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro
priated for fiscal year 1994 for procurement 
for the Air Force as follows: 

(1) For aircraft , $7,300,965,000. 
(2) For missiles, $4,361 ,050,000. 
(3) For other procurement, $7,942,065,000. 

SEC. 104. DEFENSE-WIDE PROCUREMENT. 
Funds are hereby authorized to be appro

priated for fiscal year 1994 for defense-wide 
procurement in the amount of $1,730,164,000. 
SEC. 105. DEFENSE INSPECTOR GENERAL. 

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro
priated for fiscal year 1994 for procurement 
for the Defense Inspector General in the 
amount of $800,000. 
SEC. 106. DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM. 

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro
priated for fiscal year 1994 for procurement 
for the Defense Health Program in the 
amount of $272,762,000. 
SEC. 107. CHEMICAL DEMILITARIZATION PRO

GRAM. 
(a) FUNDING FOR PROGRAM.-Funds are 

hereby authorized to be appropriated for fis
cal year 1994 for the destruction of lethal 
chemical weapons in accordance with section 
1412 of the Department of Defense Authoriza
tion Act, 1986 (Public Law 99-145; 99 Stat. 583, 
747) in the amount of $125,486,000. 
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(b) REPEAL OF SEPARATE BUDGET ACCOUNT 

PROVISION.-The second sentence of section 
1412([) of the Department of Defense Author
ization Act, 1986 (Public Law 99-145; 99 Stat. 
583, 784) is repealed. 

Subtitle B-Other Matters 
SEC. 111. REPEAL OF REQUIREMENT FOR SEPA· 

RATE BUDGET REQUEST FOR PRO· 
CUREMENT OF RESERVE EQUIP
MENT. 

Section 114(e) of title 10, United States 
Code, is repealed. 

TITLE II- RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, 
TEST, AND EVALUATION 

SEC. 201. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
Funds are hereby authorized to be appro

priated for fiscal year 1994 for the use of the 
Armed Forces for research, development, 
test, and evaluation, as follows: 

(1) For the Army, $5,249,948,000. 
(2) For the Navy, $9,215,604,000. 
(3) For the Air Force, $13,694,984,000. 
( 4) For Defense-wide research, develop

ment, test, and evaluation, $10,459,791,000, of 
which-

(A) $272,592,000 is authorized for the activi
ties of the Director, Test and Evaluation; 
and 

(B) $12,650,000 is authorized for the Director 
of Operational Test and Evaluation. 

TITLE III-OPERATION AND 
MAINTENANCE 

Subtitle A-Authorization of Appropriations 
SEC. 301. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE FUND

ING. 
Funds are hereby authorized to be appro

priated for fiscal year 1994 for the use of the 
Armed Forces of the United States and other 
activities and agencies of the Department of 
Defense, for expenses, not otherwise provided 
for, for operation and maintenance, in 
amounts as follows: 

(1) For the Army, $16,014,394,000. 
(2) For the Navy, $20,192,900,000. 
(3) For the Marine Corps, $1,818,000,000. 
(4) For the Air Force, $19,808,384,000. 
(5) For Defense·wide operation and mainte

nance, $9,587,581,000. 
(6) For Medical Programs, Defense, 

$9,080,538,000. 
(7) For the Army Reserve, $1,107,800,000. 
(8) For the Naval Reserve, $773,800,000. 
(9) For the Marine Corps Reserve, 

$75,100,000. 
(10) For the Air Force Reserve, 

$1,354,578,000. 
(11) For the Army National Guard, 

$2,218,900,000. 
(12) For the Air National Guard, 

$2,657,233,000. 
(13) For the National Board for the Pro

motion of Rifle Practice, $2,483,000. 
(14) For the Defense Inspector General, 

$126,801 ,000. 
(15) For Drug Interdiction and Counter

drug Activities, Defense-wide, $1,168,200,000. 
(16) For the Court of Military Appeals, 

$6,055,000. 
(17) For Environmental Restoration De

fense-wide, $2,309,400,000. 
(18) For Defense-wide Global Cooperative 

Initiatives, including humanitarian assist
ance covered by section 2551 of title 10, Unit
ed States Code, $448,000,000. 

(19) For Chemical Agents and Munitions 
Destruction, Defense-wide, $308,161,000. 

(20) For Former Soviet Union Threat Re
duction, $400,000,000. 
SEC. 302. WORKING CAPITAL FUNDS. 

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro
priated for fiscal year 1994 for the use of the 
Armed Forces of the United States and other 
activities and agencies of the Department of 

Defense for providing capital for working 
capital and revolving funds in amounts as 
follows: 

(1) For the Defense Business Operations 
Fund, $1,161 ,095,000. 

(2) For the National Defense Sealift Fund, 
$290,800,000. 
SEC. 303. ADDITIONAL ACTMTIES INCLUDED IN 

DEFENSE BUSINESS OPERATIONS 
FUND. 

Section 316(b)(3) of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 
1993 (10 U.S .C. 2208 note) is amended by in
serting "the Defense Contract Audit Agency, 
the Defense Contract Management Com
mand," immediately after " the Defense Fi
nance and Accounting Service,". 
SEC. 304. NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION 

TRUST FUND OBLIGATIONS. 
During fiscal year 1994, $24,000,000 is au

thorized to be obligated from the National 
Security Education Trust Fund established 
by section 804(a) of the David L. Boren Na
tional Security Education Act of 1991 (Public 
Law 102-183; 105 Stat. 1271). 

Subtitle B-Other Matters 
SEC. 311. AMENDMENT RELATING TO EMER

GENCY AND EXTRAORDINARY EX
PENSE AUTHORITY FOR DEFENSE 
INSPECTOR GENERAL. 

Section 127 of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended-

(!) in subsection (a)-
(A) in the first sentence, by inserting ", 

the Defense Inspector General," immediately 
after "the Secretary of Defense"; and 

(B) in the second sentence and the third 
sentence, by inserting " or the Defense In
spector General" immediately after "the 
Secretary concerned" each place it appears; 
and 

(2) in subsection (b), by inserting ", by the 
Defense Inspector General to any person in 
the Office of the Inspector General," imme
diately after "the Department .of Defense". 
SEC. 312. REPEAL OF CEILING ON EMPLOYEES IN 

HEADQUARTERS AND NON-MANAGE
MENT HEADQUARTERS AND SUP
PORT ACTMTIES. 

Section 194 of title 10, United States Code, 
is repealed. 
SEC. 313. FLEXIBILITY IN ADMINISTERING RE· 

QUIREMENT FOR ANNUAL FOUR 
PERCENT REDUCTION IN NUMBER 
OF CMLIAN EMPLOYEES ASSIGNED 
TO HEADQUARTERS AND HEAD
QUARTERS SUPPORT ACTMTIES. 

(a) SHIFTING REDUCTIONS.-Section 906(a) of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1991 (Public Law 101- 510; 104 
Stat. 1622) is amended by adding the follow
ing sentence at the end thereof: "When the 
number of such personnel is reduced by more 
than 4 bercent during any fiscal year, the 
number of personnel reductions in excess of 
such 4 percent reduction may be counted as 
part of the 4 percent reduction required 
under this section in determining the num
ber of personnel reductions required during 
any subsequent fiscal year.". 

(b) APPLICATION OF SHIFTS.-The amend
ment made to section 906(a) by subsection (a) 
shall permit the inclusion of excess reduc
tions taken during fiscal years 1991, 1992, or 
1993 in determining the number of reductions 
required to be taken during fiscal years 1994 
and 1995. 
SEC. 314. NATIONAL DEFENSE STOCKPILE FUND 

MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENTS. 
(a) FUND MANAGEMENT.-During fiscal year 

1994 and thereafter, sales of stockpiled mate
rial in the National Defense Stockpile may 
be made in amounts not to exceed $500,000,000 
in any fiscal year. Receipts from such sales 

may be transferred to any appropriation 
available to the Department of Defense to be 
merged with and to be available for the same 
purposes and same time period as the appro
priation to which transferred. 

(b) AUTHORITY FOR ACQUISITION MORATO
RIUM.-When determined to be necessary by 
the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary may 
impose a moratorium on the acquisition of 
new material for the National Defense 
Stockpile for the purpose of reducing exist
ing excess material in the Stockpile . 
SEC. 315. CLARIFICATION OF AMENDMENTS TO 

CINC INITIATIVE FUND LEGISLA
TION. 

The amendments made by section 934 of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1993 (Public Law 102-484; 102 
Stat. 2477) to the provisions of section 166a of 
title 10, United States Code, (relating to the 
CINC Initiative Fund) shall be effective for 
all purposes and shall supersede any conflict
ing provisions contained in section 9128 of 
the Department of Defense Appropriations 
Act, 1993 (Public Law 102-396; 102 Stat. 1935) 
(containing the text of the provisions of sec
tion 908 of S. 3114, 102d Congress, 2d Session. 
as passed by the Senate on September 19, 
1993). Section 9128 of the Department of De
fense Appropriations Act, 1993, is repealed. 
SEC. 316. PACIFIC BATTLE MONUMENTS MAINTE-

NANCE. 
(a) AUTHORITY.-The Commandant of the 

United States Marine Corps may provide 
necessary minor maintenance and repairs to 
Pacific battle monuments until such time as 
the Secretary of the American Battle Monu
ments Commission and the Commandant of 
the Marine Corps agree that the repair and 
maintenance will be performed by the Amer
ican Battle Monuments Commission. 

(b) FUNDING TO REPAIR AND RELOCATE PA
CIFIC BATTLE MONUMENTS.-Of the amounts 
made available to the Marine Corps for oper
ation and maintenance in each fiscal year, 
not more than $15,000 each fiscal year shall 
be available to repair and maintain Pacific 
battle monuments. Of the amounts available 
to the Marine Corps for operation and main
tenance in fiscal year 1993, $150,000 shall be 
available to repair and relocate a monument 
located on Iwo Jima commemorating the 
sacrifice of American military personnel 
during World War II. 

TITLE IV-MILITARY PERSONNEL 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

Subtitle A- Active Forces 
SEC. 401. END STRENGTHS FOR ACTIVE FORCES. 

The Armed Forces are authorized 
strengths for active duty personnel as of 
September 30, 1994, as follows: 

(1) The Army, 540,000. 
(2) The Navy, 480,800. 
(3) The Marine Corps, 174,100. 
(4) The Air Force, 425,700. 

Subtitle B-Reserve Forces 
SEC. 411. END STRENGTHS FOR SELE<;:TED RE· 

SERVE. 
(a) IN GENERAL.- The Armed Forces as au

thorized strengths for Selected Reserve per
sonnel of the reserve components as of Sep
tember 30, 1994, as follows: 

(1) The Army National Guard of the United 
States, 410,000. 

(2) The Army Reserve, 260,000. 
(3) The Naval Reserve, 113,400. 
(4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 36,900. 
(5) The Air National Guard of the United 

States, 117,700. 
(6) The Air Force Reserve, 81 ,500. 
(7) The Coast Guard Reserve, 8,000. 
(b) WAIVER AUTHORITY.-The Secretary of 

Defense may vary the end strength author
ized by subsection (a) by not more than 2 
percent. 
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(c) ADJUSTMENTS.-The end strengths pre

scribed by subsection (a) for the Selected Re
serve of any reserve component shall be re
duced proportionately by-

(1) the total authorized strength of units 
organized to serve as units of the Selected 
Reserve of such component which are on ac
tive duty (other than for training) at the end 
of the fiscal year, and 

(2) the total number of individual members 
not in units organized to serve as units of 
the Selected Reserve of such component who 
are on active duty (other than for training or 
for unsatisfactory participation in training) 
without their consent at the end of the fiscal 
year. 

Whenever such units or such individual 
members are released from active duty dur
ing any fiscal year, the end strength pre
scribed for such fiscal year for the Selected 
Reserve of such reserve component shall be 
increased proportionately by the total au
thorized strengths of such units and by the 
total number of such individual members. 
SEC. 412. END STRENGTHS FOR RESERVES ON AC· 

TIVE DUTY IN SUPPORT OF THE RE
SERVES. 

Within the end strengths prescribed in sec
tion 402(b), the reserve components of the 
Armed Forces are authorized, as of Septem
ber 30, 1994, the following number of Reserves 
to be serving on full-time active duty or, in 
the case of members of the National Guard, 
full-time National Guard duty for the pur
pose of organizing, administering, recruit
ing, instructing, or training the reserve com
ponents: 

(1) The Army National Guard of the United 
States, 24,180. 

(2) The Army Reserve, 12,542. 
(3) The Naval Reserve, 19,369. 
(4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 2,119. 
(5) The Air National Guard of the United 

States, 9,389. 
(6) The Air Force Reserve, 648. 

SEC. 413. INCREASE IN NUMBER OF MEMBERS IN 
CERTAIN GRADES AUTHORIZED TO 
BE ON ACTIVE DUTY IN SUPPORT OF 
THE RESERVES. 

(a) SENIOR ENLISTED MEMBERS.-Effective 
on October 1, 1993, the table in section 517(b) 
of title 10, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

"Grade Air Marine 
Force Corps Army Navy 

E-9 ... .. . 569 202 328 14 
E-8 . 2,585 429 840 74". 

(b) OFFICERS.-Effective on October 1, 1993, 
the table in section 524(a) of such title is 
amended to read as follows : 

"Grade Army Navy Air Marine 
Force Corps 

Major or Lieutenant Commander ....... 3,219 1.071 575 110 
Lieutenant Colonel or Commander .. ... 1,524 520 636 75 
Colonel or Navy Captain 372 188 274 25". 

Subtitle C-Military Training Student Loads 
SEC. 421. AUTHORIZATION OF TRAINING STU

DENT LOADS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-For fiscal year 1994, the 

components of the active and reserve Armed 
Forces are authorized average military 
training student loads as follows: 

(1) The Army, 75,220. 
(2) The Navy, 45,269. 
(3) The Marine Corps, 22,753. 
(4) The Air Force, 33,439. 
(b) ADJUSTMENTS.-The average military 

training student loads authorized in sub
section (a) shall be adjusted consistent with 
the end strengths authorized in parts A and 
B. The Secretary of Defense shall prescribe 

the number in which such adjustments shall 
be apportioned. 
TITLE V-MILITARY PERSONNEL POLICY 

Subtitle A-Officer Personnel Policy 
SEC. 501. AUTHORITY TO DELETE FROM SELEC

TION BOARD REPORTS AND PRO
MOTION LISTS NAMES OF OFFICERS 
ERRONEOUSLY CONSIDERED BY 
PROMOTION SELECTION BOARDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subchapter I of chapter 
36 of title 10, United States Code, is amended 
by inserting after section 618 the following 
new section: 
"§ 618a. Secretarial deletion from promotion 

selection board report 

"(a) The Secretary concerned may delete 
administratively the name of a regular or re
serve officer selected for promotion by a se
lection board from the report of the selection 
board or from a list of officers recommended 
for promotion if the Secretary determines-

"(1) that the officer was ineligible, under 
section 619 of this title or other applicable 
law (including those with respect to the pro
motion of regular officers), as implemented 
by regulations of the military department 
concerned, for consideration for promotion 
by the selection board or was not within the 
promotion zone established for the board; 

"(2) that a regular or reserve officer who 
was considered for promotion by a board con
vened under section 573 or 611 of this title is 
not serving on an active duty list as a result 
of death, discharge, dismissal, resignation, 
retirement, or, in the case of a reserve offi
cer, as a result of release from active duty or 
the performance of duty specified in section 
582 or 641(1) of this title; or 

"(3) that a reserve officer (including a re
serve warrant officer) not on an active duty 
list who was selected for promotion has died, 
resigned, been discharged or dismissed, or is 
no longer serving in an active status as de
fined in section 267(b) of this title. 

"(b) An officer selected for promotion 
whose name is deleted administratively 
under this section from the report of a selec
tion board or from a list of officers rec
ommended for promotion shall be considered 
for all purposes, other than chapter 77 of this 
title, not to have been considered for pro
motion by the board concerned.". 

(b) CONFORMING . AMENDMENT.-Such sub
chapter is further amended by amending sec
tion 618(d) to read as follows : 

"(d) Except as provided in section 618a of 
this title, the name of an officer selected for 
promotion by a selection board may be re
moved from the report of the selection board 
only by the President." . 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections at the beginning of such subchapter 
I of chapter 36 is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 618 the follow
ing: 
" 618a. Secretarial deletion from promotion 

selection board report. " . 
(d) SAVINGS PROVISION.-The enactment of 

this Act shall not be construed to affect any 
action taken by the Secretary of a military 
department concerning a report of a selec
tion board or list of officers recommended 
for promotion prior to the enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 502. AMENDMENT TO WARRANT OFFICER 

MANAGEMENT ACT TO AUTHORIZE 
INVOLUNTARY SEPARATION OF CER
TAIN REGULAR WARRANT OFFICERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 33A of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 580 the following new section: 

"§ 580a. Modification to rules for continuation 
on active duty; enhanced authority for se
lective early discharges 
"(a) The Secretary of Defense may author

ize the Secretary of military department , 
during the two-year period beginning on Oc
tober 1, 1993, to take any of the actions set 
forth in subsection (b) with respect to regu
lar warrant officers of an armed force under 
the jurisdiction of that Secretary. 

"(b) The Secretary of a military depart
ment may, with respect to regular warrant 
officers of an armed force, when authorized 
to do so under subsection (a), convene selec
tion boards under section 573(c) of this title 
to consider for discharge regular warrant of
ficers on the warrant officer active-duty 
list-

"(l) who have served at least one year of 
active duty in the grade currently held; 

"(2) whose names are not on a list of war
rant officers recommended for promotion; 
and 

"(3) who are not eligible to be retired 
under any provision of law and are not with
in two years of becoming so ~ligible. 

"(c)(l) In the case of an action under sub
section (b), the Secretary of the military de
partment concerned may submit to a selec
tion board convened pursuant to that sub
section-

"(A) the names of all regular warrant offi
cers described in that subsection in a par
ticular grade and competitive category; or 

"(B) the names of all regular warrant offi
cers described in that subsection in a par
ticular grade and competitive category who 
also are in particular year groups or speciali
ties, or both, within that competitive cat
egory. 

"(2) The Secretary concerned shall specify 
the total number of warrant officers to be 
recommended for discharge by a selection 
board convened pursuant to subsection (b). 
That number may not be more than 30 per
cent of the number of officers considered-

"(A) in each grade in each competitive cat
egory; or 

"(B) in each grade, year group, or special
ity (or combination thereof) in each com
petitive category. 

"(3) The total number of regular warrant 
officers described in subsection (b) from any 
of the armed forces (or from any of the 
armed forces in a particular grade) who may 
be recommended during a fiscal year for dis
charge by a selection board convened pursu
ant to the authority of that subsection may 
not exceed 70 percent of the decrease, as 
compared to the preceding fiscal year, in the 
number of warrant officers of that armed 
force (or the number of warrant officers of 
that armed force in that grade) authorized to 
be serving or active duty as of the end of 
that fiscal year. 

"(4) A warrant officer who is recommended 
for discharge by a selection board convened 
pursuant to the authority of subsection (b) 
and whose discharge is approved by the Sec
retary concerned shall be discharged on a 
state specified by the Secretary concerned. 

"(5) Selection of warrant officers for dis
charge under this subsection shall be based 
on the needs of the service. 

"(d) The discharge of any warrant officer 
pursuant to this section shall be considered 
involuntary for purposes of any other provi
sion of law.". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 33A is 
amended by inserting after the i tern rel a ting 
to section 580 the following new item: 
"580a. Modification to rules for continuation 

on active duty; enhanced au
thority for selective early dis
charges." . 
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Subtitle B-Reserve Component Matters 

SEC. 511. AUTHORIZATION OF SECRETARIAL SE
LECTED RESERVE CALL UP AUTHOR
ITY AND EXPANSION OF 90-DAY CALL 
UP PERIOD. 

(a) REVISION OF AUTHORITY To ORDER THE 
SELECTED RESERVE TO ACTIVE DUTY To AUG
MENT ACTIVE FORCES.-Section 673b(a) of 
title 10, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(a) Notwithstanding the provisions of sec
tion 673(a) or any other provision of law, the 
President may authorize the Secretary of 
Defense, and the Secretary of Transportation 
with respect to the Coast Guard when it is 
not operating as a service in the Navy, with
out the consent of the members concerned, 
to order any unit, and any member not as
signed to a unit organized to serve as a unit 
of the Selected Reserve (as defined in section 
268(b) of this title), under their respective ju
risdictions-

"(1) when the President determines it is 
necessary to augment the active forces for 
any operational mission, to active duty 
(other than for training) for not more than a 
total of 180 days; or 

" (2) when the Secretary of Defense, or the 
Secretary of Transportation with respect to 
the Coast Guard when it is not operating as 
a service in the Navy, determines it is nec
essary to augment the active forces, to ac
tive duty (other than for training) for not 
more than a total of 90 days." . 

(b) LIMITATION TO THE SECRETARIAL CALL 
UP AUTHORITY TO 25,000.-Section 673b(c) of 
such title is amended to read as follows: 

"(c) Not more than 200,000 members of the 
Selected Reserve may be on active duty at 
any one time under subsection (a)(l), and not 
more than 25,000 members of the Selected 
Reserve may be on active duty at any one 
time under subsection (a)(2).". 

(c) REVISION TO PERIOD OF EXTENSION OF 
ACTIVE DUTY .-Section 673b(i) of such title is 
amended-

(1) by striking out " 90 additional days" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "a total of 180 
additional days" ; and 

(2) in the first sentence, by striking out " is 
ordered to active duty under this section" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "is ordered to 
active duty under subsection (a)(l)". 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
673b(f) of such title is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"Whenever the President authorizes the 
Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of 
Transportation to order any unit or member 
of the Selected Reserve to active duty, under 
the authority of subsection (a)(l), or when 
the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of 
Transportation orders any unit or member of 
the Selected Reserve to active duty, under 
the authority of subsection (a)(2), the Presi
dent or respective Secretary, as the case 
may be, shall submit, within 24 hours after 
exercising such authority, a report to Con
gress, in writing, setting forth the cir
cumstances necessitating the action taken 
under this section and describing the antici
pated use of these units or members.". 
SEC. 512. CONSISTENCY IN FEDERAL RECOGNI· 

TION QUALIFICATIONS FOR MEM· 
BERS OF THE NATIONAL GUARD. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 301 of title 32, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after the first sentence the following new 
sentence: "Qualifications prescribed by the 
Secretary in the preceding sentence may not 
differ between persons solely on the basis of 
employment as a technician under section 
709 of this title.". 

(b) REPEAL OF REQUIRED TRAINING (LEADER
SHIP TRAINING).-Section 523 of the National 

Defense Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1989 
(Public Law 10~56; 102 Stat. 1918, 1974; 10 
U.S.C. 709 note) is repealed. 

(C) REPEAL OF REQUIRED TRAINING (BATTLE 
SKILLS).-Section 506 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1990 and 
1991 (Public Law 101-189; 103 Stat. 1352, 1438; 
10 U.S .C. 709) is repealed. 
SEC. 513. EXCEPTION TO THE TWELVE-WEEK 

BASIC TRAINING PERIOD REQUIRE· 
MENT. 

Section 671(b) of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new sentence: "Under regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary of Defense that 
shall apply uniformly to the military depart
ment or, in the case of the Coast Guard when 
it is not operating as a service in the Navy, 
by the Secretary of Transportation, the Sec
retary concerned may establish, in lieu of 
the twelve-week training requirement in this 
subsection and in section 4(a) of the Military 
Selective Service Act (50 U.S.C. App. 454(a)), 
a shorter period of basic training (or equiva
lent training program) for persons inducted, 
enlisted, or appointed in an armed force who 
have developed skills in the civilian sector 
that readily can be applied in the armed 
forces.''. 
SEC. 514. NATIONAL GUARD MANAGEMENT INI

TIATIVES. 
(a) CLARIFICATION OF INCLUSION OF FEMALE 

WARRANT OFFICERS AND ENLISTED MEMBERS 
OF THE NATIONAL GUARD IN THE MILITIA.
Section 311 of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting ", warrant officers, or 
enlisted members" after " female citizens of 
the United States who are commissioned of
ficers". 

(b) REPEAL OF REQUIREMENT FOR PHYSICAL 
EXAMINATION (ARMY NATIONAL GUARD).-(1) 
Section 3502 of title 10, United States Code, 
is repealed. 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 341 is amended by striking out the 
item relating to section 3502. 

(c) REPEAL OF REQUIREMENT FOR PHYSICAL 
EXAMINATION (AIR NATIONAL GUARD).-(1) 
Section 8502 of title 10, United States Code, 
is repealed. 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
chapter 841 is amended by striking out the 
item relating to section 8502. 

(d) INCREASE IN TIME ALLOWED FOR COMPLE
TION OF UNIT TRAINING.-Section 502(b) of 
title 32, United States Code, is amended by 
striking out " 30" in the second sentence and 
inserting in lieu thereof "90". 

(e) EXCEPTIONS TO 30-DAY NOTICE FOR TER
MINATION OF EMPLOYMENT OF CERTAIN TECH
NICIANS.-Subsection 709(e)(6) of title 32, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(6) a technician shall be notified in writ
ing of the termination of employment as a 
technician and, unless the technician is serv
ing under a temporary appointment, is serv
ing in a trial or probationary period, or has 
voluntarily ceased to be a member of the Na
tional Guard when such membership is a 
condition of employment, such notice shall 
be given at least thirty days before the ter
mination date of such employment.". 

(f) REPEAL OF LIMIT ON NUMBER OF TECHNI
CIANS WHO MAY BE EMPLOYED AT ANY ONE 
TIME.-Subsection 709(h) of title 32, United 
States Code, is repealed. 

(g) AUTHORIZATION FOR UNSERVICEABILITY 
FINDINGS BY NATIONAL GUARD OFFICERS.
Subsection 710(f) of title 32, United States 
Code, is amended by striking out " Regular 
Army or the Regular Air Force," and insert
ing in lieu thereof "Regular Army or a com
missioned officer of the Army National 

Guard who is also a commissioned officer of 
the Army National Guard of the United 
States, or by a commissioned officer of the 
Regular Air Force, or a commissioned officer 
of the Air National Guard who is also a com
missioned officer of the Air National Guard 
of the United States, " . 
SEC. 515. MODIFICATION OF THE PHYSICAL EX

AMINATION REQUIREMENT FOR 
MEMBERS OF THE READY RESERVE. 

Section 1004(a)(l) of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended by striking " four" and in
serting in lieu thereof " five. " 

Subtitle C-Service Academies 
SEC. 521. PROCEDURES FOR NOMINATING CAN

DIDATES FOR ADMISSION TO SERV
ICE ACADEMIES. 

Sections 4342(a), 6954(a), and 9342(a) of title 
10, United States Code, are amended-

(!) .by striking "a principal candidate and 
nine alternates" in the last sentence of each 
section and inserting in lieu thereof " ten 
persons"; and 

(2) by inserting after the last sentence as 
amended by paragraph 1 the following new 
sentences: "Nominees may be submitted 
without ranking, or with a principal can
didate and nine ranked or unranked alter
na tes. Qualified nominees not selected for 
appointment under this subsection shall be 
considere!i qualified alternates for the pur
poses of selection under other provisions in 
this chapter." 
SEC. 522. GRADUATION LEAVE FOR SERVICE 

ACADEMY GRADUATES. 
Section 702 of title 10, United States Code, 

is amended by striking "regular" in the first 
sentence. 

Subtitle D-Education and Training 
SEC. 531. CHANGE TO ROTC ADVANCED COURSE 

ADMISSION REQUIREMENTS. 
Section 2104(b)(6)(A)(ii) of title 10, United 

States Code, is amended by striking "not 
less than six weeks" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "a". 

Subtitle E-Other Matters 
SEC. 541. AUmORITY FOR NON-CITIZEN SPOUSE 

AND CHILDREN OF NON-CITIZEN 
SERVICE MEMBERS TO RESIDE Wlm 
THE MEMBER IN THE UNITED 
STATES. 

Section lOl(a) of the Immigration and Nat
uralization Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(l5)) is 
amended-

(1) by striking out "or" at the end of sub
paragraph (Q); 

(2) by striking out the period at the end of 
subparagraph (R) and inserting in lieu there
of"; or"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

"(S) An alien who is the spouse or Child of 
an alien serving honorably, in the United 
States, on active duty in the Armed Forces 
of the United States, and is accompanying, 
or coming to join such alien service member 
for a period not to exceed six years, which 
may be extended by the Attorney General.". 
SEC. 542. REDUCTION IN THE MAXIMUM NUMBER 

OF YEARS FOR A MILITARY MEMBER 
TO BE MAINTAINED ON THE TEM· 
PORARY DISABILITY RETIRED LIST. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-(!) Section 1210(b) of title 
10, United States Code, is amended by strik
ing out "five" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"three." 

(2) Section 1210(h) of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended by striking out "five" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "three". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect for all 
military members placed on the temporary 
disability retired list on or after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 
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SEC. 543. CLARIFICATION OF PUNITIVE UCMJ AR· 

TICLE REGARDING DRUNKEN DRIV
ING. 

Section 911(2) (artic le 111) of title 10, Unit
ed States Code , as added by section 1066 of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1993 (Public Law 102- 484; 1106 
Stat. 2315, 2506), is amended by inserting " or 
greater" after " 0.10 grams" both times such 
term appears. 
SEC. 544. REPEAL OF THE STATUTORY RESTRIC

TION ON THE ASSIGNMENT OF 
WOMEN IN THE NAVY AND MARINE 
CORPS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 6015 of title 10, 
United States Code, is repealed. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections at the beginning of Chapter 555, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
the item referring to section 6015. 

TITLE VI-COMPENSATION AND OTHER 
PERSONNEL BENEFITS 

Subtitle A-Pay and Allowances 
SEC. 601. VARIABLE HOUSING ALLOWANCE FOR 

CERTAIN MEMBERS WHO ARE RE· 
QUIREP TO PAY CHILD SUPPORT 
AND WHO ARE ASSIGNED TO SEA 
DUTY. 

Section 403a(b)(2) of title 37, United States 
Code, is amended-

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking out 
" or" ; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

' ' (C) the member is not a member who is in 
a paygrade above E-6, who is assigned to sea 
duty , and who elects not to occupy assigned 
unaccompanied quarters; or" . 
SEC. 602. PAY FOR MEMBERS OF THE UNI

FORMED SERVICES DURING TIMES 
OF WAR, HOSTILITIES, OR NATIONAL 
EMERGENCY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 19 of title 37, 
United States Code, relating to administra
tion of pay for members of the uniformed 
services, is amended-

(1) In section 1005, by striking out " Mem
bers" and inserting in lieu thereof " Except 
as provided in section 1013 of this title , mem
bers" ; and 

(2) by adding at the end of such chapter the 
following new section: 
"§ 1013. Pay: periods of war, hostilities, or na

tional emergency 
" In time of war, hostilities, or national 

emergency declared by Congress or the 
President, the Secretary concerned may 
limit the direct pay, or a portion thereof, to 
a member of a uniformed service when the 
member is serving on active duty in an area 
prescribed for this purpose by the Secretary 
of Defense. Any amount of pay and allow
ances due but not paid directly to such mem
ber may be paid through allotments or as
signments as prescribed by the member or 
credited to the member's account and paid 
upon the member's return or departure from 
the prescribed area. The Secretary concerned 
shall ensure prompt payment of all pay and 
allowances.'' . 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections at the beginning of such chapter is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new item: 
" 1013. Pay: periods of war, hostilities, or na

tional emergency.". 

SEC. 603. SEPARATION PAY UPON INVOLUNTARY 
DISCHARGE OR RELEASE FROM AC
TIVE DUTY. 

Section 1174 of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended in subsection (a)(l), by striking 
out " five" and inserting in lieu thereof 
" six". 

SEC. 604. PERMANENT AUTHORITY FOR CERTAIN 
BONUSES AND SPECIAL PAY FOR 
NURSE OFFICER CANDIDATES, REG
ISTERED NURSES AND NURSE ANES
THETISTS. 

(a) NURSE OFFICER CANDIDATE ACCESSION 
PROGRAM.-Section 2130a(a)(l) of title 10, 
United States Code , is amended by striking 
out " during the period beginning on Novem
ber 29, 1989, and ending on September 30, 
1993, " and inserting in lieu thereof " on or 
after October 1, 1993,,". 

(b) ACCESSION BONUS FOR REGISTERED 
NURSES.-Section 302d of title 37, United 
States Code, is amended by striking out " dur
ing the period beginning on November 29, 
1989, and ending on September 30, 1993," and 
inserting in lieu thereof " on or after October 
1, 1993,". 

(C) INCENTIVE SPECIAL PAY FOR CERTIFIED 
REGISTERED NURSE ANESTHETISTS.-Section 
302e(a) of title 37, United States Code , is 
amended by striking out " during the period 
beginning on November 29, 1989, and ending 
on September 30, 1993," and inserting in lieu 
thereof " on or after October 1, 1993,". 
SEC. 605. MODIFICATION OF CERTAIN SELECTED 

RESERVE BONUSES. 
(a) SELECTED RESERVE ENLISTMENT 

BoNus.-Section 308c(b)(l) of title 37, United 
States Code, is amended by striking out 
" one-half of the bonus shall be paid" and in
serting in lieu thereof "an amount not to ex
ceed one-half of the bonus may be paid". 

(b) SELECTED RESERVE AFFILIATION 
BoNus.-Section 308e(c)(2) of title 37, United 
States Code, is amended-

(A) by striking out " fifth anniversary" and 
inserting in lieu thereof " sixth anniversary" ; 
and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

" (3) In lieu of the procedures set out above, 
the Secretary concerned may pay the bonus 
in monthly installments in amounts deter
mined by the Secretary. Such monthly pay
ments will begin after the first month of sat
isfactory service and are payable only for 
those months the member serves satisfac
torily. Satisfactory service will be deter
mined under regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary of Defense. " . 
SEC. 606. EXPIRING AUTHORITIES. 

(a) AVIATION OFFICER RETENTION BONUS.
Section 301b(a) of title 37, United States 
Code, is amended by striking out " Septem
ber 30, 1993" and inserting in lieu thereof 
" September 30, 1995" . 

(b) SPECIAL PAY FOR ENLISTED MEMBERS OF 
THE SELECTED RESERVE ASSIGNED TO CERTAIN 
HIGH PRIORITY UNITS.-Section 308d(c) of 
title 37, United States Code, is amended by 
striking out " September 30, 1993" and insert
ing in lieu thereof " September 30, 1995". 

(C) YEARS OF SERVICE FOR MANDATORY 
TRANSFER TO THE RETIRED RESERVE .-Sec
tions 3360(b) , 3360(c) , 3853, and 8353 of title 10, 
United States Code, are each amended by 
striking out " September 30, 1993" and insert
ing in lieu thereof in each instance " Septem
ber 30, 1995" . 

(d) GRADE DETERMINATION AUTHORITY FOR 
CERTAIN RESERVE MEDICAL OFFICERS.-Sec
tions 3359(b) and 8359(b) of title 10, United 
States Code, are each amended by striking 
out " September 30, 1993" and inserting in 
lieu thereof in each instance " September 30, 
1995". 

(e) PROMOTION AUTHORITY FOR CERTAIN RE
SERVE OFFICERS SERVING ON ACTIVE DUTY.
Sections 3380(d) and 8380(d) of title 10, United 
States Code, are each amended by striking 
out " September 30, 1993" and inserting in 
lieu thereof in each instance " September 30, 
1995" . 

(f) AUTHORITY FOR TEMPORARY PROMOTIONS 
OF CERTAIN NAVY LIEUTENANTS.-Section 
5721(f) of title 10, United States Code, is re
pealed. 

(g) REPAYMENT OF EDUCATION LOANS FOR 
CERTAIN HEALTH PROFESSIONALS WHO SERVE 
IN THE SELECTED RESERVE.-Section 2172(d) 
of title 10, United States Code, is amended by 
striking out " October 1, 1993" , and inserting 
in lieu thereof " October 1, 1995". 

(h) SPECIAL PAY FOR REENLISTMENT BONUS 
FOR ACTIVE MEMBERS.- Section 308(g) of title 
37, United States Code, is amended by strik
ing out " September 30, 1993" and inserting in 
lieu thereof " September 30, 1995. " 

(i) SPECIAL PAY FOR ENLISTMENT BONUS FOR 
CRITICAL SKILLS.-Section 308a(c) of title 37, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
out " September 30, 1993" and inserting in 
lieu thereof " September 30, 1995". 

(j) EXTENSION OF RESERVE ENLISTMENT AND 
REENLISTMENT BONUS AUTHORITIES.-Sec
tions 308b(f) , 308c(e) , 308e(e), 308h(g) and 
308i(i) of title 37, United States Code are each 
amended by striking out " September 30, 
1993" and inserting in lieu thereof in each in
stance " September 30, 1995". 

(k) SPECIAL PAY FOR CRITICALLY SHORT 
WARTIME HEALTH SPECIALISTS IN THE SE
LECTED RESERVES.-Section 613(d) of the Na
tional Defense Authorization Act, Fiscal 
Year 1989 (37 U.S.C. 302 note) is amended by 
striking out " September 30, 1993" and insert
ing in lieu thereof " September 30, 1995". 

(1) CONSERVATION ACTIVITIES ON MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS.- Sections 106(b) and 106(c) of 
Public Law 86-797 (16 U.S.C. 670f (b) and (c)) 
are each amended by striking out " and 1993," 
and inserting in lieu thereof in each instance 
" 1993, 1994, and 1995". 

(m) REDUCTION IN TIME-IN-GRADE REQUIRE
MENT FOR RETENTION OF GRADE UPON VOL
UNTARY RETIREMENT.-Section 1370(a)(2) of 
title 10, United States Code , is amended by 
striking out " five-year period" and inserting 
in lieu thereof " ten-year period" . 

(n) REQUIRED LENGTH Ol" COMMISSIONED 
SERVICE FOR VOLUNTARY RETIREMENT AS AN 
OFFICER.-Section 6323(a)(2) of title 10, Unit
ed States Code, is amended by striking out 
" five-year period" and inserting in lieu 
thereof " ten-year period" . 

(0) JOINT DUTY EXEMPTION FOR NUCLEAR 
PROPULSION OFFICERS.-Section 619(e)(l) of 
title 10, United States Code, is amended by 
striking out " January 1, 1994" and inserting 
in lieu thereof " January 1, 1996" . 

(p) MODIFICATION OF RULES FOR CONTINU
ATION ON ACTIVE DUTY.-Section 638a of title 
10, United States Code, is amended by strik
ing out " five-year period" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "ten-year period". 

(q) RETIREMENT OF CERTAIN LIMITED DUTY 
OFFICERS OF THE NAVY.-Title 10, United 
States Code, as amended by section 504 of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis
cal Year 1993 (Public Law 102-484; 1106 Stat. 
2315, 2403), is amended-

(1) in section 633, by striking out in the 
last sentence " and ending on October 1, 
1995,"; 

(2) in section 634, by striking out in the 
last sentence " and ending on October 1, 
1995, " ; 

(3) in section 6383(a) by striking out para
graph 5 and inserting in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: 

" (5) Paragraphs (2) through (4) shall be ef
fective July 1, 1993, "; and 

(4) in section 6383(i), by striking out in the 
last sentence " During the period beginning 
on July 1, 1993, on ending on October 1, 1995," 
and inserting in lieu thereof " Beginning on 
July 1, 1993," . 
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(r) EXTENSION OF LIMITATION ON PERIOD OF 

MANAGEMENT OF DEFENSE BUSINESS OPER
ATIONS FUND.-Section 316(a) of the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 
1992 and 1993 (Public Law 102-190; 105 Stat. 
1338; 10 U.S.C. 2208 note) is amended by strik
ing out "April 15, 1994" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "April 15, 1995". 

Subtitle B-Retired Pay and Survivor 
Benefits 

SEC. 611. DISABILITY COVERAGE FOR OFFICER 
CANDIDATES GRANTED EXCESS 
LEAVE. 

(a) INCLUSION OF OFFICER CANDIDATES IN 
ELIGIBILITY FOR RETIRED PAY.-That portion 
of section 1201 of title 10, United States Code, 
which precedes paragraph (1) is amended to 
read as follows: 

"Upon a determination by the Secretary 
concerned that a member of a regular com
ponent of the armed forces entitled to basic 
pay; any other member of the armed forces 
entitled to basic pay who has been called or 
ordered to active duty (other than for train
ing under section 270(b) of this title) for ape
riod of more than 30 days; or a member . of 
the armed forces who is not entitled to basic 
pay because he is authorized by the Sec
retary concerned under section 502(b) of title 
37 to participate in a program leading to ap
pointment, designation, or assignment in an 
officer category, is unfit to perform the du
ties of his office, grade, rank, or rating be
cause of physical disability incurred while 
entitled to basic pay, or while not entitled to 
basic pay because he is authorized by the 
Secretary concerned under section 502(b) of 
title 37 to participate in a program leading 
to appointment, designation, or assignment 
in an officer category, the Secretary may re
tire the member, with retired pay computed 
under section 1401 of this title, if the Sec
retary also determines that-". 

(b) INCLUSION OF OFFICER CANDIDATES IN 
ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSIGNMENT TO THE TEM
PORARY DISABILITY RETIRED LIST.-Section 
1202 of title 10, United States Code, is amend
ed to read as follows: 

"Upon a determination by the Secretary 
concerned that a member of a regular com
ponent of the armed forces entitled to basic 
pay; any other member of the armed forces 
entitled to basic pay who has been called or 
ordered to active duty (other than for train
ing under section 270(b) of this title) for ape
riod of more than 30 days; or a member of 
the armed forces who is not entitled to basic 
pay because he is authorized by the Sec
retary concerned under section 502(b) of title 
37 to participate in a program leading to ap
pointment, designation, or assignment in an 
officer category, would be qualified for re
tirement under section 1201 of this title but 
for the fact that his disability is not deter
mined to be of a permanent nature, the Sec
retary shall, if he also determines that ac
cepted medical principles indicate that the 
disability may be of a permanent nature, 
place the member's name on the temporary 
disability retired list, with retired pay com
puted under section 1401 of this title.". 

(C) INCLUSION OF OFFICER CANDIDATES IN 
ELIGIBILITY FOR DISABILITY SEPARATION 
PAY.-That portion of section 1203 of title 10, 
United States Code, that precedes paragraph 
(1) is amended to read as follows: 

"Upon a determination by the Secretary 
concerned that a member of a regular com
ponent of the armed forces entitled to basic 
pay: any other member of the armed forces 
entitled to basic pay who has been called or 
ordered to active duty (other than for train
ing under section 270(b) of this title) for ape
riod of more than 30 days; or a member of 

the armed forces who is not entitled to basic 
pay because he is authorized by the Sec
retary concerned under section 502(b) of title 
37 to participate in a program leading to ap
pointment, designation, or assignment in an 
officer category, is unfit to perform the du
ties of his office, rank or rating because of 
physical disability incurred while entitled to 
basic pay, or while not entitled to basic pay 
because he is authorized by the Secretary 
concerned under section 502(b) or title 37 to 
participate in a program leading to appoint
ment, designation, or assignment in an offi
cer category, the member may be separated 
from his armed force with severance pay 
computed under section 1212 of this title, if 
the Secretary also determines that-". 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall be effective on the 
date of enactment and shall apply to any 
physical disability that may be incurred by a 
member who is not entitled to basic pay be
cause he is authorized by the Secretary con
cerned under section 502(b) of title 37, United 
States Code, to participate in a program 
leading to the appointment, designation, or 
assignment in an officer category on and 
after such date. 
SEC. 612. TERMINATION OF SERVICEMEN'S 

GROUP LIFE INSURANCE WHEN PRE
MIUMS ARE NOT PAID. 

Section 1969(a)(2) of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new sentence: "Notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 1968(a)( 4) of this 
title, a member who is required to make a di
rect remittance of costs to one of the Armed 
Forces and who fails to make a timely pay
ment of premiums as required will be deemed 
to have made a written request for dis
continuance of his or her Servicemen's 
Group Life Insurance as required by section 
1968(a) of this title. The Secretary concerned 
shall not terminate the insurance of such 
members without first providing written no
tification at least 60 days in advance of the 
proposed termination date.". 

Subtitle C-Other Matters 
SEC. 621. AUTHORIZATION OF PAYMENT OR COL

LECTION DUE TO FLUCTUATIONS OF 
FOREIGN CURRENCY INCURRED BY 
CERTAIN MILITARY MEMBERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 405(d) of title 37, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(d) In the case of a member of the uni
formed services authorized to receive a per 
diem allowance under subsection (a), the 
Secretary concerned may make a lump-sum 
payment for nonrecurring expenses incurred 
by the member in occupying private housing 
outside of the United States if authorized or 
approved under regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary concerned, including losses experi
enced by a member upon the return of re
fundable housing related deposits or as a re
sult of other transactions necessary to se
cure housing where losses are incurred solely 
as the result of fluctuation in the relative 
values of U.S. and foreign currencies. Any 
currency fluctuation gains made by the 
member upon the return of a refundable 
housing-related deposit shall be recouped by 
the Secretary concerned. Expenses for which 
payments are made under this subsection 
may not be considered for purposes of deter
mining the per diem allowance of the mem
ber under subsection (a).". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc
tober 1, 1993. 
SEC. 622. REVISIONS TO SECURITY DEPOSIT 

WAIVER PROGRAM. 
Section 1055(c) of title 10, United States 

Code, is amended-

(1) by striking out paragraph (2); and 
(2) by striking out "(1)" at the beginning of 

the first paragraph. 
SEC. 623. EXTENSION OF DESERT SHIELD POST· 

PONEMENT OF CERTAIN TAX·RELAT· 
ED ACTS TO OTHER CONTINGENCY 
OPERATIONS. 

Section 7508 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 is amended-

(1) in subsection (f), by striking out 
"DESERT SHIELD services" each place such 
phrase appears and inserting in lieu thereof 
"contingency operation services" in each in
stance; 

(2) by amending subsection (f)(2)(A) to read 
as follows: 

"(A) such services are performed in the 
area designated by the Secretary of Defense 
pursuant to this subparagraph as a contin
gency operation area, and"; 
and 

(3) by amending subsection (f)(2)(B) to read 
as follows: 

"(B) such services are performed during 
the period designated by the Secretary of De
fense as the period of contingency operations 
in the area designated referred to in subpara
graph (A).". 
SEC. 624. INCLUSION OF VICTIMS OF TERRORISM 

IN CERTAIN TITLE 37 BENEFITS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 559 of title 37, 

United States Code, is amended-
(1) by amending the section heading to 

read as follows: 
"§ 559. Benefits: victims of terrorism; mem

bers held as captives"; and 
(2) in subsection (a)(l), by striking out "if 

Congress provides to such a member, in an 
Act enacted after August 27, 1986, monetary 
payment in respect of such period of cap
tivity". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The item relat
ing to section 559 in the table of sections at 
the beginning of chapter 10 of title 37, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"559. Benefits: victims of terrorism; mem-

bers held as captives.". 
SEC. 625. PERMANENT AUTHORITY FOR FORMER 

PRISONERS OF WAR TO CLAIM PAY· 
MENTS BECAUSE OF VIOLATION OF 
THE GENEVA CONVENTIONS. 

Section 6 of the War Claims Act of 1948 (50 
App. U.S.C. 2005) is amended by inserting 
after subsection (g) the following new sub
section: 

"(h)(l) As used in this subsection, the term 
'prisoner of war' means any regularly ap
pointed, enrolled, enlisted, or inducted mem
ber. of the Armed Forces of the United States 
who was held in captivity as a prisoner of 
war for any period that, unless the Congress 
so determines first by concurrent resolution, 
the President determines for purposes of this 
subsection to have been a period of conflict 
with a force hostile to the United States, ex
cept any such member who, at any time, vol
untarily, knowingly, and without duress 
gave aid to or collaborated with, or in any 
manner served, such hostile force. 

"(2) The Commission is authorized to re
ceive and to determine, according to law, the 
amount and validity, and provide for pay
ment of any claim filed by any prisoner of 
war for compensation for the failure of the 
hostile force by which he was held as a pris
oner of war, or its agents, to furnish him the 
quantity or quality of food prescribed for 
prisoners of war under the terms of the Ge
neva Convention of August 12, 1949. Each 
claimant is required to bear all burdens of 
proof under this section. The compensation 
allowed to any prisoner of war under the pro
visions of this paragraph shall be one-half of 
the food portion of the world wide average 
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per diem rate for each day on which he was 
held as a prisoner of war and on which such 
hostile force, or its agents, failed to furnish 
him such quantity or quality food. 

" (3) The Commission is authorized to re
ceive and determine according to law, the 
amount and validity and to provide for the 
payment of any claim filed by any prisoner 
of war for compensation-

"(A) for the failure of the hostile force by 
which he was held as a prisoner of war, or its 
agents, to meet the conditions and require
ments prescribed under Part III, section III, 
of the Geneva Convention of August 12, 1949, 
relating to labor of prisoners of war; or 

" (B) for inhumane treatment by the hos
tile force by which he was held, or its agents. 
The term " inhumane treatment" as used in 
this subparagraph shall include, but not be 
limited to , failure of such hostile force , or its 
agents, to meet the conditions and require
ments of one or more of the provisions of ar
ticle 3, 12, 13, 14, 17, 19, 22, 23, 24, 25, 27, 29, 43, 
«,%,~.fl.~.M.~.M.~.8~~.00.~~ 
98 of the Geneva Convention of August 12, 
1949. 
"Compensation shall be allowed to any pris
oner of war under this paragraph up to one
half of the full world wide per diem rate, 
minus one-half of the food portion, for each 
day on which he was held as a prisoner of 
war and with respect to which the alleges 
and proves in a manner acceptable to the 
Commission the failure to meet the condi
tions and requirements described in subpara
graph (A) of this paragraph or the inhumane 
treatment described in subparagraph (B) of 
this paragraph. In no event shall the com
pensation allowed to any prisoner of war 
under this paragraph exceed one-half of 
world wide per diem rate with respect to any 
one day. 

"(4) Any claim allowed by the Commission 
under this subsection shall . be certified to 
the Secretary of the Treasury for payment 
out of funds appropriated pursuant to this 
subsection and shall be paid by the Secretary 
of the Treasury to the person entitled there
to, and shall, in the case of death or deter
mination of death of the persons who are en
titled, be paid only to or for the benefit of 
the persons specified, and in the order estab
lished, by subsection (d)(4) of this section. 

" (5) Each claim filed under this subsection 
must be filed not later than three years from 
whichever of the following dates last occurs; 

"(A) The date the prisoner of war by whom 
the claim is filed returned to the jurisdiction 
of the Armed Forces of the United States; or 

" (B) The date upon which the Department 
of Defense makes a determination that the 
prisoner of war has actually died or is pre
sumed to be dead, in the case of any prisoner 
of war who has not returned to the jurisdic
tion of the Armed Forces of the United 
States. 
''The Commission shall complete its deter
minations with respect to each claim filed 
under this subsection at the earliest prac
ticable date, but in no event later than one 
year after the date on which such claim was 
filed. 

" (6)(A) An action may not be instituted 
upon a claim hereunder unless the claimant 
first shall have presented the claim to the 
Commission and such claim shall have been 
finally denied by the Commission in writing 
and sent by certified or registered mail. The 
failure of the Commission to make a final 
disposition of a claim within two years 
thereafter, be deemed a final denial of the 
claim not apply to such claims as may be as
serted under the Federal Rules of Civil Pro
cedure by third party complaint, cross
claim, or counterclaim. 

"(B) The acceptance by the claimant of 
any award, compromise, or settlement shall 
be final and conclusive on the claimant, and 
shall constitute a complete release of any 
claim against the United States by reason of 
the subject matter of the claim. 

" (C) An action instituted under this sub
section must be filed not later than two 
years from whichever of the following dates 
first occurs: 

" (i) The date on which the claim was fi
nally denied by the commission in writing; 
or 

" (ii) The first anniversary of the date on 
which the claim was filed if the Commission 
fails to make final disposition of a claim 
within one year after it is filed. 

" (D) An action under this paragraph shall 
be instituted only in the United States Court 
of Federal Claims. The Attorney General or 
his designee may arbitrate, compromise, or 
settle any claim cognizable under this sub
section, after commencement of an action 
thereon. Attorney fees shall be limited to 
not more than 20 percent of any award. 

" (E) Action under this paragraph shall not 
be instituted for any sum in excess of the 
amount of the claim presented to the Com
mission, except where the increased amount 
is based upon newly discovered evidence not 
reasonably discoverable at the time of pre
senting the claim to the Commission, or 
upon allegation and proof of intervening 
facts relating to the amount of the claim. 

" (F) Disposition of any claim by the Attor
ney General or the Commission shall not be 
competent evidence of liability or amount of 
damages. 

" (7) Any claim allowed under the provi
sions of this subsection shall be paid from 
funds appropriated pursuant to paragraph (8) 
of this subsection. 

"(8) There are authorized to be appro
priated such amounts as may be necessary to 
carry· out the purposes of this subsection, in
cluding necessary administrative expenses." . 

TITLE VII- HEALTH CARE PROVISIONS 
Subtitle A- Health Care Management 

SEC. 701. EXTENSION AND REVISION OF SPECIAL
IZED TREATMENT SERVICES PRO
GRAM. 

(a) EXTENSION OF PROGRAM.-Section 
1079(a)(7)(B) of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by striking out "October 1, 1993" 
and inserting in lieu thereof, " October 1, 
1995". 

(b) INCLUSION OF FACILITIES PURSUANT TO 
CONTRACT OR AGREEMENT.-Section 1105 of 
title 10, United States Code, is amended-

(1) by redesignating the current text as 
subsection (a); and 

(2) by striking out " within the area served 
by that facility " in the redesignated sub
section (a); and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subsections (b), (c), and (d): 

" (b) The Secretary of Defense, after con
sulting with the other administering Sec
retaries, shall promulgate regulations to im
plement this section. 

" (c) The regulations required by subsection 
(b) shall include standards for service areas 
comparable in size to service areas des
ignated for facilities of the uniformed serv
ices pursuant to section 1079(a)(7), 1080, and 
1086(e). 

" (d) The regulations required by sub
section (b) may provide for full or partial re
imbursement of reasonable expenses for long 
distance transportation for a covered bene
ficiary to or from a health care facility (in
cluding a facility of the uniformed services 
or a facility referred to in subsection (a)) at 
which specialized health care services are 

provided pursuant to this chapter and long 
distance transportation, temporary lodging 
and meals (not to exceed the applicable per 
diem rate) for a non-medical attendant (in
cluding an active duty member) to accom
pany such beneficiary when the Secretary 
determines that such reimbursement will 
permit the heal th care services to be pro
vided at less total cost to the Department of 
Defense than if the services were otherwise 
provided pursuant to this chapter. In lieu for 
reimbursement for such expenses, the use, 
when available, of Department of Defense 
transportation, meals and lodging is author
ized." . 
SEC. 702. REVISION AND CODIFICATION OF 

CHAMPUS PHYSICIAN PAYMENT RE
FORM PROGRAM. 

Section 1079(h) of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

" (h)(l) Beginning in fiscal year 1994, pay
ment for a charge for services by an individ
ual health care professional (or other non-in
stitutional health care provider) for which a 
claim is submitted under a plan contracted 
for under subsection (a) may not exceed the 
amounts allowed in fiscal year 1993 for simi
lar services, except that: 

" (A) for services for which the Secretary of 
Defense determines an increase is justified 
by economic circumstances, the allowable 
amounts may be increased in accordance 
with appropriate economic index data simi
lar to that used pursuant to title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act; and 

" (B) for services the Secretary determines 
are overpriced in comparison to amounts al
lowed pursuant to title XVIII of the Social 
Security Act, the allowable amounts shall be 
reduced by not more than 15 percent. 

"(2) In implementing the requirements of 
paragraph (1), the following shall apply: 

" (A) Any reduction required by paragraph 
(l)(B) may be waived by the Secretary if the 
Secretary determines that such reduction 
would impair adequate access to health care 
services for beneficiaries. 

" (B) The Secretary shall adopt a limita
tion, similar to that used pursuant to title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act, on the ex
tent to which a provider may bill a bene
ficiary an actual charge in excess of the 
amount allowed under paragraph (1). 

" (C) The Secretary shall consult with the 
other administering Secretaries and solicit 
public comment prior to promulgating regu
lations to implement this section.". 
SEC. 703. CODIFICATION OF CHAMPUS PEER RE-

VIEW ORGANIZATION PROGRAM 
PROCEDURES. 

Section 1079 of title 10, United States Code, 
is further amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

" (o) Health care services provided pursuant 
to this section or section 1086 of this title 
shall not include services determined under 
the CHAMPUS Peer Review Organization 
program to be not medically or psycho
logically necessary. The Secretary of De
fense, after consulting with the other admin
istering Secretaries, may adopt by regula
tion any quality and utilization review re
quirements and procedures in effect for the 
Peer Review Organization program under 
title· XVIII of the Social Security Act (Medi
care) that the Secretary determines nec
essary, and may adapt the Medicare require
ments and procedures to the circumstances 
of the CHAMPUS PRO program as the Sec
retary determines appropriate.". 
SEC. 704. AWARD OF CONSTRUCTIVE SERVICE 

CREDIT FOR ADVANCED HEAL TII 
PROFESSIONAL DEGREES. 

(a) CREDIT ON ORIGINAL APPOINTMENT.
Section 533(b)(l) of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended-
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(1) in subparagraph (A)-
(A) by inserting " professional" in the first 

sentence after " One year for each year of ad
vanced"; 

(B) by striking out " Except as provided in 
clause (E), in" at the beginning of the second 
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof " In" ; 
and 

(C) by striking out " postsecondary edu
cation in excess of four that are" in the sec
ond sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
" advanced education"; 

(2) by striking out subparagraph (E); and 
(3) by redesignating subparagraph (F) as 

subparagraph "(E)". 
(b) CREDIT AS RESERVE OF THE ARMY.-Sec

tion 3353(b)(l) of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended-

(1) in subparagraph (A)-
(A) by inserting " professional" in the first 

sentence after •; one year for each year of ad
vanced''; 

(B) by striking out " Except as provided in 
clause (E), in" at the beginning of the second 
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof " In"; 
and 

(C) by striking out " postsecondary edu
cation in excess of four that are" in the sec
ond sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
" advanced education"; 

(2) by striking out subparagraph (E) ; and 
(3) by redesignating subparagraph (F) as 

subparagraph " (E)". 
(C) CREDIT IN THE NAVAL RESERVE AND MA

RINE CORPS RESERVE.-Section 5600(b)(l) of 
title 10, United States Code, as amended-

(1) in subparagraph (A)-
(A) by inserting " professional" in the first 

sentence after "One year for each year of ad
vanced'' ; 

(B) by striking out " Except as provided in 
clause (E), in" at the beginning of the second 
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof " In"; 
and 

(C) by striking out " postsecondary edu
cation in excess of four that are" in the sec
ond sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
" advanced education"; 

(2) by striking out subparagraph (E); and 
(3) by redesignating subparagraph (F) as 

subparagraph " (E) ''. 
(d) CREDIT AS RESERVE OF THE AIR FORCE.

Section 8353(b)(l) of title 10, United States 
Code, as amended-

(1) in subparagraph (A)-
(A) by inserting " professional" in the first 

sentence after " One year for each year of ad
vanced"; 

(B) by striking out '·Except as provided in 
clause (E), in" at the beginning of the second 
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof "In"; 
and · 

(C) by striking out " postsecondary edu
cation in excess of four that are" in the sec
ond sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
" advanced education"; 

(2) by striking out subparagraph (E); and 
(3) by redesignating subparagraph (F) as 

subparagraph "(E)". 
SEC. 705. CODIFICATION OF REVISED GOVERN

ANCE STRUCTURE OF TIIE UNI· 
FORMED SERVICES UNIVERSITY OF 
TIIE HEAL TH SCIENCES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 2113 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended-

(1) by amending the section heading to 
read as follows: 
"§ 2113. Authority of Secretary; Board of Re

gents"; 
(2) by amending subsections (a) and (b) to 

read as follows: 
"(a) The business of the University shall be 

conducted by the Secretary of Defense. 
"(b)(l) There shall be a Board of Regents 

(hereinafter in this chapter referred to as the 

" Board"), which shall serve as an advisory 
board to the Secretary of Defense , especially 
concerning academic affairs of the Univer
sity. The Board shall consist of-

. '(A) nine persons outstanding in the fields 
of health, health education, or other fields, 
who shall be appointed from civilian life by 
the President of the United States; 

"(B) the surgeons general of the uniformed 
services, who shall be ex officio members; 
and 

"(C) the President of the University, who 
shall be an ex officio member. 

" (2) The term of each member of the Board 
(other than ex officio members) shall be six 
years except that-

"(A) any member appointed to fill a va
cancy occurring before the expiration of the 
term for which his predecessor was appointed 
shall be appointed for the remainder of such 
term; and 

"(B) any member whose term of office has 
expired shall continue to serve until his suc
cessor is appointed. "; 

(3) in subsection (c), by inserting "of the 
United States" after " President"; 

(4) by amending subsection (d) to read as 
follows: 

"(d) The Secretary shall appoint a Presi
dent of the University, who shall also serve 
as a nonvoting ex officio member of the 
Board. " ; 

(5) in subsection (e), by striking out " $100" 
and inserting in lieu thereof " $300"; 

(6) in subsection (f)-
(A) by striking out " Board" each time it 

appears and inserting in lieu thereof " Sec
retary"; and 

(B) in paragraph (1) , by striking out " after 
considering the recommendations of the 
Dean, " ; 

(7) in subsection (g)-
(A) by striking out ;'Board" each time it 

appears and inserting in lieu thereof " Sec
retary" ; and 

(B) by striking out " subject to the ap
proval of the Secretary of Defense" in the 
last sentence; 

(8) in subsection (h), by striking out 
"Board" and inserting in lieu thereof "Sec
retary" ; 

(9) in subsection (i) , by striking out 
" Board" and inserting in lieu thereof " Sec
retary"; and 

(10) in subsection (j)-
(A) by striking out " Board" each time it 

appears and inserting in lieu thereof in each 
instance " Secretary"; and 

(B) in paragraph (l)(A), by inserting "or co
operative agreements" after " contracts". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The item relat
ing to section 2113 in the table of sections at 
the beginning of chapter 104 of title 10, Unit
ed States Code, is amended to read as fol
lows: 
"2113. Authority of Secretary; Board of Re

gents." . 
SEC. 706. CLARIFICATION OF AUTHORITY FOR 

GRADUATE STUDENT PROGRAM OF 
TIIE UNIFORMED SERVICES UNIVER
SITY OF TIIE HEALTH SCIENCES. 

Section 2114 of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended-

(1) in subsection (a), by striking out "Stu
dents" in the first sentence and inserting in 
lieu thereof " Medical students"; 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking out " Stu
dents" in the first and fourth sentences and 
inserting in lieu thereof in each instance 
" Medical students"; 

(3) in subsection (d) , by inserting " commis
sioned" before the word " member" in the 
first sentence; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(g) The Secretary of Defense shall estab
lish selection procedures, service obligations 
(if any), and other requirements the Sec
retary determines appropriate for students 
in any postdoctoral , postgraduate, or techno
logical institutes established pursuant to 
section 2113(h) of this title. " . 
SEC. 707. MODIFICATION OF DATE FOR DELIVERY 

OF HEALTH CARE SERVICES UNDER 
CHAMPUS REFORM INITIATIVE CON
TRACT. 

Section 713(b) of the National Defense Au
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993 (10 
U.S.C. 1073 note) is amended by inserting ", 
or as soon thereafter as is practicable" after 
" August 1, 1993". 
SEC. 708. AUTHORITY FOR THE ARMED FORCES 

INSTITUTE OF PATHOLOGY TO OB· 
TAIN ADDITIONAL DISTINGUISHED 
PATHOLOGISTS AND SCIENTISTS. 

Section 176(c) of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new sentence: " The Secretary of 
Defense, on a case-by-case basis, may waive 
the limitation of six distinguished patholo
gists or scientists if the Secretary deter
mines that such waiver is in the best inter
est of Department of Defense.". 

Subtitle B-Other Matters 
SEC. 711. EXCLUSION OF EXPERIENCED MILI

TARY PHYSICIANS FROM MEDICARE 
DEFINITION OF NEW PHYSICIAN. 

(a) CHARGES IN RURAL AREAS; EFFECT OF 
UNIFORMED SERVICE EXPERIENCE.-Section 
1842(b)(4)(F)(i) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395u(b)(4)(F)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new sentence: " The 
preceding sentence shall not apply to any 
health care practitioner who has served at 
least four years as a health care practitioner 
in one of the uniformed services.". 

(b) CHARGES BY NEW PHYSICIANS; EFFECT OF 
UNIFORMED SERVICE EXPERIENCE.-Section 
1848(a)(4) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395w- 4(a)(4)) is amended by inserting 
", or to any physician who has served at 
least four years as a physician in one of the 
uniformed services" before the period at the 
end of the second sentence. 
SEC. 712. REPEAL OF TIIE STATUTORY RESTRIC· 

TION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR ABOR· 
TIO NS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1093 of title 10, 
United States Code, is repealed. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections at the beginning of Chapter 55, Unit
ed States Code, is amended by striking the 
item referring to section 1093. 
TITLE VIII-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT 
Subtitle A- Office of the Secretary of 

Defense 
SEC. 801. AUTHORIZATION FOR CERTAIN ORGANI

ZATIONAL CHANGES IN TIIE OFFICE 
OF TIIE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE. 

(a) REORGANIZATION OF THE OFFICE OF THE 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE.-Chapter 4 of title 
10, United States Code, is amended-

(1) by redesignating sections 135, 136, 138, 
139, 140, and 141 as sections 137, 138, 139, 140, 
141, and 142, respectively; 

(2) by redesignating section 137 as section 
135; 

(3) by inserting after section 135, as redes
ignated by paragraph (2), the following new 
section: 
"§ 136. Under Secretary of Defense for Per

sonnel And Readiness 
"(a) There is an Under Secretary of De

fense for Personnel and Readiness, appointed 
from civilian life by the President, by and 
with the consent of the Senate. 

" (b) Subject to the authority, direction, 
· and control of the Secretary of Defense, the 
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Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel 
and Readiness shall perform such duties and 
exercise such powers as the Secretary of De
fense may prescribe in the areas of military 
readiness , total force management, military 
and civilian personnel requirements, mili
tary and civilian personnel training, mili
tary and civilian family matters, personnel 
requirements for weapons support, National 
Guard and Reserve components, and health 
affairs. 

" (c) The Under Secretary of Defense for 
Personnel and Readiness takes precedence in 
the Department Defense after the Comptrol
ler."; 

(4) by amending subsection 131(b) to read 
as follows: 

" (b) The Office of he Secretary of Defense 
is composed of the following: 

" (1) The Deputy Secretary of Defense . 
" (2) The Under Secretary of Defense for 

Acquisition and Technology. 
" (3) The Under Secretary of Defense for 

Policy. 
" (4) The Comptroller. 
" (5) The Under Secretary of Defense for 

Personnel and Readiness. 
" (6) The Director of Defense Research and 

Engineering. 
" (7) The Assistant Secretaries of Defense. 
" (8) The director of Operational Test and 

Evaluation. 
" (9) The General Counsel of the Depart

ment of Defense. 
" (10) The Inspector General of the Depart

ment of Defense . 
" (11) Such other offices and officials as 

may be established by law or the Secretary 
of Defense may establish or designate in the 
office ."; 

(5) in section 133, by striking out " Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition" each 
place such term appears, to include the head
ing for the section, and by inserting in lieu 
thereof in each instance , to include the head
ing for such section, " Under Secretary of De
fense for Acquisition and Technology" ; 

(6) in section 133a, by striking out " Deputy 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition" 
each place such term appears , to include the 
heading for such section, and by inserting in 
lieu thereof in each instance, to include the 
heading for such section, " Deputy Under 
Secretary of Defense of Acquisition and 
Technology" ; 

(7) in section 138, as redesignated by this 
section (formerly section 136)-

(A) in subsection (a), by striking out " elev
en" and inserting in lieu thereof " nine" ; and 

(B) in subsection (d), by inserting " and 
Comptroller" after "Under Secretaries of De
fense " ; and 

(8) by amending the Table of Sections at 
the beginning of such chapter to read as fol
lows: 
"Sec. 
" 131. Office of the Secretary of Defense. 
"132. Deputy Secretary of Defense. 
"133. Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi

tion and Technology. 
" 133a. Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for 

Acquisition and Technology. 
"134. Under Secretary of Defense for Policy. 
" 134a. Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for 

. Policy. 
" 135. Comptroller. 
" 136. Under Secretary of Defense for Person

nel and Readiness. 
"137. Director of Defense Research and Engi

neering. 
" 138. Assistant Secretaries of Defense . 
" 139. Director of Operational Test and Eval

uation. 
" 140. General Counsel. 

" 141. Inspector General. 
" 142. Assistant to the Secretary of Defense 

for Atomic Energy." . 
(b) ADDITION TO Two POSITIONS AT LEVEL 

III OF THE EXECUTIVE SCHEDULE AND THREE 
CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO THE EXECUTIVE 
SCHEDULE.-Subchapter II of chapter 53 of 
title 5, United States Code , is amended-

(1 ) in section 5313 (positions at level II), by 
striking out " Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition" and inserting in lieu thereof 
" Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition 
and Technology"; 

(2) in section 5314 (positions at level III)
(A) by inserting after " Under Secretary of 

Defense for Policy" the following: 
" Comptroller of the Department of De

fense . 
"Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel 

and Readiness."; and 
(B) by striking out "Deputy Under Sec

retary of Defense for Acquisition" and in
serting in lieu thereof " Deputy Under Sec
retary of Defense for Acquisition and Tech
nology. " ; and 

(3) in section 5315 (positions at level IV), by 
striking out " Assistant Secretaries of De
fense (11). " and inserting in lieu thereof " As
sistant Secretaries of Defense (9)." . 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO REFLECT 
NEW TITLE FOR UNDER SECRETARY OF DE
FENSE FOR ACQUISITION AND TECHNOLOGY.
Title 10, United States Code, is amended-

(1) in section 134(c), by striking out "Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition" and in
serting in lieu thereof " Under Secretary of 
Defense for Acquisition and Technology"; 

(2) in section 137(b), as redesignated by this 
Act , by striking out " Under Secretary of De
fense for Acquisition" and inserting in lieu 
thereof " Under Secretary of Defense for Ac
quisition and Technology" ; 

(3) in section 140, as redesignated by this 
Act, by striking out " Under Secretary of De
fense for Acquisition" each place it appears 
and inserting in lieu thereof, in each in
stance, " Under Secretary of Defense for Ac
quisition and Technology" ; 

(4) in section 171(a), by striking out "Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition" and in
serting in lieu thereof ' 'Under Secretary of 
Defense for Acquisition and Technology" ; 

(5) in section 179(a), by striking out " Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition" and in
serting in lieu thereof " Under Secretary of 
Defense for Acquisition and Technology" ; 

(6) in section 1702, to include the catchline 
for such section, by striking out " Under Sec
retary of Defense for Acquisition" and in
serting in lieu thereof "Under Secretary of 
Defense for Acquisition and Technology" ; 

(7) in the table of sections for subchapter I 
of chapter 87, in the item for section 1702, by 
striking out " Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition 
and Technology"; 

(8) in section 1703, by striking out " Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition" and in
serting in lieu thereof " Under Secretary of 
Defense for Acquisition and Technology" ; 

(9) in section 1707(a), by striking out 
" Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion" and inserting in lieu thereof "Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology" ; 

(10) in section 1722, by striking out "Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition" , each 
place it appears, and inserting in lieu thereof 
at each place "Under Secretary of Defense 
for Acquisition and Technology" ; 

(11) in section 1735(c), by striking out 
" Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion" and inserting in lieu thereof " Under 

Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology'' ; 

(12) in section 1737(c), by striking out 
" Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion", each place it appears and inserting in 
lieu thereof at each place " Under Secretary 
of Defense for Acquisition and Technology" ; 

(13) in section 174l(b), by striking out 
" Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion" and inserting in lieu thereof " Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology''; 

(14) in section 1746(a), by striking out 
" Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion" and inserting in lieu thereof " Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology'' ; 

(15) in section 1761(b), by striking out 
" Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion" and inserting in lieu thereof " Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology' '; 

(16) in section 1762(a), by striking out 
" Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion" each place it appears and inserting in 
lieu thereof in each place " Under Secretary 
of Defense for Acquisition and Technology"; 

(17) in section 1763, by striking out " Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition" and in
serting in lieu thereof " Under Secretary of 
Defense for Acquisition and Technology" ; 

(18) in section 2304([) , by striking out 
"Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion" each place it appears and inserting in 
lieu thereof at each place "Under Secretary 
of Defense for Acquisition and Technology"; 

(19) in section 2308(b) , by striking out 
"Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion" each place it appears and inserting in 
lieu thereof at each place " Under Secretary 
of Defense for Acquisition and Technology"; 

(20) in section 2325(b), by striking out 
"Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion" and inserting in lieu thereof " Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology''; 

(21) in section 2329, by striking out " Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition" each 
place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof 
at each place " Under Secretary of Defense 
for Acquisition and Technology"; 

(22) in section 2350a, by striking out 
"Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion" each place it appears and inserting in 
lieu thereof at each place " Under Secretary 
of Defense for Acquisition and Technology"; 

(23) in section 2369, by striking out " Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition" each 
place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof 
at each place "Under Secretary of Defense 
for Acquisition and Technology"; 

(24) in section 2399(b), by striking out 
" Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion" and inserting in lieu thereof " Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology''; 

(25) in section 2435(b), by striking out 
"Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion" and inserting in lieu thereof " Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology' '; 

(26) in section 2436(d) , by striking out 
" Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion" and inserting in lieu thereof "Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology" ; 

(27) in section 2438(c), by striking out 
" Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion" each place it appears and inserting in 
lieu thereof at each place " Under Secretary 
of Defense for Acquisition and Technology"; 

(28) in section 2503(b) , by striking out 
"Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion" and inserting in lieu thereof " Under 
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Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology' '; 

(29) in section 2523(a) , by striking out 
" Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion" and inserting in lieu thereof " Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology''; 

(30) in section 2534(b) , by striking out 
" Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion" and inserting in lieu thereof " Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology'' ; and 

(31) in section 171(a), by striking out " Dep
uty Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi
tion" and inserting in lieu thereof " Deputy 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition 
and Technology". 
Subtitle B-Professional Military Education 

SEC. 811. AUTHORIZATION FOR THE AWARD OF 
THE MASTER OF SCIENCE OF NA· 
TIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY DE· 
GREE AND THE MASTER OF SCIENCE 
OF NATIONAL RESOURCE STRATEGY 
DEGREE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.- Chapter 108 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 2162 the following new section: 
"§ 2168. National Defense University: master 

of science of national security strategy and 
master of science of national resource 
strategy 
"(a) MASTER OF SCIENCE OF NATIONAL SECU

RITY STRATEGY.-Under regulations pre
scribed by the Secretary of Defense , and 
upon recommendation by the faculty and 
commandant of the National War College , 
the President of the National Defense Uni
versity may confer the degree of master of 
science of national security strategy upon 
graduates of the National War College who 
have fulfilled the requirements for that de
gree. 

"(b) MASTER OF SCIENCE OF NATIONAL RE
SOURCE STRATEGY.-Under regulations pre
scribed by the Secretary of Defense, and 
upon recommendation by the faculty and 
commandant of the Industrial College of the 
Armed Forces, the President of the National 
Defense University may confer the degree of 
master of science of national resource strat
egy upon graduates of the Industrial College 
of the Armed Forces who have fulfilled the 
requirements for that degree." 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.- The table of 
sections at the beginning of such chapter is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 2162 the following new item: 
"2163. National Defense University: master 

of science of national security 
strategy and master of science 
of national resources strat
egy.". 

Subtitle C-Other Matters 
SECTION 821. AUTHORITY FOR CIVILIAN ARMY 

EMPLOYEES TO ACT ON REPORTS 
OF SURVEY. 

Section 4835 of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended-

(1) in subsection (a), by inserting "or any 
civilian employee of the Department of the 
Army" after "any officer of the Army"; and 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking out " an 
officer of the Army designated by him." and 
inserting in lieu thereof " his designee. The 
Secretary may designate officers of the 
Army or civilian employees of the Depart
ment of the Army to approve such action.". 
SEC. 822. ESCORTS AND FLAGS FOR CIVILIAN EM· 

PLOYEES WHO DIE WHILE SERVING 
IN AN ARMED CONFLICT WITH THE 
ARMED FORCES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.- Title 10, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting after section 
1482 the following new section: 

"§ 1482a. Expenses incident to death of civil· 
ian employees serving in a contingency op
eration 
" (a) The Secretary of Defense, the Sec

retary of Transportation, and the Secretar
ies concerned may pay the following ex
penses incident to the death of a civilian em
ployee who dies while serving with an armed 
force in a contingency operation: 

"(1) Round-trip transportation and pre
scribed allowances for one person to escort 
the remains of the employee to the place au
thorized under section 5742(b)(l) of title 5. 

"(2) Presentation of a flag of the United 
States to the next of kin of the employee. 

"(3) Presentation of a flag of equal size to 
the flag presented under paragraph (2) to the 
parents or parent. if the person to be pre
sented a flag under paragraph (2) is other 
than the parent of the decreased. For the 
purposes of this paragraph, the term 'parent' 
has the meaning given that term in section 
1482(a)(ll) of this title. 

"(b) The Secretary of Defense shall pre
scribe regulations to implement this section. 
The Secretary of Transportation shall pre
scribe regulations to implement this section 
with regard to civilian employees of the De
partment of Transportation. Such regula
tions shall be uniform to the extent pos
sible.". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 75 of 
this title is amertded by inserting after the 
item relating to section 1482 the following 
new item: 
"1482a. Expenses incident to death of civilian 

employees serving in a contin
gency operation." . 

SEC. 823. PROVIDING FLEXIBILITY IN THE OF· 
FICE OF THE INSPECTORS GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES ARMY AND 
AIR FORCE. 

(A) ARMY.-Section 3020(e) of title 10, Unit
ed States Code, is amended by striking 
"shall be" in the last sentence and inserting 
in lieu thereof " may be either (1) a civilian 
appointed in the competitive service or in 
the Senior Executive Service as a career ap
pointee, or (2)". 

(b) AIR FORCE.-Section 3020(e) of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
"shall be" in the last sentence and inserting 
in lieu thereof "may be either (1) a civilian 
appointed in the competitive service or in 
the Senior Executive Service as a career ap
pointee, or (2)". 

TITLE IX-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 901. AWARDING OF GOLD STAR LAPEL BUT· 

TONS TO SURVIVORS OF UNITED 
STATES SERVICEMEMBERS KILLED 
BY TERRORIST ACTS. 

Section 1126 of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended-

(1) in subsection (a)-
(A) by striking out "or" at the end of para

graph (1) ; 
(B) by striking out the period at the end of 

paragraph (2)(iii) and inserting in lieu there
of a semicolon; and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol
lowing new paragraphs: 

"(3) who lost or lose their lives after March 
28, 1973, as a result of an international ter
rorist attack against the United States or a 
foreign nation friendly to the United States, 
recognized as such an attack by the Sec
retary of the department concerned, or joint
ly by the Secretaries of the departments con
cerned if persons from more than one depart
ment are killed in the attack; or 

" (4) who lost or lose their lives after March 
28, 1973, as a result of military operations, 
while serving outside the territory of the 

United States as part of a peace keeping 
force. "; and 

(2) in subsection (d), by inserting after 
paragraph (6) the following new paragraphs: 

"(7) The term 'military operations' in
cludes military personnel assisting in U.S. 
government sponsored training of foreign na
tions ' military personnel. 

"(8) The term 'Peace Keeping Force' in
cludes authorized United Nations peace 
keeping operations. '' . 
SEC. 902. AVIATION LEADERSHIP PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Title 10, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting after chapter 
903 the following new chapter: 

''CHAPTER 905-A VIA TION LEADERSHIP 
PROGRAM 

" Sec. 
" 9381. Findings. 
"9382. Establishment of program. 
"9383. Supplies and clothing. 
" 9384. Allowances. 
"9385. Coordination with the Secretary of 

State. 
"§ 9381. Findings 

"The Congress finds-
" Cl) that the training of pilots from the air 

forces of friendly foreign nations in the Unit
ed States furthers United States interests, 
promotes closer relations, and advances the 
national security; 

" (2) that many friendly foreign nations 
cannot afford to reimburse the United States 
for the cost of such training provided; and 

"(3) that it is in the national interest to 
authorize the Secretary of the Air Force to 
establish a program of pilot training for per
sonnel of the air forces of friendly, less de
veloped foreign nations. 
"§ 9382. Establishment of program 

"The Secretary of the Air Force may es
tablish and maintain an Aviation Leadership 
Program which will provide undergraduate 
pilot training and necessary related training 
(including, but not limited to, language 
training and programs to promote better 
awareness and understanding of the demo
cratic institutions and social framework of 
the United States) to selected personnel of 
the air forces of friendly, less-developed for
eign nations. 
"§ 9383. Supplies and clothing 

"(a) Under such conditions as he may pre
scribe, the Secretary of the Air Force may 
provide to persons receiving training under 
this chapter-

"(1) transportation incident to such train
ing; 

" (2) supplies and equipment for the use of 
such persons during training; 

" (3) flight clothing and other special cloth
ing required for training; and 

"( 4) billeting, food, and heal th services. 
" (b) The Secretary may authorize such ex

penditures from the appropriations of the 
Air Force as he considers necessary for the 
efficient and effective maintenance of the 
Program in accordance with this chapter. 
"§ 9384. Allowances 

" The Secretary of the Air Force may pay 
to persons receiving training under this 
chapter a living allowance at a rate to be 
prescribed by him, taking into account the 
amount of living allowances authorized for 
members of the U.S. armed forces under 
similar circumstances. 
"§ 9385. Coordination with the Secretary of 

State 
"Each proposal for training under this 

chapter shall be planned and implemented in 
coordination with the Secretary of State.". 
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(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-(1) The table of 

contents of title 10, United States Code, at 
the beginning of such title, is amended-

(A) in part III of subtitle D the first occa
sion it appears, by inserting after the item 
relating to chapter 903 the following new 
item: 
" 905. Aviation Leadership Pro-

gram ......... ... .. ... ....... ..... . ..... ... ... 9381"; and 
(B) in part III of subtitle D the second oc

casion it appears, by inserting after the i tern 
relating to section 9355 the following new 
items: 

" CHAPTER 90&-A VIATION LEADERSHIP 
PROGRAM 

" Sec. 
" 9381. Findings. 
" 9382. Establishment of program. 
" 9383. Supplies and clothing. 
" 9384. Allowances. 
" 9385. Coordination with the Secretary of 

State. ". 
(2) The table of chapters of subtitle D of 

title 10, United States Code, at the beginning 
of such subtitle, and the table of cha pters of 
part III of subtitle D of title 10, United 
States Code, at the beginning of such part, 
are amended by inserting after the i tern re
lating to chapter 903 in both instances the 
following new item: 
" 905. Aviation Leadership Pro-

gram . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9381" . 
TITLE X-MATTERS RELATING TO 

ALLIES AND OTHER NATIONS 
SEC. 1001. EXCHANGE OF PERSONNEL BETWEEN 

THE UNITED STATES ARMED 
FORCES AND FOREIGN DEFENSE DE
PARTMENTS OR MINISTRIES. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION FOR PERSONNEL Ex
CHANGES.- Chapter 53 of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting after 
section 1051 the following new section: 
"§ 1052. Exchange of personnel of the United 

States Armed Forces with foreign defense 
departments or ministries 
"(a) Subject to any other provision of law, 

the Secretary of Defense may enter into 
agreements with the governments of allied 
and friendly foreign countries for the ex
change of military and civilian personnel of 
the United States Armed Forces and such 
personnel of the defense departments or min
istries of such foreign governments. Pursu
ant to these agreements, personnel of foreign 
defense departments or ministries may be as
signed to positions in the United States 
Armed Forces, and personnel of the United 
States Armed Forces may be assigned to po
sitions in foreign defense departments or 
ministries. In the case of agreements for the 
exchange of personnel engaged in research 
and development activities, such agreements 
may provide for assignments to positions in 
private industry which support the foreign 
defense departments or ministries. The spe
cific positions and the individuals to be as
signed must be acceptable to both govern
ments. These agreements shall be based on 
the principle of reciprocity such that each 
government will provide personnel of essen
tially equal qualifications, training, and 
skill . Salary, per diem, cost of living, travel , 
cost of language or other training, and other 
costs (except for cost of temporary duty di
rected by the host government and costs in
cident to the use of host government facili
ties in the performance of assigned duties) 
shall be paid by each government for its own 
personnel in accordance with its laws and 
regulations. 

"(b) Personnel assigned to the United 
States and United States personnel assigned 

to a foreign government under subsection (ii.) 
shall not be required to take an oath of alle
giance to their host nation and shall hold no 
official capacity in the host nation. 

" (c) The foregoing shall not limit the au
thority of the Secretaries of the military de
partments to conclude agreements for the 
exchange of active duty military personnel 
pursuant to proper legal authority upon the 
same conditions of reciprocity and cost as 
specified herein and in conformance with 
such regulations as the Secretary of Defense 
may promulgate. "; and 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.- The table of 
sections at the beginning of such chapter is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 1051 the following new item: 
" 1052. Exchange of personnel of the United 

States Armed Forces with for
eign defense departments or 
ministries.''. 

SEC. 1002. TRANSFER OF CERTAIN DEFENSE AR
TICLES IN THE WAR RESERVE AL
LIES STOCKPILE TO THE REPUBLIC 
OF KOREA. 

Subject to any other provision of law and 
notwithstanding section 514 of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2321h), the 
Secretary of Defense is authorized to trans
fer to the Republic of Korea, in return for 
concessions to be negotiated by the Sec
retary, all or any part of obsolete or surplus 
(no longer used by the United States) equip
ment, tanks, weapons, repair parts, and am
munition in the inventory of the Department 
of Defense which is intended for use as re
serve stocks for the Republic of Korea and is 
located, or is subject to being located, in a 
stockpile in the Republic of Korea on the 
date of enactment of this Act. The conces
sions (including cash compensation, services, 
waiver of charges otherwise payable by the 
United States, and other items of value) to 
be negotiated by the Secretary shall not be 
less than the fair market value of the items 
transferred. 
SEC. 1003. REPORT REQUIREMENT REPEALED. 

Section 1002(d)(2)(A) of the Department of 
Defense Authorization Act, 1985 (Public Law 
98-525; 98 Stat. 2575), relating to a report on 
the status and cost of the United States 
commitment to NATO, is repealed. 
SEC. 1004. BURDEN SHARING CONTRIBUTIONS BY 

JAPAN, KUWAIT, AND THE REPUBLIC 
OFKOREA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.- Subchapter II of chapter 
138 of title 10, United States Code, is amend
ed by adding at the end the following new 
section: 
"§ 2350j. Burden of sharing contributions 

" (a) AUTHORITY To ACCEPT CONTRIBU
TIONS.-Notwi thstanding section 1306 of title 
31, United States Code, the Secretary of De
fense may accept cash contributions from 
Japan, Kuwait, and the Republic of Korea for 
the purposes specified in subsection (c). 

" (b) CREDITS.-Contributions accepted 
under subsection (a) shall be credited to ap
propriations of the Department of Defense. 
The contributions so credited shall be 
merged with the appropriations and funds to 
which they are credited. 

" (c) AVAILABILITY OF CONTRIBUTIONS.-Con
tributions accepted under subsection (a) 
shall be available only for payment of the 
following costs: 

"(1) Compensation for local national em-
ployees. 

" (2) Military construction projects. 
" (3) Supplies and services. 
" (d) AUTHORIZATION OF MILITARY CON

STRUCTION.-Contributions credited under 
subsection (b) to an appropriation account of 
the Department of Defense may be used-

" (1) by the Secretary of Defense to carry 
out a military construction project that is 
consistent with the purposes for which the 
contribution was made and is not otherwise 
authorized by law; or 

" (2) by the Secretary of a military depart
ment, with the approval of the Secretary of 
Defense , to carry out such a project. 

" (e) NOTICE AND WAIT REQUIREMENTS.-(1) 
When a decision is made to carry out a mili
tary construction project under subsection 
(d), the Secretary of Defense shall submit a 
report to the congressional defense commit
tees containing-

" (A) an explanation of the need for the 
project; 

" (B) the then current estimate of the cost 
of the project; and 

" (C) a justification for carrying out the 
project under that subsection. 

" (2) The Secretary of Defense or the Sec
retary of a military department may not 
commence a military construction project 
under subsection (d) until the end of the 21-
day period beginning on the date on which 
the Secretary of Defense submits the report 
under paragraph (1) regarding the project." . 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.- The table of 
sections at the beginning of subchapter II of 
such chapter 138 is amended by adding at the 
end the following new i tern: 
" 2350j. Burden sharing contributions." . 

(c) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.- Not later 
than 30 days after the end of each quarter of 
fiscal year 1994, the Secretary of Defense 
shall submit to the congressional defense 
committees a report specifying separately 
for Japan, Kuwait, and the Republic of 
Korea-

(1) the amount of the contributions accept
ed by the Secretary during the preceding 
quarter under section 2350j of title 10, United 
States Code , and tlie purposes for which the 
contributions were made; and 

(2) the amount of the contributions ex
pended by the Secretary during the preced
ing quarter and the purposes for which the 
contributions were expended. 

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 

Washington, DC, June 2, 1993. 
Hon. AL GORE, 
President of the Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Enclosed is a legisla
tive proposal entitled the " National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994". This 
proposal is part of the Department of De
fense legislative program for the 103rd Con
gress and is needed to carry out the Presi
dent's fiscal year 1994 budget plan. 

The Office of Management and Budget ad
vises that there is no objection to the pres
entation of this proposal to the Congress and 
that its enactment would be in accord with 
the program of the President 

Title I provides procurement authorization 
for the Military Departments and for the De
fense-wide procurement appropriations in 
amounts equal to the budget authority in
cluded in the President 's budget for fiscal 
year 1994. It also includes one additional pro
vision of a general nature relating to pro
curement. 

Title II provides for the authorization of 
each of the research, development, test, and 
evaluation appropriations for the Military 
Departments and for Defense.:wide research, 
development, test, and evaluation in 
amounts equal to the budget authority in
cluded in the President 's budget for fiscal 
year 1994. 

Title III provides for authorization of the 
operation and maintenance appropriations of 
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the Military Departments and for Defense
wide operation and maintenance appropria
tions in amounts equal to the budget author
ity included in the President's budget for fis
cal years 1992 and 1994. Title III also includes 
appropriations for the purpose of providing 
capital for working capital and revolving 
funds of the Department of Defense in 
amounts equal to the budget authority in
cluded in the President's budget for fiscal 
year 1994. 

In addition to the foregoing, Title III con
tains eight provisions relating to operation 
and maintenance. The first two sections pro
vide for additional activities in the Defense 
Business Operations Fund and the National 
Security Education Trust Fund. The remain
ing six sections pertain to matters of a more 
general nature. 

Title IV prescribes the personnel strengths 
for the active forces and the Selected Re
serve of each service in the numbers provided 
for by the budget authority and appropria
tions requested for the Department of De
fense in the President's budget for fiscal year 
1994. This title also contains three other pro
visions relating to military personnel au
thorizations, of which two sections relate to 
the end strengths for reserve component 
members on duty in support of the reserve 
forces and one section provides for the aver
age military training student loads in the 
numbers provided for this purpose in the 
President's budget for fiscal year 1994. 

Title V through X of the bill relate to au
thorizations for the general management and 
administration of the Department of De
fense. Such items are explained in detail in 
the enclosed sectional analysis. 

Enactment of this legislation is of great . 
importance to the Department of Defense 
and the Department urges its speedy and fa
vorable consideration. 

Sincerely, 
JAMIE S. GORELICK. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE LEGISLATIVE PRO
GRAM FOR THE FIRST SESSION OF THE 103D 
CONGRESS 

TITLE I-PROCUREMENT 

Subtitle A-Authorization of Appropriations 
Sec. 101. Army 

Section 101 authorizes the appropriation of 
funds for procurement by the Army. 

Sec. 102. Navy and Marine Corps 
Section 102 authorizes the appropriation of 

funds for procurement by the Navy and Ma
rine Corps. 

Sec. 103. Air Force 
Section 103 authorizes the appropriation of 

funds for procurement by the Air Force. 
Sec. 104. Defense-wide Procurement 

Section 104 authorizes the appropriation of 
funds for procurement by the defense-wide 
procurement. 

Sec. 105. Defense Inspector General 
Section 105 authorizes the appropriation of 

funds for procurement by the Defense Inspec
tor General. 

Sec. 106. Defense Health Program 
Section 106 authorizes the appropriation of 

funds for procurement by the Defense Health 
Program. 
Sec. 107. Chemical Demilitarization Program 

Section 107(a) authorizes the appropriation 
of funds for procurement by the demilitariza
tion and destruction of lethal chemical 
weapons in the chemical stockpile as speci
fied in section 1412 of the Department of De
fense Authorization Act, 1986. 

Section 107(b) repeals the second sentence 
of section 1412(f) of the Department of De
fense Authorization Act, 1986, which specifies 
that chemical demilitarization funds shall 
not be included in the budget accounts for 
any military department consistent with the 
renaming of the "Chemical Agents and Mu
nitions Destruction, Defense" account to the 
"Chemical Agents and Munitions Destruc
tion, Army" account as proposed in the 
President's budget for fiscal year 1994. 

Subtitle B-Other Matters 

Sec. 111. Repeal of Requirement for Separate 
Budget Request for Procurement of Re
serve Equipment 
Section 111 repeals the requirement con

tained in section 114(e) of title 10, United 
States Code, that amounts requested for pro
curement for the reserve forces be set forth 
separately from other amounts requested for 
procurement for the Armed Forces. 
TITLE II-RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 

EVALUATION 

Sec. 201. Authorization of Appropriations 
Section 201 authorizes the appropriation of 

funds for the Armed Forces for research, de
velopment, test, and evaluation. 

TITLE III-OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Subtitle A-Authorization of Appropriations 

Sec. 301. Operation and Maintenance 
Funding 

Section 301 authorizes the appropriation of 
funds for the Armed Forces for operation and 
maintenance. 

Sec. 302. Working Capital Funds 
Section 302 authorizes the appropriation of 

funds for working capital. 
Sec. 303. Additional Activities Included in 

Defense Business Operations Fund 
Section 303 adds the Defense Contract 

Audit Agency and the Defense Contract Man
agement Command to the activities in the 
Defense Business Operations Fund. 
Sec. 304. National Security Education Trust 

Fund Obligations 
Section 304 authorizes obligations to be in

curred in the National Security Education 
Trust Fund. 

Subtitle B-Other Matters 

Sec. 311. Amendment Relating to Emergency 
and Extraordinary Expense Authority for 
Defense Inspector General 
Section 311 amends section 127 of title 10, 

United States Code, pertaining to emergency 
and extraordinary expenses, to add provi
sions covering the Defense Inspector Gen
eral. 
Sec. 312. Repeal of Ceiling on Employees in 

Headquarters and Non-Management Head
quarters and Support Activities 
Section 312 repeals the ceiling on employ

ees in headquarters and non-management 
headquarters support activities contained in 
section 194 of title 10. 
Sec. 313. Flexibility in Administering Re

quirement For Annual Four Percent Re
duction in Number of Civilian Employees 
Assigned to Headquarters and Head
quarters Support Activities 
Section 313 provides for flexibility in com

puting the number of personnel reductions 
required under the provisions of section 
906(a) of the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 1991 by permitting per
sonnel in excess of the four percent annual 
reduction to be counted in a succeeding fis
cal year in reaching the required reduction 
for the succeeding fiscal year. 

Sec. 314. National Defense Stockpile Fund 
Management Improvements 

Section 314 contains provisions which will 
enhance the management of the National De
fense Stockpile Transaction Fund. Section 
314(a) permits annual sales from the Na
tional Defense Stockpile Transaction Fund 
in an amount not to exceed $500,000,000 and 
permits the transfer of receipts from such 
sales to any appropriation available to the 
Department of Defense. Section 314(b) per
mits the Secretary of Defense to impose a 
moratorium on the acquisition of new mate
rial for the National Defense Stockpile. 

Sec. 315. Clarification of Amendments to 
CINC Initiative Fund Legislation 

Section 315 repeals the provisions of sec
tion 9128 of the Department of Defense Ap
propriations Act which amended the provi
sions of section 166a of title 10, United States 
Code, by enacting the provisions contained 
in section 908 of the Senate passed version of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1993 and clarifies that the later 
enacted Authorization Act Conference Com
mittee substitute for that language is the ef
fective provision. 

Sec. 316. Pacific Battle Monuments 
Maintenance 

Section 316 authorizes the United States 
Marine Corps to expenQ. funds from its oper
ations and maintenance budget for the repair 
and maintenance of certain existing Pacific 
battle monuments. Legislation authorizing 
the proposed expenditures is required due to 
the restrictions contained in sections 123 and 
125 of title 36, United States Code, which 
grant to the American Battle Monuments 
Commission the sole authority to expend ap
propriated funds for the erection and mainte
nance of battle monuments. Section 316 fur
ther authorizes appropriations of $150,000 to 
repair and relocate a monument on Iwo Jima 
and $15,000 each fiscal year to maintain and 
repair monuments. 

TITLE IV-MILITARY PERSONNEL 
A UTHORIZA TIO NS 

Subtitle A-Active Forces 

Sec. 401. End Strengths for Active Forces 
Section 401 authorizes the end strengths 

(the end of the fiscal year-September 30, 
1994) for active duty personnel of the Armed 
Forces. 

Subtitle B-Reserve Forces 

Sec. 411. End Strengths for Selected Reserve 

Section 411 authorizes the end strengths 
(the end of the fiscal year-September 30, 
1994) for Selected Reserve personnel of the 
reserve components. 

Sec. 412. End Strengths for Reserves on 
Active Duty in Support of the Reserves 

Section 412 authorizes the end strengths 
(the end of the fiscal year-September 30, 1994) 
for the Reserves serving on full-time active 
duty in support of the reserves as con
templated in section 678 of title 10, United 
States Code. 

Sec. 413. Increase in Number of Members in 
Certain Grades Authorized To Be on Active 
Duty in Support of the Reserves 

Section 413 increases the number of mem
bers in the grades of E-9, E-8, Major or Lieu
tenant Commander, Lieutenant Colonel or 
Commander, and Colonel or Navy Captain 
authorized to be on active duty in support of 
the reserves. The provision amends the ta
bles in section 517 of title 10, United States 
Code. 
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Subtitle C-Military Training Student Loads 

Sec. 421. Authorization of Training Student 
Loads 

Section 421 authorizes the average training 
student loads for the components of the ac
tive and reserve Armed Forces. 

TITLE V-MILITARY PERSONNEL POLICY 

Subtitle A- Office Personnel Policy 
Sec. 501. Authority to Delete From Selection 

Board Reports and Promotion Lists Names 
of Officers Erroneously Considered by Pro
motion Selection Boards 
Section 501 amends chapter 36 of title 10, 

United States Code, by adding a new section 
618a to authorize the Service Secretaries to 
delete the name of a reserve or regular offi
cer on a report of a selection board or on a 
list of those recommended for promotion 
when the officer was not eligible for consid
eration or became ineligible for promotion 
after selection because of various reasons 
such as death, resignation, retirement, dis
missal, discharge, or removal from the ac
tive duty list. 
Sec. 502. Amendment to Warrant Officer 

Management Act to Authorize Involuntary 
Separations of Certain Regular Warrant 
Officers 
Section 502 amends chapter 33A of title 10, 

United States Code, by inserting a new sec
tion 580a, paralleling those subsections of 
section 638a which deal with the involuntary 
separation of regular commissioned officers 
of the active duty list. 

The Department of Defense must signifi
cantly reduce its active duty forces by fiscal 
year 1995. To facilitate force reductions. the 
Congress, in section 521 of the National De
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991, 
provided the Secretaries of the military de
partments with the authority, upon approval 
of the Secretary of Defense, to convene se
lection boards to consider regular officers on 
the active duty list for involuntary dis
charge. 

Section 521 amended chapter 36 of title 10, 
· United States Code, by inserting a new sec

tion 638a. The new section authorizes the 
Secretaries concerned to convene selection 
boards to consider for involuntary discharge 
regular officers in a grade below lieutenant 
colonel or commander who have served at 
least one year of active duty in the grade 
currently held, whose names are not on list 
of officers recommended for promotion, and 
who are not eligible to retire and not within 
two years of becoming so eligible. The sec
tion indicates specifically that a discharge 
under the section shall be considered to be 
involuntary for any other provision of law. 
Consequently, officers discharged under sec
tion 638a will be eligible for separation pay 
under section 1174 of title 10 and other read
justment benefits authorized by section 502 
of the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 1991, such as transitional 
health care. 

The explanatory statement in the Con
ference Report that accompanied the Na
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1991 indicates that the conferees "ex
pect the military services to maintain the 
same relationship between officer and en
listed strengths existing at the end of fiscal 
year 1990 in making active duty end strength 
reductions in the future ." H.R. Rep. No. 923, 
lOlst Cong., 2d Sess. 597 (1990). To maintain 
this relationship and balanced officer end 
strengths, it is necessary to have statutory 
authority to include regular warrant officers 
in any involuntary separations that may be 
necessary. While the Department of Defense 

believes that this force management author
ity is necessary, the intent is to use vol
untary separation authority to the maxi
mum extent possible. 

Subtitle B- Reserve Component Matters 
Sec. 511. Authorization of Secretarial Se

lected Reserve Call Up Authority and Ex
pansion of 90-Day Call Up Period 
Section 511 amends section 673b of title 10, 

United States Code, by permitting the acti
vation of Selected Reserve units for an ini
tial period of service of a total of 180 days 
with an extension for an additional 180 days. 
Such an amendment would assure the avail
ability of Selected Reserve units to meet 
operational needs and increase the flexibility 
of the Total Force in responding to a crisis. 
Section 8132 of the Department of Defense 
Appropriations Act, 1991 (Public Law 101-511; 
104 Stat. 1856, 1909), granted similar author
ity to the Secretary of Defense for use in the 
case of orders to active duty in support of 
operations in and around the Arabian Penin
sula and Operation Desert Shield. 

Section 511 further authorizes the Sec
retary of Defense to order to active duty, 
without their consent, up to 25,000 members 
of the Selected Reserve for up to a total of 90 
days (not to be extended) for any purpose. 
Sec. 512. Consistency in Federal Recognition 

Qualifications for Members of the National 
Guard 
Section 512 amends section 301 of title 32, 

United States Code, by providing that the 
qualifications prescribed for federal recogni
tion of an enlisted member of the National 
Guard may not differ between members sole
ly on the basis of employment as a National 
Guard Technician under section 709 of title 
32. In addition, section 512 repeals required 
battle skills training (Public Law 100-456 and 
101-189). 
Sec. 513. Exception to the Twelve-week Basic 

Training Period Requirement 
Section 513 amends section 671(b) of title 

10, which currently provides that during 
time of war or national emergency a member 
of the Armed Forces may not be assigned 
outside the United States until the member 
has received at least twelve weeks of basic 
training. Under section 513, Service Secretar
ies could exempt certain personnel with spe
cialized skills and training, such as health 
care professionals, from the requirement of 
twelve weeks of basic training before assign
ment outside the United States in a time of 
war or national emergency. 

Sec. 514. National Guard Management 
Initiatives 

Section 514 amends titles 10 and 32, United 
States Code, by eliminating unnecessary re
strictions on personnel procedures and by 
providing greater flexibility in the training, 
management, and mobilization of the Na
tional Guard. 

Section 514(a) clarifies section 311 of title 
10, to insure that female warrant officers and 
enlisted personnel are included as members 
of the militia of the United States. 

Sections 514(b) and 514(c) repeal the re
quirements that a member of the Army Na
tional Guard and Air National Guard, respec
tively, receive a physical examination when 
called into and again after being mustered 
out of the federal service . 

Section 514(d) extends the period during 
which all members of a National Guard unit 
must complete a training assembly from 
thirty days to ninety days. This will provide 
greater flexibility in training schedules and 
will permit commanders to schedule training 
for individual members or parts of units, 

such as officer candidate schools and team 
training in remote areas. 

Section 514(e) eliminates the thirty-day 
notice requirement for termination of tech
nicians when notice is unnecessary such as 
when a technician voluntarily relinquishes 
National Guard membership. 

Section 514(f) eliminates the restriction on 
the number of National Guard technicians 
that may be employed at any one time. 

Section 514(g) authorizes the use of Na
tional Guard officers to determine that prop
erty issued by the United States to the Na
tional Guard is unserviceable for purposes of 
property disposal. Current law requires regu
lar commissioned officers to make these de
terminations. 
Sec. 515. Modification of the Physical Exam

ination Requirement for Members of the 
Ready Reserve 
Section 514 amends section 1004(a)(l) of 

title 10 by changing the requirement that 
each member of the Ready Reserve who is 
not on active duty be examined for physical 
fitness every five years instead of every four 
years. Each member still would be required 
to submit a statement of physical fitness an
nually. With the need for scarce medical per
sonnel of the active and Reserve components 
in operational circumstances, this require
ment increasingly is a difficult burden to 
meet. The revision will relieve the pressure 
and cause little detriment to the readiness of 
the Reserve force. 

Subtitle C-Service Academies 
Sec. 521. Procedures for Nominating Can

didates for Admission to Service Acad
emies 
Section 521 amends Sections 4342(a), 

6954(a), 9342(a), title 10, United States Code, 
by clarifying the procedures for nominating 
candidates for admission to the United 
States Military, Naval and Air Force Acad
emies. Previously sections 4342(a), 6954(a), 
9342(a), title 10, United States Code, provided 
that Congressional members were entitled to 
select nine alternates and one principal can
didate. Section 521 replaces such a method of 
selection and provides that 10 persons shall 
be chosen. Under section 521, Members of 
Congress would be permitted to choose one 
of three methods of selection: one principal 
candidate and nine unranked persons, one 
principal and nine ranked persons, or ten 
unranked persons. Those qualified nominees 
who are not selected would be considered 
qualified alternates. 

Sec. 522. Graduation Leave for Service 
Academy Graduates 

Section 522 amends section 702 of title 10 to 
conform with changes recently enacted in 
section 532 of title 10. Those changes estab
lish that all offices shall be initially com
missioned in the Reserves beginning Septem
ber 30, 1996. Since regular commissions would 
not be offered, it is appropriate to amend 
section 702 to eliminate references to com
missioning in the regular components as a 
precondition to granting leave to graduates 
of the Service academies. Through this 
amendment, graduates would remain eligible 
for leave following graduation, as prescribed 
by section 702. 

Subtitle D-Education and Training 
Sec. 531. Change to ROTC Advanced Course 

Admission Requirements 
Section 531 authorizes the Secretaries of 

the Military Departments to prescribe the 
length of the field training or practice cruise 
required to join the Reserve Officers' Train
ing Corps Advanced Course. Under current 
law, the Secretary concerned has authority 
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to determine the length of training, but it 
must be at least six weeks in duration (10 
U.S .C. 2104 (b)(6)(A)(ii)) . The amendment 
would provide more flexibility in training 
ROTC cadets. 

Subtitle E- Other Matters 
Sec. 541. Authority for Non-citizen Spouse 

and Children of Non-citizen Service Mem
bers to Reside with the Member in the 
United States 
Section 541 amends the Immigration and 

Nationality Act, 8 U.S.C. 110l(a)(l5), by cre
ating procedures by which families of perma
nent resident and alien service members may 
live together when a member is stationed in 
the United States. 
Sec. 542. Reduction in the Maximum Number 

of Years for a Military Member to be Main
tained on the Temporary Disability Re
tired List 
Section 542 reduces from five to three, the 

maximum number of years a military mem
ber may remain on the temporary disability 
retired list before a final determination is 
made. The DOD disability evaluation system 
maintains a fit and vital force by separating 
or retiring eligible military members deter
mined to be unfit to perform their duties be
cause of disease or injury incurred while en
titled to basic pay. When a disabling condi
tion is unstable and the permanence of the 
degree of disability cannot be determined, 
the member is placed on the temporary dis
ability retired list (TDRL). This proposal, 
recommended by the Department's Inspector 
General following a recent audit, would re
duce the number of individuals retained on 
TDRL by more than 3,000, resulting in a 
smaller, more easily managed list. The pro
posed revision would have no negative effect 
on the benefit provided to the disabled mem
ber. Very few disability ratings are changed 
after the three year reevaluation. Accord
ingly, the three year period is considered a 
sufficient time to determine the permanence 
of a disabling condition. 

Sec. 543. Clarification of Punitive UCMJ 
Article Regarding Drunken Driving 

Section 543 amends section 911(2) of title 
10, United States Code, (article 111 of the 
Uniform Code of Military Justice) to clarify 
that the concentration of 0.10 grams of alco
hol in one's blood or breath is the minimum 
prohibited concentration, not the only pro
hibited concentration, for which one operat
ing or in physical control of a vehicle, air
craft, or vessel may be prosecuted. 
Sec. 544. Repeal of the Statutory Restriction 

on the Assignment of Women in the Navy 
and Marine Corps 
Section 544 repeals section 6015 of title 10, 

United States Code, which prohibits the per
manent assignment of women members of 
the Navy and the Marine Corps to vessels en
gaged in combat missions except for aviation 
officers assigned as part of an air wing or 
other air element. The removal of the statu
tory restriction is necessary to implement 
the policy of the Secretary of Defense on the 
assignment of women in the armed forces. 

TITLE Vl-COMPENSA TION AND OTHER 
PERSONNEL BENEFITS 

Subtitle A-Pay and Allowances 
Sec. 601. Variable Housing Allowance for Cer

tain Members who are Required to Pay 
Child Support and who are Assigned to Sea 
Duty 
Section 601 permits members above 

paygrade E-6 who are assigned to sea duty 
and are entitled to a Basic Allowance for 
Quarters at the with dependent rate solely 

by reason of child support payments, to be 
entitled to a variable housing allowance at 
the without dependents rate . Implementa
tion of Section 601 would cost the Navy $22 .2 
million per year to execute. 
Sec. 602. Pay for Members of the Uniformed 

Services During Times of War, Hostilities, 
or National Emergency 
The purpose of section 602 is to permit a 

reduction in the amount of United States 
currency in circulation overseas during time 
of war, hostilities, or national emergency. It 
allows the Secretary concerned to limit the 
amount of money paid directly to members 
of the Armed Forces engaged in combat oper
ations overseas. 

Currently, members of the uniformed serv
ices are paid directly every month unless 
they have an allotment or assignment of 
their pay and allowances under the provi
sions of chapter 15 of title 37, United States 
Code. Section 1005 of title 37 requires that 
members of the Army and the Air Force be 
paid at such time that arrears will not be 
more than two months, unless circumstances 
make further delay unavoidable . While in 
peacetime this procedure works well, during 
hostilities or national emergency many dif
ficulties occur. In combat, a soldier has lit
tle need for large sums of cash, and he would 
have the practical problem of how to safe
guard his money. Large sums of money in 
circulation in a combat area could cause dis
ciplinary problems such as gambling, theft, 
and black market activities. If the combat 
area is in a less developed country, a large 
influx of U.S. dollars could lead to economic 
chaos. 

Finally, there is the problem of transport
ing cash to pay service members in combat 
areas. A payroll for an army overseas can 
weigh over 100,000 pounds, and the delivery of 
such a payroll involves aircraft, other vehi
cles, personnel, and supplies which could be 
used to transport material vital to military 
operations. 

This section would have the dual benefit of 
protecting a service member's pay while he 
is in the combat area and relieving the 
Armed Forces of a costly and difficult re
sponsibility so that they can concentrate on 
the successful completion of military oper
ations overseas. 

Sec. 603. Separation Pay Upon Involuntary 
Discharge or Release from Active Duty 

Section 603 amends section 1174 of title 10 
by making a technical change to permit 
equal application of benefits to all service 
members. In subsection ll 74(a)(l) the eligi
bility point for separation pay for regular of
ficers would be changed from five to six 
years. 
Sec. 604. Permanent Authority for Certain 

Bonuses and Special Pay for Nurse Officer 
Candidates, Registered Nurses and Nurse 
Anesthetists 
Section 604 provides the Department with 

permanent authority to pay a nurse acces
sion bonus, to pay Incentive Special Pay to 
Military Certified Registered Nurse Anes
thetists (CRNAs), and to pay a nurse officer 
candidate accession bonus. Since the origi
nal legislation became effective in FY 1990, 
each of these valuable programs has been 
successful in increasing the number of pro
fessional nurses on active duty in the mili
tary services. Recruitment and retention of 
CRNAs continue to be areas of major con
cern for the military departments as civilian 
earning potential far exceeds military com
pensation for CRNAs. The military depart
ments continue to have difficulty recruiting 
nurses due to the shortage of nurses nation-

wide as well as increased pay disparity be
tween the private sector and the military. 
The accession bonus program and the nurse 
officer candidate accession bonus program 
have proven beneficial in attracting nurses 
in to the military. 

The costs associated with section 305, dur
ing FY 94-FY 98 are for the nurse accession 
bonus, $8.0 million annually; for incentive 
special pay for CRNAs, $4.0 million annually; 
and for the nurse candidate accession bonus, 
$1.0 million annually in FY 94 and FY 95, and 
$4.0 million annually in FY 96--98. 

Sec. 605. Modification of Certain Selected 
Reserve Bonuses 

Section 605 modifies the criteria for receipt 
of certain bonuses and provides the Sec
retary concerned with the authority to ex
tend the period over which certain bonuses 
may be paid, rather than in lump sum pay
ments. 

Sec. 606. Expiring Authorities 
Section 606(a) amends section 30lb(a) of 

title 37, United States Code, to extend the 
authority to pay a retention bonus to avia
tion career officers extending their period of 
active duty for at least one year. This au
thority currently expires on September 30, 
1993. 

Section 606(b) amends section 308d(c) of 
title 37, United States Code, to extend the 
authority which permits the payment of ad
ditional compensation to enlisted members 
of the Selected Reserve assigned to high pri
ority units, so designated by the Secretary 
concerned because that unit has experienced, 
or reasonably might be expected to experi
ence, critical personnel shortages. This au
thority currently expires on September 30, 
1993. 

Section 606(c) amends sections 3360(b), 
3360(c), 3853, and 8583 of title 10, United 
States Code, to extend the authority not to 
use the constructive service credited an offi
cer upon original appointment as a Reserve 
officer in determining the officer's years of 
service for the purpose of establishing the of
ficer's mandatory separation date. This au
thority currently expires on September 30, 
1993. 

Section 606(d) amends sections 3359(b) and 
8359(b) of title 10, United States Code, to ex
tend the authority which permits the origi
nal appointment of physicians with at least 
four years constructive service credit as 
medical officers for service as Reserve offi
cers of the Army and Air Force in the grade 
of captain. This authority currently expires 
on September 30, 1993. 

Section 606(e) amends section 3380(d) and 
8380(d) of title 10, United States Code, to ex
tend the authority which permits the pro
motion of an Army or Air Force Reserve offi
cer, not on their active duty list, to a higher 
Reserve grade while on active duty. This au
thority currently expires on September 30, 
1993. 

Section 606(f) repeals section 572l(f) of title 
10, United States Code, to make permanent 
the authority to promote temporarily Navy 
lieutenants who have skills in which the 
Navy has a critical shortage of personnel, as 
determined by the Secretary of the Navy, 
and who are serving in positions which are 
designated by the Secretary of the Navy to 
be held by lieutenant commanders and which 
require that officers serving in such posi
tions have the skill possessed by a lieutenant 
commander. 

Section 606(g) amends section 2172( d) of 
title 10, United States Code, to extend the 
authority which permits the repayment by 
the Secretary concerned of educational loans 
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of health professionals who serve in the Se
lected Reserve and who possess professional 
qualifications in a health profession that the 
Secretary of Defense has determined to be 
needed critically in order to meet identified 
wartime combat medical skill shortages. 
This authority currently expires on October 
1, 1993. Termination of Reserve health profes
sional incentive programs would limit the 
ability of the Reserve components to fill 
shortages in the designated health profes
sions. 

Section 606(h) amends section 308(g) of title 
37, United States Code, to extend the author
ity to pay reenlistment bonus to active duty 
service members who reenlist or who extend 
their enlistment in a regular component of 
the service concerned for at least three 
years. This authority currently expires on 
September 30, 1993. 

Section 606(i) amends section 308a(c) of 
title 37, United States Code, to extend the 
authority to pay enlistment bonus to a per
son who enlists in an armed force for at least 
four years in a skill designated as critical, or 
who extends his initial period of active duty 
in that armed force to a total of at least four 
years in a skill designated as critical. This 
authority currently expires on September 30, 
1993. 

Section 606(j) amends sections 308b(f), 
308c(e), 308e(e), 308h(g) and 308i(i) of title 37, 
United States Code, to extend the authority 
to pay bonuses for (1) enlistment, reenlist
ment or affiliation with the Selected Re
serve, (2) enlistment, reenlistment or exten
sion of an enlistment in the Ready Reserve 
other than the Selected Reserve, and (3) en
listment in the Selected Reserve of individ
uals with prior service. These authorities 
currently expire on September 30, 1993. Ter
mination of these Reserve bonus programs 
would adversely impact the readiness of Re
serve component units by limiting the abil
ity to recruit individuals possessing critical 
skills or qualified to train for critical skills 
and to ensure necessary manning levels in 
specific critical units. 

Section 606(k) amends section 613(d) of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis
cal Year 1989 (37 U.S.C. 302 note) to extend 
the authority which permits payment of spe
cial pay to a health care professional who is 
qualiffed in a specialty designated by regula
tion as a critically short wartime specialty 
and who agrees to serve in the Selected Re
serve for at least one year. This authority 
currently expires on September 30, 1993. Ex
tension of this authority will aliow the De
partment of Defense to conclude a test pro
gram of a reserve medical bonus. 

Section 606(1) amends sections 106(b) & (c) 
of Public Law 86-797 (16 U.S.C. 670f(b) and (c)) 
to extend the authority to appropriate funds 
to carry out conservation activities on mili
tary installations. This authority expires on 
September 30, 1993. 

Section 606(m) amends section 1370(a) (2) of 
title 10, United States Code, to extend the 
authority to permit commissioned officers in 
a grade above major or lieutenant com
mander and below lieutenant general or vice 
admiral to retire in the highest grade in 
which they served on active duty · satisfac
torily for not less than two years, rather 
than three years. This authority currently 
expires September 30, 1995. Extension of this 
authority will assist the uniformed services 
in their downsizing efforts. 

Section 606(n) amends section 6323(a) (2) of 
title 10, United States Code, to extend the 
authority to permit commissioner officers of 
the Navy or the Marine Corps to retire after 
completing more than 20 years of active 

service, of which at least eight years, rather 
than ten years, was service as a commis
sioned officer. This authority currently ex
pires September 30, 1995. Extension of this 
authority will assist the Navy and the Ma
rine Corps in their downsizing efforts. 

Section 606(0) amends section 619(e)(l) of 
title 10, United States Code, to extend the 
authority to appoint a qualified nuclear pro
pulsion officer to the grade of rear admiral 
(lower half) without his having completed a 
full tour of duty in a joint duty assignment. 
This authority currently expires on January 
1, 1994. Although an increasing number of nu
clear propulsion officers are obtaining joint 
credit, the waiver of the joint duty required 
continues to be needed. 

Section 606(p) amends section 638a of title 
10, United States Code, to extend the author
ity to permit the Secretary concerned, when 
authorized by the Secretary of Defense, to 
take any of the actions set forth in sub
section (b) of that section with respect to of
ficers under his jurisdiction. These actions 
relate to the modification of rules for con
tinuation on active duty and to the enhance
ment of authority for selective early retire
ment and early discharges. This authority 
currently expires September 30, 1995. 'Exten
sion of this authority will assist the uni
formed services in their downsizing efforts. 

Section 606(q) amends sections 633, 634 and 
6383(i) of title 10, United States Code, to ex
tend the authority to exempt limited duty 
officers to whom section 6383 applies from 
mandatory retirement after completion of a 
specified number of years if not rec
ommended for promotion. This authority 
currently expires October 1, 1995. This ex
emption corrects serious inequities within 
the limited duty officer community and pro
vides long-term promotion opportunity con
sistent with DOPMA guidelines and reason
able upward mobility for the limited duty of
ficer community. 

Section 606(r) amends section 316(a) of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis
cal Years 1992 and 1993 (Public Law 102-190; 
105 Stat. 1338; 10 U.S.C. 2208 note) to extend 
the authority of the Secretary of Defense to 
manage the performance of the working-cap
ital funds and industrial, commercial, and 
support type activities described in section 
316(b) through the use of a single Defense 
Business Operations Fund. This authority 
currently expires on April 15, 1994. It was ex
tended from its original expiration date of 
April 15, 1993 to its current expiration date of 
April 15, 1994 by section 34l(a) of the Na
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1993 (Public Law 102-484; 106 Stat. 2374). 
Subtitle B-Retired Pay and Survivor Benefits 

Sec. 611. Disability Coverage for Officer 
Candidates Granted Excess Leave 

Section 612 amends section 1201 of title 10 
by including certain members not entitled to 
basic pay among those who receive physical 
disability coverage. Section 612 entitles 
Service Members on active duty for 30 days 
or more to disability benefits under those 
sections of law only if disabled while entitled 
to basic pay. Except as provided in section 
502(a) of title 37, an individual who is granted 
excess leave by the Secretary of the military 
department concerned under section 502(b) of 
that title is not entitled to basic pay as long 
as the member is in that status. If such an 
individual were to incur any disability while 
on excess leave, he or she would not be enti
tled to any of the benefits provided under the 
provisions of sections 1201, 1202, and 1203 of 
title 10. Currently, members of the Marine 
Corps in the law school excess leave program 
are the only ones affected by this provision. 

Sec. 612. Termination of Servicemen's Group 
Life Insurance When Premiums Are Not Paid 

Section 612 amends section 1969 (a)(2) of 
title 38, United States Code, by allowing the 
termination of SGLI policies for members 
who fail to make timely payment of pre
miums when they are not in a paid status. 
Currently, there is no means by which to 
stop coverage on such members who pay no 
premiums. 

Subtitle C-Other Matters 

Sec. 621. Authorization of Payment or Col
lection Due to Fluctuations of Foreign 
Currency Incurred by Certain Military 
Members 
Section 621 amends section 405(d) of title 37 

by authorizing the Service Secretaries hav
ing jurisdiction over the uniformed services 
to pay or collect funds due to fluctuation of 
U.S. and foreign currencies incurred by serv
ice members while occupying private hous
ing outside the United States. This amend
ment would apply primarily to refundable 
housing deposits and rental advances. The 
amendment made by this section would take 
effect on October 1, 1993. 

Sec. 622. Revisions to Security Deposit· 
Waiver Program 

Section 622 amends section 1055(c): United 
States Code, by deleting section 1055(c)(2). 
Section 1055(c)(2) currently provides that the 
Secretary provide a member of the Armed 
Forces with notice and opportunity for hear
ing and record inspection before the military 
issues a special order authorizing the with
holding of pay when such member breaches a 
lease or damages a rental unit. 
Sec. 623. Extension of Desert Shield Post

ponement of Certain Tax-Related Acts to 
Other Contingency Operations 
Section 623 amends section 7508 of title 86, 

United States Code, by extending Desert 
Shield postponement of tax obligations and 
other certain acts to personnel overseas sup
porting a contingency operation. Contin
gency Operations are designated by the Sec
retary as an operation in which members of 
the Armed Forces are or may become in
volved in military actions, operations, or 
hostilities against an enemy of the United 
States or against an opposing military force; 
or a military operation that results in the 
call-up of Reserves (including retirees) or in 
the involuntary retention of members on ac
tive duty in connection with a war or na
tional emergency. 
Sec. 624. Inclusion of Victims of Terrorism in 

Certain Title 37 Benefits 
Section 624 provides title 37 benefits to vic

tims of terrorism and members of the uni
formed services held as captives. (37 U.S.C. 
559). 
Sec. 625. Permanent Authority for Former 

Prisoners of War to Claim Payments be
cause of Violation of the Geneva Conven
tions 
Section 625 amends Section 6 of the War 

Claims Act of 1948 (50 App. U.S.C. 2005) as 
amended by Public Law 91-289, June 24, 1970 
(84 Stat. 323), by making permanent the au
thority for former prisoners of war (POW's) 
to claim payment because of violations of 
the Geneva Conventions of August 12, 1949, 
by their captors, and severs the connection 
between payments to victims of terrorism 
and POW's. In addition, section 625 provides 
that the enforcement of the provision shall 
be limited to the amount of claims of the 
United States, and attorney fees shall be 
limited to no more than 20% of any award. 
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TITLE VII-HEALTH CARE PROVISIONS 

Subtitle A-Health Care Management 
Sec. 701. Extension and Revision of 

Specialized Treatment Services Program 
Section 701 extends and revises authority 

provided by sections 711 and 715 of the_ Na
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Years 1992 and 1993, Public Law 102-190, con
cerning the Specialized Treatment Facility 
(STF) program. The Act authorized a t':"'o
year test of the STF program by enlargmg 
the normal 40-mile catchment area to refer 
patients to military STFs. It also authorized 
referrals to designated civilian network pro
viders when military care is unavailable. 
Section 701 extends the two-year STF pro
gram authority through fiscal year 1995 in 
order to give it sufficient time to operate. 
Section 701 also permits the designation of 
civilian STFs, with service areas of co~
parable size as military STFs, even if not m 
a catchment area of a military treatment fa
cility. Finally, section 701 authorizes pay
ment of transportation and related expenses 
for the patient and an attendant to travel to 
an STF when cost-effective. 

The implementation of section 701 wo_uld 
cause no increase to the budgetary require
ments of the Department. 
Sec. 702. Revision and Codification of 

CHAMPUS Physician Payment Reform 
Program 
Section 702 codifies section 9011 of the De

partment of Defense Appropriations Act, 
1993, Public Law 102-396, which authoriz~s 
significant reform of the CHAMPUS physi
cian payment methods, including redu~ed 
payment for overpriced procedures. Section 
702 further reforms physician payments 
through a transition to payment limits simi
lar to the Medicare fee schedule, which is es
tablished using a Resource-Based Relative 
Value Scale, or RB-RVS. Exceptions to ~he 
fee schedule limits would be made to marn
tain higher payments when needed to assure 
adequate access to care for CHAMPUS bene
ficiaries. To ensure a smooth transition to 
the new payment limits, reductions in pay
ments for specific procedures would be re
stricted to no more than 15 percent per year. 
Further, in order to protect beneficiaries, 
limitations on balance billing for CHAMPUS 
would be established similar to those in ef
fect for Medicare, which limits balance bill
ing to 15 percent above the allowable 
amount. 

The implementation of section 702 is ex
pected to produce savings to the Department 
of $75 million annually. 

Sec. 703. Codification of CHAMPUS Peer 
Review Organization Program Procedures 
Section 703 codifies section 9056 of the De

partment of Defense Appropriations Act for 
Fiscal Year 1993, a provision which has been 
enacted in consecutive appropriations laws 
since the FY 1990 Act. This section reinforces 
the effectiveness of the CHAMPUS Peer Re
view Program, which is designed to assure 
quality and appropriate utilization. under 
CHAMPUS. Section 703 would authorize the 
Department to adapt, by regulation, the 
quality and utilization review require~ents 
and procedures in effect for the Medicare 
program. This provides a basis for procedures 
essential to the effective operation of the 
Peer Review Program, including no addi
tional liability for patients in cases of peer 
review payment disallowance, confidential
ity of records, civil immunity of p~er revie_w
ers, and sanctions for noncomplyrng provid
ers that are in effect for Medicare. 

The implementation of this section would 
cause no increase to the budgetary require
ments of the Department. 

Sec. 704 . Award of Constructive Service Cred
it for Advanced Health Professional De-
grees 

Section 704 amends sections 533, 3353, 5600, 
and 8353, of title 10, United States Code, to 
authorize the award of year for year con
structive service credit for advanced profes
sional education. Currently , these selections 
require consideration of years of bacca
laureate-level training completed by a per
son being appointed as an officer, rather 
than simply the advanced degree education. 
When individuals are able to gain entry into 
medical or dental school without having to 
complete a year or more of preprof~ss_ional 
training above that required by a maJority of 
professional schools, they are granted less 
than year for year constructive service cred
it for their professional degree. This formula 
is extremely complex and difficult to admin
ister. 

The Department's original regulation im
plementing the statutory rules for constr?-c
tive service credit simplified the port10n 
dealing with constructive service credit for 
the basic medical and dental degrees , per
mitting year for year credit for these ad
vanced degrees without regard to length of 
baccalaureate training. It was then uncom
mon for individuals to be selected for entry 
into medical or dental school without having 
completed four years of preprofessio~al 
training. In recent years, however, a growrng 
number of individuals are successfully com
peting for entry into dental schools without 
having to complete four years of 
preprofessional training. These individuals, 
upon appointment, are not eligible for as 
many years of constructive service credit as 
fellow professional school graduates who 
completed an extra year or mor_e of 
preprofessional training. The problem is ex
acerbated by the fact that this one less year 
of constructive service credit results in the 
requirement to bring the individual on ac
tive duty at one lower grade. Section 704 
would enhance the Department of Defense 
competitiveness in recruiting high quality 
heal th care providers. 

This implementation of section 704 would 
not increase the budget requirements of the 
Department. 

Sec. 705. Codification of Revised Governance 
Structure of the Uniformed Services Uni
versity of the Heal th Sciences 

Section 705 makes a series of changes to 
section 2113 of title 10, United States Code, 
by codifying the governing structure estab
lished by section 8091 of the Department of 
Defense Appropriations Act, 1991, Public Law 
No. 101-511 for the Uniformed Services Uni
versity of the Health Sciences. That law re
vised the role of the Board of Reports to be 
an advisory committee and placed oper
ational responsibility under the direct au
thority of the Secretary of Defense. Section 
705 makes similar changes to section 2113 of 
title 10 and adopts several other minor revi
sions. Among these is authority for members 
of the Board of Regents to be outstanding in 
fields other than health and health edu
cation, an updating of the per diem com
pensation for members of the Boar? from 
$100 to $300, and clarification regardmg the 
authority of USUHS to enter into coopera
tive agreements with the Henry M. Jackson 
Foundation for the Advancement of Military 
Medicine. 

The implementation of section 705 would 
not increase the budget requirements of the 
Department. 

Sec. 706. Clarification of Authority for Grad
uate Student Program of the Uniformed 
Services University of the Health Sciences 
Section 706 clarifies the authority of 

USUHS regarding the operation of graduate 
programs in health sciences. Consistent with 
the common practice in medical schools 
throughout the United States, graduate stu
dents in exchange for a waiver of tuition 
and ~ modest stipend, perform many vital 
services as teaching assistants and research 
assistants, while pursuing their masters de
gree or Ph.D . degree studies . Thus, the " pay 
back" for the tuition-free education is served 
concurrently with t e education. Consistent 
with this practice, this section clarifies that 
the commissioned status and service obliga
tion requirements of the law apply only to 
medical students (those in the M.D. degree 
program) of USUHS, not to graduate stu
dents. Requirements for graduate students 
will be established by the Secretary of De
fense . 

The implementation of section 706 would 
not increase the budget requirements of the 
Department. 
Sec. 707 . Modification of Date for Delivery of 

Health Care Services Under CHAMPUS Re
form Initiative Contract 
Section 707 amends section 713(b) of the 

National Defense Authorization Act for Fis
cal Year 1993, which set a date of August _1, 
1993, for the delivery of services to begm 
under the CHAMPUS Reform Initiative con
tract in California and Hawaii. This con
tract, which will be a successor to the origi
nal CHAMPUS Reform Initiative demonstra
tion project, begun in 1998, is now in the ac
quisition process. There is a legal _and pro
gram requirement for at least a six-month 
start-up period between contract award ~nd 
the initiation of service delivery, meanmg 
that a contract would have to be awarded by 
February 1, 1993, to meet the August 1 sta~t 
date. Because of the complexity of the acqui
sition process, it is now apparent that ad~i
tional time will be needed to complete it. 
Therefore, this section revises the statutory 
date to be August 1, 1993, " or as soon there
after as is practicable." The Department re
mains committed to completing the acquisi
tion at the earliest feasible date, consistent 
with compliance with all applicable procure
ment regulations. 

This section would have no budget impact. 
Sec. 708. Authority for the Armed Forces In

stitute of Pathology to Obtain Additional 
Distinguished Pathologists and Scientists 
Section 708 amends section 176(c) of title 

10 United States Code, by authorizing the 
Dlrector of the Armed Forces Institute of 
Pathology (AFIP) to enter into agreements 
with the American Registry of Pathology for 
the services of distinguished pathologists or 
scientists to help enhance the activities of 
AFIP in education, consultation, and medi
cal research. The Armed Forces Institute of 
Pathology, located at Walter Reed Army 
Medical Center, is composed of 24 depart
ments and staffed by over 700 United States 
Army, Navy, Air Force and Public Health 
Service personnel and serves the Federal and 
civilian sectors under section 177 of title 10, 
the Director of AFIP is authorized, with the 
approval of the Board of Governors, to enter 
into agreement for the services of distin
guished pathologists or scientists of dem
onstrated ability and experience for the pur
pose of enhancing the activities of the Insti
tute in education, consultation and research. 
Prolific expansion in the medical sciences, 
increased mission responsibilities, and the 
rapid growth In technology has surpassed 
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the practicality of limiting the number of 
distinguished pathologists and scientists po
sitions to six. 

The implementation of this section would 
result in no increased budgetary require
ments for the Department. 

Subtitle B-Medicare Related Provisions 
Sec. 711. Exclusion of Experienced Military 

Physicians from Medicare Definition of 
New Physician 
Section 711 amends title 18 of the Social 

Security Act by exempting physicians and 
health care practitioners who have served 
more than four years in any branch of the 
uniformed services from treatment as a " new 
physician or practitioner" under Medicare 
payment, upon leaving the service . Under 
the Medicare fee schedule, physicians and 
other practitioners who are considered 
" new" are paid at reduced payment levels. 
Because the identification of " new" practi
tioners considers only the number of years a 
practitioner has billed Medicare, well-experi
enced and highly qualified uniformed serv
ices providers, upon leaving the service are 
treated as if they were in their first years of 
medical practice. This provision amends the 
law to recognize the professional experience 
of uniformed services physicians and other 
practitioners. ' 
Sec. 712. Repeal of the Statutory Restriction 

on Use of Funds for Abortions 
Section 712 repeals section 1093 of title 10, 

United· States Code, which prohibits using 
funds available to the Department of Defense 
to perform abortions except where the life of 
the mother would be endangered if the fetus 
were carried to term. The provision being re
pealed is referred to sometimes as the " Hyde 
Amendment." 

TITLE VIII-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT 

Subtitle A-Office of the Secretary of Defense 
Sec. 801. Authorization for Certain Organiza

tional Changes in the Office of the Sec
retary of Defense 
Section 80l(a) creates the position of the 

Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel 
and Readiness, raises the position of Comp
troller in the Department of Defense to Ex
ecutive Schedule III with the precedence of 
an Under Secretary (such precedence coming 
after the Under Secretary of Defense for Pol
icy), changes the title of the Under Sec
retary of Defense for Acquisition to Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technology and changes the number of As
sistant Secretaries of Defense from eleven to 
nine. Sections 80l(b) and (c) make conform
ing amendments. 

Subtitle B-Professional Military Education 
Sec. 811. Authorization for the Award of the 

Master of Science of National Security 
Strategy Degree and the Master of Science 
of National Resource Strategy Degree 
Section 811 amends chapter 108 of title 10, 

United States Code, by adding the new sec
tion 2163, " National Defense University: 
Master of Science of National Security 
Strategy and Master of Science of National 
Resource Strategy. This would authorize the 
President of the National Defense University 
to confer a master of national security strat
egy and master of national resource strategy 
degree upon graduates of the National War 
College and Industrial College of Armed 
Forces, respectively. 

Subtitle C- Other Matters 
Sec. 821. Authority for Civilian Army 

Employees to Act on Reports of Survey 
Section 821 amends section 4835 of title 10 

to include civilian employees in the category 

of persons whom the Secretary of the Army 
may designate to act on and to approve re
ports of survey and vouchers pertaining to 
the loss, spoilage, unserviceability, 
unsuitability, or destruction of or damage to 
property of the United States under the con
trol of the Army. Currently, only Army offi
cers may approve reports of survey. 
Sec. 822. Escorts and Flags for Civilian Em

ployees who Die while Serving in a Conflict 
with the Armed Forces 
Section 822 authorizes the Secretary of De

fense, the Secretaries of the military depart
ments, and the Secretary of Transportation 
to pay for the transportation expenses and 
travel allowances for an escort to accompany 
the remains of a civilian employee who dies 
while serving with the Armed Forces in a 
wartime conflict or contingency operation. 
Also, the amendment authorizes the present
ment of an interment flag to the next of kin 
of the deceased employee. 

Section 1481 and 1482 of title 10, United 
States Code, provide for the recovery, care , 
and disposition of the remains of members of 
the Armed Forces, including the authority 
to pay travel and transportation expenses for 
a person to escort the remains of a member 
to the place of burial. Section 5742 of title 5, 
United States Code, provides for the trans
portati?.n of the remains of a civilian em
ployee of .the Government who dies abroad; 
however, there is no authority to pay for the 
expenses of an escort for the remains. 

Section 1482 of title 10, United States Code , 
also authorizes the presentation of a flag of 
the United States to the next of kin of a de
ceased member of the Armed Forces. There 
is no similar authority for a civilian em
ployee who dies while serving with the 
Armed Forces. This section authorizes the 
presentment of a flag to the next of kin of a 
civilian employee who dies while serving 
with the Armed Forces in a wartime conflict 
or contingency operation, as that term is de
fined in section 101(a)(l3) of title 10, United 
States Code. 

Because of the nature of modern warfare, 
civilian employees of the Government play a 
vital role in supporting the Armed Forces, 
including support provided with deployed 
forces. These civilian employees often face 
severe risks, similar to those faced by mem
bers of the Armed Forces they support. 
Should they make the ultimate sacrifice for 
their country, their remains should be re
turned in the same manner as members of 
the Armed Forces. 
Sec. 823. Providing Flexibility in the Office 

of the Inspectors General of the United 
States Army and Air Force 
This section amends the last sentences of 

sections 3020(e) and 8020(e) of title 10, United 
States Code, to permit the Secretaries of the 
Army and the Air Force to appoint perma
nent or temporary career civilian employees 
as deputies and assistants to the Inspectors 
General of the Army and the Air Force. The 
current statute only allows for the appoint
ment of military officers to these positions. 
The statute providing for the Navy Inspector 
General (10 U.S.C. 5020) does not contain a 
similar restriction . 

The Offices of the Secretary of the Army 
and the Secretary of the Air Force have sole 
responsibility for the Inspector General func
tions. The Inspectors General inquire into or 
report on discipline, efficiency, and economy 
of their respective branches. In addition, the 
Inspectors General perform other duties pre
scribed. The Inspectors General do not exer
cise command authority under the Uniform 
Code of Military Justice. Consequently, the 

duties assigned to assistants of deputies to 
the Inspectors General may be performed by 
either a military officer or a career civilian 
employee. 

This section gives the Secretaries of the 
Army and the Air Force the same authority 
given the Secretary of the Navy to appoint 
military and civilian officials to senior man
agement positions in the Offices of the In
spector General. Moreover, it provides career 
opportunities to civilians appointed in the 
competitive service and in the Senior Execu-

. tive Service. 
TITLE IX-GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Sec. 901. Awarding of Gold Star Lapel But
tons to Survivors of United States 
Servicemembers Killed by Terrorist Acts 
The purpose of section 901 is to authorize 

eligibility for and distribution of Gold Star 
Lapel Buttons to survivors of United States 
servicemembers killed by terrorist acts/at
tacks. Section 1126 of title 10, United States 
Code, does not provide authority for recogni
tion of deaths of servicemembers caused by 
terrorist acts as hostile acts for which a gold 
star lapel button should be awarded. With 
terrorist acts against United States 
servicemembers always present, this section 
corrects an oversight in the original legisla
tion. 

Sec. 902. Aviation Leadership Program 
Section 902 amends title 10, United States 

Code , by adding Chapter 905, entitled " Avia
tion Leadership Program. " Chapter 905 
would authorize the Secretary of the Air 
Force to establish an Aviation Leadership 
Program. This program would provide under
graduate pilot training and related training 
to personnel of the air forces of friendly for
eign, less-developed nations. Section 902 
would authorize the Secretary to provide 
transportation, supplies, equipment, and spe
cial clothing for the use of such personnel, 
and may pay them a living allowance. Sec
tion 902 would become effective on October 1, 
1993. 

TITLE X- MATTERS RELATING TO ALLIES AND 
OTHER NATIONS 

Sec. 1001. Exchange of Personnel Between 
United States Armed Forces and Foreign 
Defense Departments or Ministries · 
Section 1001 provides for the exchange of 

military and civilian personnel between the 
United States Armed Forces and the defense 
departments or ministries of allied and 
friendly nations. Specifically, section 1001 
provides the United States Armed Forces 
with the needed policy guidance for the im
plementation of a more detailed DoD Direc
tive on the program. Section 1001 provides a 
specific statutory framework for the estab
lishment and conduct of these programs, and 
would clarify the framework so the Sec
retary of Defense may enter into these 
agreements. Section 1001 clarifies the statu
tory framework for the establishment and 
conduct of exchange programs with allied 
and friendly governments. 
Sec. 1002. Transfer of Certain Defense Arti

cles in the War Reserve Allies Stockpile to 
the Republic of Korea 
Section 1002 authorizes the Secretary of 

Defense to transfer certain stockpiled weap
ons, tanks, and equipment located in the Re
public of Korea to the government of the Re
public of Korea in exchange for concessions 
at least equal to the fair market value of 
those weapons, tanks, and equipment. Sec
tion 514 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
(22 U.S.C. 2321h), prohibits the transfer of 
war reserves stockpiled in a foreign country 
for future use by that country unless specifi
cally authorized by legislation. 
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Sec. 1003. Report Requirement Repealed 

Section 1003 repeals section 1002(d)(2)(A) of 
the Department of Defense Authorization 
Act, 1985. Section 1002(d)(2)(A) necessitated 
that the Department of Defense make a de
tailed written report to Congress by April 1 
of each year of the status and cost of the 
United States forces for NATO as reflected in 
the Defense Planning Questionnaire Re
sponse, and in the defense budget request. 

Sec. 1004. Burdensharing Contributions by 
Japan. Kuwait, and the Republic of Korea 
Section 1004 clarifies and makes perma-

nent the authority of the Secretary of De
fense to apply cash contributions from for
eign governments not only to activities 
funded solely with DOD appropriations, but 
to those defense-related activities in the 
host countries which are funded, in whole or 
in part, by other than DOD appropriations. It 
is noted that temporary authority has been 
authorized in the past few years for annual 
periods through the various departmental 
appropriations bills. The permanent author
ity of the current legislation would not pre
empt the Congress from reinserting a nul
lifying provision in subsequent foreign as
sistance appropriations or other bills such as 
section 566 of Public Law 102-391. 

Under current law, cash contributions may 
only be credited to DOD appropriations. This 
limitation fails to take into account those 
activities whose operating expenses are par
tially funded by other means, such as secu
rity assistance offices in Korea or Japan 
which are funded with foreign military sales 
trust funds. The proposed change is needed 
to clearly permit application of cash con
tributions to offset the expenses of operating 
these defense-related activities in these 
countries.• 

By Mr. NUNN (for himself and 
Mr. THURMOND) (by request): 

S. 1254. A bill to authorize certain 
construction at military installations 
for fiscal year 1994, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZATION ACT 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 

• Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, by request, 
for myself and the senior Sena tor from 
South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND], I in
troduce, for appropriate reference, a 
bill to authorize certain construction 
at military installations for fiscal year 
1994, and for other purposes. 

I ask unanimous consent that a let
ter of transmittal requesting consider
ation of the legislation and explaining 
its purpose be printed in the RECORD 
immediately following the listing of 
the bill. 

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

s. 1254 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That this title may be 
cited as the " Military Construction Author
ization Act for Fiscal Year 1994" . 

PART A-FISCAL YEAR 1994 
Title XXI-ARMY 

SEC. 2101. AUTHORIZED ARMY CONSTRUCTION 
AND LAND ACQUISITION PROJECTS. 

(a) INSIDE THE UNITED STATES.-Using 
amounts appropriated pursuant to the au-

thorization of appropriations in section 
2104(a)(l), the Secretary of the Army may ac
quire real property and carry out military 
construction projects for the installations 
and locations inside the United States, and 
in the amounts, set forth in the following 
table: 

ARMY: INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

State Installation or Location Amount 

Alabama . Fort Rucker $26,950,000 
Arizona ............. Fort Huachuca .. 8,850,000 
Cal ifornia .. Fort Irwin ........ 5,900,000 
Colorado Fort Carson . 4,050,000 
Georgia . Fort Benning ..... 37,650,000 
Georgia Fort Stewart .. 18,800,000 
Hawaii ........ Schofield Barracks 18,600,000 
Kentucky . Fort Campbell . 40,300,000 

Fort Knox ............................ .. . 41.350,000 
Maryland . Aberdeen Proving Ground . 20,250,000 
Missouri ..... Fort Leonard Wood ...... .......... 1,000,000 
Nevada .... Hawthorne Army Ammunition 7,000,000 

Plant. 
New Jersey Fort Monmouth .. .................... 7,500,000 
New Mexico . White Sands Missile Range .. 2,900,000 
New York .. US Military Academy, West 13,800,000 

Point. 
North Carolina . Fort Bragg 102,240,000 
Oklahoma ...... Fort Sill ....................... 15.700,000 
Pennsylvania ....... Tobyhanna Army Depot 750,000 
South Carolina . Fort Jackson .... 2.700,000 
Texas .. Fort Bliss .. . 14,000,000 

Fort Hood ... 49.400,000 
Fort Sam Houston ........ 4,351.000 

Utah . Dugway Proving Ground 16,500,000 
Tooele Army Depot . 1.500,000 

Virginia . Fort Belvoir 860,000 
Fort Lee . 32,600,000 
Fort Myer . 6,800,000 

Washington Fort Lewis 14,200,000 
U.S. various Classified Locations .. 3,000,000 

Total Army Inside ... 519,501 ,000 

(b) OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES.-Using 
amounts appropriated pursuant to the au
thorization of appropriations in section 
2104(a)(2), the Secretary of the Army may ac
quire real property and carry out military 
construction projects for the installations 
and locations outside the United States, and 
in the amounts, set forth in the following 
table: 

ARMY: OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

Country Installation or Location 

Kwajalein Atoll .......... . Kwajalein .................. ...... . 
OCONUS Classified . Classified Locations .. . . 

Total Army Outside . 

SEC. 2102. FAMILY HOUSING. 

Amount 

$21 ,200,000 
3,600,000 

24,800,000 

(a) CONSTRUCTION AND ACQUISITION.-Using 
amounts appropriated pursuant to the au
thorization of appropriations in section 
2104(a)(6)(A), the Secretary of the Army may 
construct or acquire family housing units 
(including land acquisition) at the installa
tions, for the purposes, and in the amounts 
set forth in the following table: 

ARMY: FAMILY HOUSING 

State Installation Purpose Amount 

California Fort Irwin ................... 220 units $25,000,000 
Hawaii Schofield Barracks . 348 units 52,000,000 
Maryland Fort Meade .. .... ........... 275 units 26,000,000 
New York ......... U.S. Military Academy 100 units 15,000,000 
North Carolina . Fort Bragg ....... 224 units 18,000,000 
Wisconsin Fort McCoy ... 16 units . 2,950,000 

Total Army ... ...................... 138,950,000 
FamHsg. 

(b) PLANNING AND DESIGN.-Using amounts 
appropriated pursuant to the authorization 
of appropriations in section 2104(a)(6)(A), the 
Secretary of the Army may carry out archi
tectural and engineering services and con
struction design activities with respect to 
the construction or improvement of family 
housing units in an amount not to exceed 
$11,805,000. 

SEC. 2103. IMPROVEMENTS TO MILITARY FAMILY 
HOUSING UNITS. 

Subject to Section 2815 of title 10, United 
States Code, and using amounts appropriated 
pursuant to the authorization of appropria
tions in section 2104(a)(6)(A), the Secretary 
of the Army may improve existing military 
family housing in an amount not to exceed 
$67,530,000. 
SEC. 2104. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, 

ARMY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Funds are hereby author

ized to be appropriated for fiscal years begin
ning after September 30, 1993, for military 
construction, land acquisition , and military 
family housing functions of the Department 
of the Army in the total amount of 
$2,271,928,000 as follows: 

(1) For military construction projects in
side the United States authorized by section 
210l(a), $519,501,000. 

(2) For military construction projects out
side the United States authorized by section 
210l(b), $24,800,000. 

(3) For the construction of the Ammuni
tion Demilitarization Facility, Anniston 
Army Depot, Alabama, authorized in section 
210l(a) of the Military Construction Author
ization Act, 1991 (division B of Public Law 
101- 510; 104 Stat. 1485), section 2101(a) of the 
Military Construction Authorization Act, 
1992 (division B of Public Law 102-484; 106 
Stat. 2315), $110,900 ,000. 

(4) For unspecified minor construction 
projects authorized under section 2805 of 
title 10, United States Code, $12,000,000. 

(5) For architectural and engineering serv
ices and construction design authorized 
under section 2807 of title 10, United States 
Code, $109,441,000. 

(6) For military family housing functions: 
(A) .For construction and acquisition of 

military family housing and facilities, 
$218,285,000. 

(B) For support of military family housing 
(including functions described in section 2833 
of title 10, United States Code), $1,125,601 ,000, 
of which not more than $268,139,000 may be 
obligated or expended for the leasing of mili
tary family housing worldwide. 

(7) For the Homeowners Assistance Pro
gram as authorized by section 2832 of title 10, 
United States Code, $151,400,000, to remain in 
effect until expended. 

(b) LIMITATION ON TOTAL COST OF CON
STRUCTION PROJECTS.-Notwithstanding the 
cost variations authorized by section 2853 of 
title 10, United States Code, and any other 
cost variation authorized by law, the total 
cost of all projects carried out under section 
2101 of this Act may not exceed the total 
amount authorized to be appropriated under 
paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection (a). 

TITLE XXII-NA VY 
SEC. 2201. AUTHORIZED NAVY CONSTRUCTION 

AND LAND ACQUISITION PROJECTS 
(a) INSIDE THE UNITED STATES.-Using 

amounts appropriated pursuant to the au
thorization of appropriations in section 
2204(a)(l), the Secretary of the Navy may ac
quire real property and carry out military 
construction projects for the installations 
and locations inside the United States, and 
in the amounts, set forth in the following 
table: 

NAVY: INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

State Installation or Location Amount 

California ... Alameda Naval Air Station ... $4.700,000 
Barstow Marine Corps Logis- 8,690,000 

tics Base. 
Camp Pendleton Marine Corp 3,850,000 

Air Station. 
Camp Pendleton Marine Corp 11,130.000 

Base. 
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NAVY: INSIDE THE UNITED STATES-Continued 

State Installation or Location Amount 

El Toro Marine Corp Air Sta- 1,950,000 
lion. 

Fallbrook Naval Weapons 4,630,000 
Station Annex. 

Lemoore Naval Air Station . 1,930,000 
San Diego Naval Hospital 2,700,000 
San Diego Fleet Industrial 2,270,000 

Supply Center. 
San Diego Marine Corps Re- l,130,000 

cruit Depot. 
San Diego Naval Training 700,000 

Center. 
California Twentynine Palms. Marine 7,900,000 

Corps Air-Ground Combat 
Center. 

Connecticut . New London Naval Sub- 36,740,000 
marine Base. 

District of Columbia . Washington COMNAVDIST . 3,110,000 
District of Columbia . Washington NRL ................. 2,380,000 
Florida . Cecil Field Naval Air Station 1,500,000 

Jacksonville Naval Air Station 14,420,000 
Mayport Naval Station .......... 3,260,000 
Pensacola Naval Air Station 6,420,000 

Georgia Albany Marine Corp Logistics 940,000 
Base. 

Kings Bay Naval Submarine 10,920,000 
Base 

Kings Bay Tri-Training Facil- 3,870,000 
ity. 

Hawaii . Barbers Point Naval Air Sta- 4,050,000 
lion. 

Honolulu NCTAMS EPAC . 9,120,000 
Pearl Harbor COMOCSYS . 16,780,000 
Pearl Harbor NISMF 2,620,000 
Pearl Harbor Naval Sub- 54,140,000 

marine Base. 
Pearl Harbor Public Works 27,540,000 

Center. 
Maine Kittery Portsmouth Naval 4,780,000 

Shipyard. 
Maryland . ... ........... .. ......... .. Bethesda National Naval 3,090,000 

Medical Center. 
New Jersey .. Earle Naval Weapons Station 2,580,000 
North Carolina . Camp Lejeune Marine Corp 41,290,000 

Base. 
Camp Lejeune Naval Hospital 2,370,000 
Cherry Point Marine Corp Air 7,500,000 

Station. 
Pennsylvania ... Philadelphia ASO . 1,900,000 

Philadelphia NISMF . 8,660,000 
Rhode Island Newport NETC . 11,300,000 
South Carolina .. Beaufort Marine Corp Air 10,900,000 

Station. 
Charleston Naval Weapons 580,000 

Station. 
Tennessee Memphis Naval Air Station 2,050,000 
Texas . Corpus Christi Naval Air Sta- 1,670,000 

lion. 
Virginia . Chesapeake MCSFBN NW . 5,380,000 

Craney Island FISC Annex . 11,740,000 
Norfolk COMOPTEVFOR . 8,100,000 
Norfolk NADEP . 17,800,000 
Norfolk Naval Air Station . 12,270,000 
Norfolk Public Works Center 5,330,000 
Portsmouth Norfolk Naval 13,420,000 

Shipyard. 
Quantico MCCOMBDEV GMO 7,450,000 
Wallops IS NSURFWPN CND .. 10,170,000 

Washington ... Bangor Naval Submarine 3,100,000 
Base. 

Everett Naval Station 34,000,000 
Keyport NUWC Division .. 8,980,000 

Various Locations . Wastewater Collection and 3,260,000 
Treatment. 

Land Acquisition . 540,000 

Total Navy Inside . 489,600,000 

(b) OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES.-Using 
amounts appropriated pursuant to the au
thorization of appropriations in section 
2204(a)(2), the Secretary of the Navy may ac
quire real property and carry out military 
construction projects for the installations 
and locations outside the United States, and 
in the amounts, set forth in the following 
table: 

NAVY: OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

Country 

Guam . . .. .. ... .. ................... . 

Italy . 

Installation or Location 

Naval Hospital . 
MSCO ............... . 
Andersen AFB NAF . 
Naval Magazine ........ .. ..... .. .. . 
Naval Ocean Communication 

Center. 
Naval Station .... 
Fleet/Industrial Supply Center 
Public Works Center .. 
Naples NSA ... . ... ... .. ...... . 
Sigonella Naval Air Station . 

Amount 

$2,460,000 
2,170,000 
7,310,000 
3,750,000 

690,000 

14,520,000 
22,440,000 
20,680,000 
11,740,000 
3,460,000 

NAVY: OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES- Continued 

Country 

Spain ............ ........ . 
Various Locations . 

Total Navy Outside . 

Installation or Location 

Rota Naval Station ... 
Host Nation Infrastructure 

Support. 
Land Acquisition . 

SEC. 2202. FAMILY HOUSING. 

Amount 

2,670,000 
2,960,000 

800,000 

95,650,000 

(a) CONSTRUCTION AND ACQUISITION.-Using 
amounts appropriated pursuant to the au
thorization of appropriations in section 
2204(a)(5)(A), the Secretary of the Navy may 
construct or acquire family housing units 
(including land acquisition) at the installa
tions, for the purposes, and in the amounts 
set forth in the following table: 

NAVY: FAMILY HOUSING 

State Installation Purpose Amount 

California . San Diego PWC ... 318 units .. $36.571 ,000 
District of Colum- Wash ington PWC 188 units . 21 ,556,000 

bia. 
Florida . Pensacola PWC . Self Help/Ware- 300,000 

house. 
Georgia Kings Bay NSB . Housing Office/ 790,000 

Self Help/Ware-
house. 

Maine . Brunswick NAS Mobile Home 490,000 
Spaces. 

Virginia . Norfolk PWC/NAB 392 units .. 50,674,000 
Little Creek. 

Oceana NAS Community Center 860,000 
Washington . Bangor 290 units . 27,438,000 

NAVSUBASE. 
Scotland . Edzell NSGA . 40 units 6,000,000 
United Kingdom .. London NAVACTS 81 units 15,470,000 

Total Navy 160,149,000 
FamHsg. 

(b) PLANNING AND DESIGN.-Using amounts 
appropriated pursuant to the authorization 
of appropriations in section 2204(a)(5)(A), the 
Secretary of the Navy may carry out archi
tectural and engineering services and con
struction design activities with respect to 
the construction or improvement of military 
family housing units in an amount not to ex
ceed $22,924,000. 
SEC. 2203. IMPROVEMENTS TO MILITARY FAMILY 

HOUSING UNITS. 
Subject to section 2825 of title 10, United 

States Code, and using amounts appropriated 
pursuant to the authorization of appropria
tions in section 2204(a)(5)(A), the Secretary 
of the Navy may improve existing military 
family housing units in an amount not to ex
ceed $190,696,000. 
SEC. 2204. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, 

NAVY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Funds are hereby author

ized to be appropriated for fiscal years begin
ning after September 30, 1993, for military 
construction, land acquisition, and military 
family housing functions of the Department 
of the Navy in the total amount of 
$1 ,863,947,000, as follows: 

(1) For military construction projects in
side the United States authorized by section 
220l(a), $489,600,000. 

(2) For military construction projects out
side the United States authorized by section 
220l(b), $95,650,000. 

(3) For unspecified minor construction 
projects authorized under section 2805 of 
title 10, United States Code, $5,500,000. 

(4) For architectural and engineering serv
ices and construction design authorized 
under section 2807 of title 10, United States 
Code, $64,373,000. 

(5) For military family housing functions: 
(A) For· construction and acquisition of 

military family housing and facilities, 
$373,769,000; and 

(B) For support of military family housing 
(including functions described in section 2833 

of title 10, United States Code), $835,055,000, 
of which not more than $113,308,000 may be 
obligated or expended for the leasing of mili
tary family housing units worldwide . 

(b) LIMITATION ON TOTAL COST OF CON
STRUCTION PROJECTS.-Notwithstanding the 
cost variations authorized by section 2853 of 
title 10, United States Code, and any other 
cost variation authorized by law, the total 
cost of all projects carried out under section 
2201 of this Act may not exceed the total 
amount authorized to be appropriated under 
paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection (a). 

TITLE XXIII-AIR FORCE 
SEC. 2301. AUTHORIZED AIR FORCE CONSTRUC-

TION AND LAND ACQUISITION 
PROJECTS. 

(a) INSIDE THE UNITED STATES.-Using 
amounts appropriated pursuant to the au
thorization of appropriations in section 
2304(a)(l); the Secretary of the Air Force 
may acquire real property and carry out 
military construction projects for the instal
lations and locations inside the United 
States, and in the amounts, set forth in the 
following table : 

AIR FORCE: INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

Alabama 

Alaska . 

Arizona . 

Arkansas . 
California . 

Colorado .. 

State 

Delaware .. 
District of Columbia . . 
Florida . 

Georgia 
Hawaii . .. 

Illinois . 
Kansas 
Louisiana . 
Maryland ... 

Mississippi . 

Missouri . 
Montana . 
Nebraska .... 
Nevada .. 
New Mexico . 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma .. 

South Carolina . 

South Dakota 
Tennessee 

Texas ....... . 

Installation or Location 

Gunter Annex .. 
Maxwell Air Force Base 
Cape Romanzof Long Range 

Radar Site. 
Eielson Air Force Ba se . 
Elmendorf Air Force Base . 
Davis Monthan Air Force 

Base. 
Luke Air Force Base . 
Navajo Army Depot .... 
Little Rock Air Force Base . 
Edwards Air Force Base 
McClellan Air Force Base . 
Travis Air Force Base . 
Vandenberg Air Force Base . 
Buckley Air National Guard 

Base. 
Cheyenne Mountain Air Force 

Base. 
Peterson Air Force Base . 
United States Air Force 

Academy. 
Dover Air Force Ba se . 
Bolling Air Force Base . 
Cape Canaveral Air Force 

Station 
Eglin Air Force Base .. 
Eglin Auxiliary Field No. 9 . 
Patrick Air Force Base . 
Tyndall Air Force Ba se . 
Robins Air Force Base . 
Hickam Air Force Base . 
Kaena Point .... 
Scott Air Force Base 
McConnell Air Force Base . 
Barksdale Air Force Ba se . 
Andrews Air Force Base . 
Fort George G. Meade . 
Columbus Air Force Base . 
Keesler Air Force Base . 
Whiteman Air Force Base . 
Malmstrom Air Force Base .. 
Offutt Air Force Base . 
Nellis Air Force Base . 
Cannon Air Force Ba se .. 
Holloman Air Force Ba se . 
Kirtland Air Force Base . 
Pope Air Force Base . 
Seymour Johnson Air Force 

Base. 
Grand Forks Air Force Ba se . 
Minot Air Force Base . 
Wright-Patterson Air Force 

Base. 
Altus Air Force Base . 
Tinker Air Force Ba se ... 
Vance Air Force Base . 
Charleston Air Force Base . 
Shaw Air Force Ba se ... 
Ellsworth Air Force Base . 
Arnold Air Force Base ....... 
Memphis Naval Air Station 
Dyess Air Force Base . 
Goodfellow Air Force Base .... 
Kelly Air Force Base 
Lackland Air Force Base 

Annex. 
Lackland Air Force Base 
Laughlin Air Force Base . 
Randolph Air Force Base 
Reese Air Force Base 

Amount 

$4,680,000 
16,170,000 
3,350,000 

7,800,000 
30,805,000 

650,000 

6,750,000 
7,250,000 
4,500,000 

11,300,000 
1,900,000 

14,040,000 
20,728,000 
39,000,000 

4,450,000 

21,030,000 
11,680,000 

6,560,000 
2,000,000 

19,200,000 

12,050,000 
7,829,000 
3,850,000 
2,600,000 

43,370,000 
10,250,000 
7,350,000 
7,450,000 
1,900,000 
2,560,000 

17,990,000 
1,450,000 
2.900,000 
8,710,000 

36,388,000 
7,700,000 

11 ,000,000 
1,650,000 
8,915,000 
9,200,000 

27,061,000 
8,600,000 
5,380,000 

2.600.000 
2,000,000 

27,650,000 

6,930,000 
21 ,549,000 
6,000,000 
1,100,000 
5,870,000 

630,000 
1,500,000 
6.200,000 

10.390.000 
3,700,000 

27.481,000 
1.200,000 

30,093,000 
8,650,000 
5,300,000 

900,000 
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AIR FORCE: INSIOE THE UNITED STATES-Continued 

State 

Utah 
Virginia . 
Washington . 

Wyoming .. . 
Classified ... . 

Total Air Force Inside 

Installation or Location 

Sheppard Air Force Base . 
Hill Air Force Base .......... . 
Langley Air Force Base . 
Fairchild Air Force Base . 
McChord Air Force Base . 
F.E. Warren Air Force Base .. 
Various Locations .. 

Amount 

18.030,000 
8.380,000 

17,823,000 
3,500,000 

10,900.000 
12,640,000 
8,140,000 

729.152.000 

(b) OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES.-Using 
amounts appropriated pursuant to the au
thorization of appropriations in section 
2304(a)(2), the Secretary of the Air Force 
may acquire real property and carry out 
military construction projects for the instal
lations and locations outside the United 
States, and in the amounts, set forth in the 
following table: 

AIR FORCE: OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

Country 

Antigua Island . 
Ascension Island ... . 
Germany ..... 
Greenland 
Guam . 
Indian Ocean . 
Oman ...... . 
Turkey 
United Kingdom . 
Classified ... 

Total Air Force Out
side. 

Installation or Location 

Antigua Air Station .. ............ . 
Ascension Auxiliary Airfield . 
Ramstein Air Base . 
Thule Air Base . 
Andersen Air Force Base . 
Diego Garcia Air Base . 
Thumrait Air Base . 
lncirlik Air .Base . 
RAF Mildenhall ..... 
Classified Location 

SEC. 2302. FAMILY HOUSING. 

Amount 

1.000.000 
3.400,000 
3,100,000 
5.492,000 
4.100,000 
2,260,000 
1.800,000 
2.400,000 
4,800,000 
5,500,000 

33,852,000 

(a) CONSTRUCTION AND ACQUISITION.-Using 
amounts appropriated pursuant to the au
thorization of appropriations in section 
2304(a)(7)(A), the Secretary of the Air Force 
may construct or acquire family housing 
units (including land acquisition) at the in
stallations, for the purposes, and in the 
amounts set forth in the following table: 

AIR FORCE: FAMILY HOUSING 

State/Country · Installation Purpose Amount 

Alabama . Maxwell Air Force 55 Units . $4.080,000 
Base. 

Arkansas .. Little Rock Air Housing Office/ 980.000 
Force Base. Maintenance 

Facility. 
California . Vandenberg Air 166 Units . 21,907,000 

Force Base. 
Florida .. .. ... Patrick Air Force 155 Units . 15,388,000 

Base. 
Tyndall Air Force Infrastructure . 5.732,000 

Base 
Georgia ~ - . Robins Air Force 118 Units . 7,424,000 

Base. 
Louisiana Barksdale Air 118 Units . 8,578,000 

Force Base. 
Massachusetts .. Hanscom Air 48 Units 5.135.000 

Force Base. 
Montana . . Malmstrom Air Housing Office . 581 ,000 

Force Base. 
Texas Dyess Air Force Housing Mainte- 281 ,000 

Base. nance Facility. 
Lackland Air Force Ill Units . 8,770,000 

Base. 
Virginia Langley Air Force Housing Office .... 452,000 

Base. 
Washington Fairchild Air Force I Unit 184,000 

Base. 
Wyoming ..... F.E. Warren Air 104 Units .... 10,572,000 

Force Base. 
Italy Comiso Air Base 460 Units .... 20,200,000 

Total Air 110,264,000 
Force 
FamHsg. 

(b) PLANNING AND DESIGN.-Using amounts 
appropriated pursuant to the authorization 
of appropriations in section 2304(a)(7)(A), the 
Secretary of the Air Force may carry out ar
chitectural and engineering services and 
construction design activities with respect 
to the construction or improvement of mili
tary family housing units in an amount not 
to exceed $9,901,000. 

SEC. 2303. IMPROVEMENT TO MILITARY FAMILY 
HOUSING UNITS. 

Subject to section 2825 of title 10, United 
States Code, and using amounts appropriated 
pursuant to the authorization of appropria
tions in section 2304(a)(7)(A), the Secretary 
of the Air Force may improve existing mili
tary family housing units in an amount not 
to exceed $53,070,000. 
SEC. 2304. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, 

AIR FORCE. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Funds are hereby author

ized to be appropriated for fiscal years begin
ning ~after September 30, 1993, for military 
construction, land acquisition, and military 
family housing functions of the Department 
of the Air Force in the total amount of 
$1,924,325,000 as follows: 

(1) For military construction projects in
side the United States authorized by section 
230l(a), $729,152,000. 

(2) For military construction projects out
s~de the United States authorized by section 
230l(b), $33,852,000. 

(3) For unspecified minor construction 
projects authorized under section 2805 of 
title 10, United States Code, $6,844,000. 

(4) For architectural and engineering serv
ices and construction design authorized 
under section 2807 of title 10, United States 
Code, $63,180,000. 

(5) For advances to the Secretary of Trans
portation for construction of Defense Access 
Roads authorized under Section 210 of Title 
23, United States Code, $7,150,000. 

(6) For the balance of the amount author
ized under Section 2301, Public Law 102-484 
for the construction of the Climatic Test 
Chamber, Eglin Air Force Base, Florida, 
$57,000,000. 

(7) For military family housing functions: 
(A) For · construction and acquisition of 

military family housing and facilities, 
$173,235,000; and 

(B) For support of military housing (in
cluding functions described in Section 2833 of 
title 10, United States Code), $853,912,000 of 
which not more than $118,266,000 may be obli
gated or expended for the leasing of military 
family housing uni ts worldwide. 

(b) LIMITATION ON TOTAL COST OF CON
STRUCTION PROJECTS.-Notwithstanding the 
cost variations authorized by section 2853 of 
title 10, United States Code, and any other 
cost variation authorized by law, the total 
cost of all projects carried out under section 
2301 of this Act may not exceed the total 
amount authorized to be appropriated under 
paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection (a) . 
SEC. 2305. STUDENT DORMITORY RELOCATION 

FROM SIERRA ARMY DEPOT, CALI· 
FORNIA TO BEALE AIR FORCE BASE, 
CALIFORNIA. 

(2) by striking out "Beale Air Force Base, 
$2,250,000." under the heading "California" 
and inserting in lieu thereof " Beale Air 
Force Base, $4,950,000.". 
SEC. 2307. COMBAT ARMS TRAININGIMAINTE· 

NANCE FACILITY RELOCATION 
FROM WHEELER AFB, HAWAII TO US 
ARMY SCHOFIELD BARRACKS OPEN 
RANGE, HAWAII. 

Section 230l(a) of the Military Construc
tion Authorization Act; 1991 (division B of 
Public Law 101-510; 104 Stat. 1770) is amend
ed-(1) by striking out " Wheeler Air Force 
Base, $3,500,000." under the heading "Hawaii" 
and inserting in lieu thereof " Wheeler Air 
Force Base, $2,100,000. "; and (2) by adding 
"US Army Schofield Barracks Open Range, 
$1,400,000." under the heading "Hawaii". 

TITLE XX.IV-DEFENSE AGENCIES 
SEC. 2401. AUTHORIZED DEFENSE AGENCIES 

CONSTRUCTION AND LAND ACQUISI· 
TION PROJECTS. 

(a) INSIDE THE UNITED STATES.-Using 
amounts appropriated pursuant to the au
thorization of appropriations in section 
2403(a)(l), the Secretary of Defense may ac
quire real property and carry out military 
construction projects for the installations 
and locations inside the United States, and 
in the amounts, set forth in the following 
table: 

DEFENSE AGENCIES: INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

Agency Installation or Location Amount 

DLA Defense Reutilization and $6,500,000 
Marketing Office, Fair-
banks, Alaska. 

Defense Reutilization and 630,000 
Marketing Office, March 
Air Force Base. California. 

Defense Fuel Support Point, 2.250,000 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii. 

Defense Construction Supply 3,100,000 
Center, Columbus, Ohio. 

Defense Electronic Supply 6,000,000 
Center, Dayton, Ohio. 

Defense Reutilization and 1.700,000 
Marketing Office, Hill Air 
Force Base, Utah. 

Defense General Supply Cen- 17,000,000 
ter, Richmond, Virginia . 

Fort Belvoir, Virginia . 5,200,000 
DMFO . Edwards Air Force Base, l.700,000 

California. 
Fort Detrick, Maryland 4,300,000 
Offutt Air Force Base, Ne- 1,100,000 

bra ska. 
Cannon Air Force Base, New 13,600,000 

Mexico. 
Grand Forks Air Force Base, 860,000 

North Dakota. 
Ellsworth Air Force Base, 1,400,000 

South Dakota. 
Fort Sam Houston. Texas .. . 4,800,000 
Fort Eustis, Texas . 3,650,000 
Fairchild Air Force Base, 8,250.000 

Washington. 
NSA Fort Meade, Maryland . 58,630,000 
OSD .... ..... .. .... ......... .... .. . . Various Locations, Special 16,355,000 

Activities, Air Force. 
Section 2301(a) of the Military Construe-· Section 6 Schools 

tion Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1991 (di-
Fort McClellan, Alabama ...... 
Robins AFB, Georgia ............. 
Fort Campbell , Kentucky .... ... 

2,798,000 
3,160,000 

13,182,000 
vision B of Public Law 101-510; 104 Stat. 1769) 
is amended as follows: 

(1) by striking out "Sierra Army Depot, 
$3,650,000." under the heading "California"; 
and 

Fort Knox, Kentucky .............. 
Camp LeJeune, North Caro-

lina. 
Fort Bragg, North Carolina ... 
Quantico Marine Corps Base, 

Virginia. 

7,707,000 
1.793,000 

8,838,000 
422,000 

(2) by striking out "Beale Air Force Base, Special Ops Force .. .. Eglin Aux Field 9, Florida . 19,582,000 
Fort Campbell, Kentucky .... 4,300,000 $6,300,000." under the heading "California" 

and inserting in lieu thereof "Beale Air 
Force Base, $9,950,000.". 
SEC. 2306. MUNITION MAINTENANCE FACILITY 

RELOCATION FROM SIERRA ARMY 
DEPOT, CALIFORNIA TO BEALE AIR 
FORCE BASE, CALIFORNIA. 

Section 2301(a) of the Military Construc
tion Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 19921 
1993 (division B of Public Law 102-190; 105 
Stat. 1521) is amended as follows: 

(1) by striking out "Sierra Army Depot, 
$2,700,000." under the heading "California"; 
and 

Tota I Def Agency In
side. 

Fort Bragg, North Carolina .. . 
Olmstead Field, Pennsylvania 
Little Creek Naval Amphib-

ious Base, Virginia . 

..... ..... 

38.450,000 
1,300,000 
7,500,000 

266,057 ,000 

(b) OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES.-Using 
amounts appropriated pursuant to the au
thorization of appropriations in section 
2403(a)(2), the Secretary of Defense may ac
quire real property and carry out military 
construction projects for the installations 
and locations outside the United States, and 
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in the amounts, set forth in the following 
table: 

DEFENSE AGENCIES: OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

Agency 

Defense Logistics Agency . 

Tota I Def Agency 
Outside. 

Installation or Location 

Diego Garcia ..................... . 
Roosevelt Rds., Puerto Rico 

Amount 

$9,558,000 
5,800,000 

15,358,000 

SEC. 2402. ENERGY CONSERVATION PROJECTS. 
Using amounts appropriated pursuant to 

the authorization of appropriations in sec
tion 2403(a)(12), the Secretary of Defense may 
carry out energy conservation projects under 
section 2865 of title 10, United States Code. 
SEC. 2403. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, 

DEFENSE AGENCIES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Funds are hereby author

ized to be appropriated for fiscal years begin
ning after September 30, 1993, for military 
construction, land acquisition, and military 
family housing functions of the Department 
of Defense (other than the military depart
ments) in the total amount of $4,133,585,000 
as follows: 

(1) For military construction projects in
side the United States authorized by section 
2401(a), $266,057,000. 

(2) For military construction projects out
side the United States authorized by section 
2401(b), $15,358,000. 

(3) For military construction projects at 
Fort Sam Houston, Texas, Hospital Replace
ment authorized by section 2401(a) of the 
Military Construction Authorization Act, 
1987. $75,000,000. 

(4) For military construction projects at 
Portsmouth Naval Hospital, Virginia, au
thorized by section 2401(a) of the Military 
Construction Authorization Act for fiscal 
years 1990 and 1991, $211,900,000. 

(5) For military construction projects at 
Walter Reed Institute of Research, Mary
land, authorized by section 2401(a) of the 
Military Construction Authorization Act for 
fiscal year 1993, $48,140,000. 

(6) For military construction projects at 
Elmendorf Air Force Base, Alaska, hospital 
replacement, authorized by section 2401(a) of 
the Military Construction Authorization Act 
for fiscal year 1993, $135,000,000. 

(7) For military construction projects at 
Fort Bragg, North Carolina, hospital replace
ment, authorized by section 2401(a) of the 
Military Construction Authorization Act for 
fiscal year 1993, $195,000,000. 

(8) For military construction projects at 
Millington Naval Air Station, Tennessee, au
thorized by section 2401(a) of the Military 
Construction Authorization Act for fiscal 
year 1993, $5,000,000. 

(9) For unspecified minor construction 
projects under section 2805 of title 10, United 
States Code, $21,658,000. 

(10) For contingency construction projects 
of the Secretary of Defense under section 
2804 of title 10, United States Code, 
$12,200,000. 

(11) For architectural and engineering 
services and for construction design under 
section 2807 of title 10, United States Code, 
$42,405,000. 

(12) For energy conservation projects au
thorized by section 2402, $50,000,000. 

(13) For base closure and realignment ac
tivities as authorized by the Defense Author
ization Amendments and Base Closure and 
Realignment Act (title II of Public Law 100-
526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note), $27,870,000. 

(14) for base closure and realignment ac
tivities as authorized by the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, (part A 

of title XXIX of Public Law 101-510; U.S.C. 
2687 note) , $3,000,500,000. 

(15) For military family housing functions 
(including functions described in section 2833 
of title 10, United States Code), $27,496,000, of 
which not more than $22,882,000 may be obli
gated or expended for the leasing of military 
family housing units worldwide. 

(b) LIMITATION OF TOTAL COST OF CON
STRUCTION PROJECTS.-Notwithstanding the 
cost variations authorized by section 2853 of 
title 10, United States Code, and any other 
cost variations authorized by law, the total 
cost of all projects carried out under section 
2401 of this Act may not exceed the total 
amount authorized to be appropriated under 
paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection (a). 
TITLE XXV-NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY 

ORGANIZATION INFRASTRUCTURE 
SEC. 2501. AUTHORIZED NATO CONSTRUCTION 

AND LAND ACQUISITION PROJECTS. 
The Secretary of Defense may make con

tributions for the North Atlantic Treaty Or
ganization Infrastructure Program as pro
vided in section 2806 of title 10, United States 
Code, in an amount not to exceed the sum of 
the amount authorized to be appropriated for 
this purpose in section 2502 and the amount 
collected from the North Atlantic Treaty Or
ganization as a result of · construction pre
viously financed by the United States. 
SEC. 2502. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, 

NATO. 
Funds are hereby authorized to be appro

priated for fiscal years beginning after Sep
tember 30, 1993, for contributions by the Sec
retary of Defense under section 2806 of title 
10, United States Code, for the share of the 
United States of the cost of projects for the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization Infra
structure Program as authorized by section 
2501, in the amount of $240,000,000. 

TITLE XXVI-GUARD AND RESERVE 
FORCES FACILITIES 

SEC. 2601. AUTHORIZED GUARD AND RESERVE 
CONSTRUCTION AND LAND ACQUISI
TION PROJECTS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated for 
fiscal years beginning after September 30, 
1993, for the costs of acquisition, architec
tural and engineering services, and construc
tion of facilities for the Guard and Reserve 
Forces, and for contributions therefor, under 
chapter 133 of title 10, United States Code 
(including the cost of acquisition of land for 
those facilities), the following amounts: 

(1) For the Department of the Army-
(A) for the Army National Guard of the 

United States, $50,865,000; and 
(B) for the Army Reserve, $82,233,000. 
(2) For the Department of the Navy , for the 

Naval and Marine Corps Reserve, $20,591,000. 
(3) For the Department of the Air Force
(A) for the Air National Guard of the Unit

ed States, $142,353,000, and 
(B) for the Air Force Reserve, $55,727,000. 

TITLE XXVII-EXPIRATION AND 
EXTENSIONS OF AUTHORIZATIONS 

SEC. 2701. EXPIRATION OF AUTHORIZATIONS AND 
AMOUNTS REQUIRED TO BE SPECI
FIED BY LAW. 

(a) EXPIRATION OF AUTHORIZATIONS AFTER 
THREE YEARS.-Except as provided in sub
section (b), all authorizations contained in 
titles XXI through XXVI for military con
struction projects, land acquisition, family 
housing projects and facilities , and contribu
tions to the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza
tions Infrastructure program (and authoriza
tions of appropriation therefor) shall expire 
on the later of-

(1) October 1, 1996; or 
(2) the date of the enactment of an Act au

thorizing funds for military construction for 
fiscal year 1997. 

(b) EXCEPTION.-Subsection (a) shall not 
apply to authorizations for military con
struction projects, land acquisition, family 
housing projects and facilities, and contribu
tions to the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza
tion Infrastructure program (and authoriza
tions of appropriations therefor), for which 
appropriated funds have been obligated be
fore the later of-

(1) October 1, 1996; or 
(2) the date of the enactment of an Act au

thorizing funds for fiscal year 1997 for mili
tary construction projects, land acquisition, 
family housing projects and facilities, or 
contributions to the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization Infrastructure program. 
SEC. 2702. EXTENSIONS OF AUTHORIZATION OF 

CERTAIN FISCAL YEAR 1991 
PROJECTS. 

(a) EXTENSIONS.-Notwithstanding section 
2701(b) of the Military Construction Author
ization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 (division B of 
Public Law 101-510, 104 Stat. 1782), authoriza
tions for the projects set forth in the tables 
in subsection (b), as provided in section 2101, 
2201, 2301, or 2401 of that Act and extended by 
section 2702(a) of the Military Construction 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1992 (divi
sion B of Public Law 102-190; 105 Stat. 1535), 
shall remain in effect until October 1, 1994, 
or the date of the enactment of an Act au
thorizing funds for military construction for 
fiscal year 1995, whichever is later. 

(b) TABLES.-The tables referred to in sub
section (a) are as follows: 

ARMY: EXTENSION OF 1991 PROJECT AUTHORIZATIONS 

State Installation or Project Amount Location 

Maryland . Aberdeen Proving Toxicology Re- $33,000,000 
Ground. search Facility. 

Virginia Fort Myer .. Child Develop- 2,150,000 
ment Center. 

Total Army Ex- 35,150,000 
tension. 

AIR FORCE: EXTENSION OF 1991 PROJECT 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

State/Country 

Alaska 

California 
Colorado . 

Hawaii .. ... ....... ..... . 

Oklahoma . 

Utah ........ .. ......... . 

Tota I Air Force 
Extension. 

Installation or Lo-
cation 

Clear Air Force 
Station. 

Sierra Army Depot 
Buckley Air Na-

tional Guard 
Base. 

Lowry Air Force 
Base. 

United States Air 
Force Academy. 

Hickam Air Force 
Base. 

Wheeler Air Force 
Base. 

Tinker Air Force 
Base. 

Hill Air Force 
Base. 

Project Amount 

Alter Dormitory $5,000,000 
(Phase II). 

Dormitory ... .. .. .. .... 3,650,000 
Child Develop- 4,550,000 

ment Center. 

Computer Oper- 15,500,000 
ations Facility. 

Logistics Support 3,500,000 
Facility. 

Consolidated Edu- 15,000,000 
cation & Trng 
Fae (Phase I) . 

Dormitory ..... ........ 6,100,000 

Combat Arms 1,400,000 
Trng/Maint Fa-
cility. 

AWACS Aircraft 2,750,000 
Fire Protection. 

Depot Warehouse 16,000,000 

73,450,000 

DEFENSE AGENCIES: EXTENSION OF 1991 PROJECT 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

State or Country Installation or Lo
cation Project 

Maryland .. ............. DLA, Defense Re- Covered storage 

Total DA Exten
sion. 

utilization and 
Marketing. 

Office, Fort Meade 

Amount 

$9,500,000 

9,500,000 
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SEC. 2703. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Titles XXI, XXII, XXIII, XXIV, XXV, and 
XXVI shall take effect on the later of

(1) October 1, 1993; and 
(2) the date of the enactment of this Act. 
TITLE XXVIII-GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SEC. 2801. CONSTRUCTION AUTIIORITY IN THE 
EVENT OF A DECLARATION OF WAR, 
NATIONAL EMERGENCY, OR CONTIN· 
GENCY OPERATION. 

Section 2808 of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended: 

(a) by amending the catchline for the sec
tion to read: 
"CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY IN THE EVENT OF 

A DECLARATION OF WAR, NATIONAL EMER
GENCY, OR CONTINGENCY OPERATION"; 
(b) by adding a new subsection (b) as fol

lows: 
"In the event of a contingency operation 

as defined in paragraph (a)(l3), section 101 of 
this title, the Secretary of Defense, without 
regard to any other provisions of law, may 
undertake military construction projects not 
otherwise authorized by law that are nec
essary to support the use of the armed 
forces. Contingency operations projects shall 
be for temporary use, as required, to support 
the operations. Projects authorized by this 
subsection may be undertaken only within 
the total amount of funds that have been ap
propriated for military construction, includ
ing funds appropriated for family housing, 
that have not been obligated." 

(c) by redesignating subsection (b) to (c); 
(d) by redesignating subsection (c) to (d); 
(e) by striking newly designated subsection 

(d) and inserting in lieu thereof: 
"(d) the authority described in subsection 

(a) and (b) shall terminate with respect to 
any war, national emergency, or contingency 
at the end of the war, national emergency, or 
contingency.''; and 

(f) the item in the table of sections at the 
beginning of the chapter relating to section 
2808 is amended to read as follows: 

"Section 2808. Construction authority in 
the event of a declaration of war, national 
emergency. or contingency operation.". 
SEC. 2802. EMERGENCY CONSTRUCTION. 

Section 2803 of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended-

(a) by striking subsection (c)(l); and 
(b) by redesignating subsection (C)(2) as 

subsection (C) . 
SEC. 2803. BASE CLOSURE ACCOUNT MANAGE

MENT FLEXIBILITY. 
(a) Section 207(a)(5) of the Defense Author

ization and Base Closure and Realignment 
Act (Public Law 100-526) is amended by add
ing the following: 

"(7) Proceeds received after September 30, 
1995, from the transfer or disposal of any 
property at a military installation closed or 
realigned under this title will be directly de
posited into the Department of Defense Base 
Closure Account 1990, created by Public Law 
101-510. ". 

(b) Section 2906(a)(2) of the Defense Au
thorization Amendments and Base Closure 
and Realignment Act (Public Law 101-510) is 
amended by adding: 

"(D) Proceeds received after September 30, 
1995, from the transfer or disposal of any 
property at a military installation closed or 
realigned under title II of Public Law 100-
526.". 

(C) Section 2906(b)(l) of the Defense Au
thorization amendments and Base Closure 
and Realignment Act (Public Law 101-510) is 
amended as follows: 

"(l) The Secretary may use the funds in 
the Account only for the purposes described 

in section 2905 or, after September 30, 1995, 
for environmental restoration and property 
management and disposal at installations 
closed or realigned under Title II of Public 
Law 100-526.". 

(d) TECHNICAL CORRECTION.-(a) Section 
2906(c)(2) and (3) of the Department of De
fense Authorization Act, 1991 (Public Law 
101-510) is amended by striking "after the 
termination of the Commission" and insert
ing lieu of "after the termination of the au
thority of the Secretary to carry out a clo
sure or realignment under this title.". 
SEC. 2804. AUTIIORITY TO CONTRACT FOR CER

TAIN FUNCTIONS AT INSTALLA
TIONS BEING CLOSED OR RE
ALIGNED. 

(a) BASE CLOSURES UNDER 1988 ACT.-(1) 
Section 204 of the Defense Authorization 
Amendments and Base Closure and Realign
ment Act (title II of Public Law 100-526; 102 
Stat. 2630; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note) is amended by 
adding the following new subparagraph (5) at 
the end of the subsection (b): 

"(5) The Secretary of Defense is authorized 
to contract with local governments for com
munity services, including police and fire 
protection, at those military installations to 
be closed when the Secretary determines 
that it is in the best interest of the Depart
ment to have these services provided local 
governmental en ti ties.'' 

(2) Section 205 of Defense Authorization 
Amendments and Base Closure and Realign
ment Act (title II of Public Law 100-526; 102 
Stat. 2630; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note) is amended-

(A) in subsection (1), by deleting "and"; 
(B) in subsection (2), by deleting "Code." 

and inserting in lieu thereof "Code; and"; 
and 

(C) by adding at the end of the section the 
following new subsection: 

"(3) those sections comprising chapter 146 
of title 10, United States Code." 

(b) BASE CLOSURES UNDER 1991 ACT.-(1) 
Section 2905 of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 (part A of title 
XXIX of Public Law 101-510; 104 Stat. 1813; 10 
U.S.C. 2687 note) is amended-

(A) in subsection (b)(2) by redesignating 
subparagraph (E) as subparagraph (F); and 

(B) by inserting the following new subpara
graph (E) following the existing subpara
graph (D): 

"(E) The Secretary of Defense is author
ized to contract with local governments for 
community services, including police and 
fire protection, at those military installa
tions to be closed down the Secretary deter
mines that it is in the best interest of the 
Department to have these services provided 
by local governmental entities. 

(2) Section 2905 of the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Act of 1990 (part A of title 
XXIX of Public Law 101-510; 104 Stat. 1813; 10 
U.S.C. 2687 note) is further amended-

(A) in subsection (d)(l), by deleting "and"; 
(B) in subsection (d)(2), by deleting 

"Code." and inserting in lieu thereof "Code; 
and"; and 

(C) by adding at the end of section (d) the 
following new subsection; 

"(3) those sections comprising chapter 146 
of title 10, United States Code." 
SEC. 2805. MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING FOREIGN 

LEASING PROGRAM. 
Section 2828(e)(l) of title 10, United States 

Code, is amended by deleting " October 1, 
1987." from the end of the first sentence and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

" October 1, 1987, except that 300 such units 
may be leased for not more than $25,000 per 
annum as adjusted for foreign currency fluc
tuation from October 1, 1987. The dollar limi-

tations contained in this subsection shall be 
further adjusted annually at the beginning of 
each fiscal year by an amount which cor
responds to the change in the Consumer 
Price Index for all Urban Consumers, pub
lished by the Bureau of Labor Statistics for 
the Department of Labor, for the previous 
year ending on September 30. ". 
SEC. 2806. MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING LEASING 

PROGRAM. 
Section 2828 of title 10, United States Code, 

is amended by adding after subsection (b)(3) 
the following new subsection (b)(4): 

"(4) the maximum rental amount under 
paragraphs (2) and (3) shall be adjusted annu
ally at the beginning of each fiscal year by 
an amount which corresponds to the change 
in the Consumer Price Index for all Urban 
Consumers, published by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics of the Department of Labor, 
for the previous year ending on September 
30.". 
SEC. 2807. SALE OF ELECTRICITY FROM ALTER

NATE ENERGY AND COGENERATION 
PRODUCTION FACILITIES. 

Section 2483(b), title 10, United States 
Code, is amended by deleting the period after 
"energy" and inserting,", and may be used 
to accomplish energy related Military Con
struction projects a.s authorized in Sections 
2805(a)(l) and 2865(a)(3).". 
SEC. 2808. ENERGY SAVINGS AT MILITARY IN

STALLATIONS. 
Section 2865, title 10, United States Code, 

is amended-
(!) m subsection (a)(3) by inserting ", in

cluding energy efficient maintenance," after 
"conservation measures"; 

(2) by inserting new subsection (a)(3)(A) 
after subsection (a)(3): 

"(a)(3)(A) Energy efficient maintenance in
cludes the repair by replacement of equip
ment or systems with the best available 
technology to meet the same and needs e.g., 
lighting, heating, cooling, industrial process, 
etc. Energy efficient maintenance also in
cludes operation and maintenance process 
improvements that result in energy cost sav
ings e.g., training, improved controls, etc."; 
and 

(3) in subsection (b)(2) by inserting "and 
pursuant to Section 2483(b) of this title," 
after "under paragraph (l)". 
SEC. 2809. FUNDING FOR ENVIRONMENTAL RES· 

TORATION AT MILITARY INSTALLA
TIONS TO BE CLOSED. 

(a) Section 2906 of the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Act of 1990 (part A of title 
XXIX of Public Law 101-510; 104 Stat. 1815; 10 
U.S.C. 2687 note as amended by Section 2827 
of Public Law 102-190; 105 Stat. 1551) is 
amended by striking subsection (d) in its en
tirety. 

(b) Section 2905(a)(l)(C) of such Act (Public 
Law 101-510; 104 Stat. 1813; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note 
as amended by Section 2827 of Public Law 
102-190; 105 Stat. 1551) is amended by striking 
out the words "in the Account;" and insert
ing in lieu thereof the words, "in the Defense 
Environmental Restoration Account;" 

(c) Section 207 of the Defense Authoriza
tion Amendments and Base Closure and Re
alignment Act (Title II of Public Law 100-
525; 102 Stat. 2628; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note as 
amended by Section 2923 of Public Law 101-
510; 104 Stat. 1821) is amended by striking 
subsection (b) in its entirety and 5204(a)(3) is 
amended by striking the words "in the Ac
count" and inserting in lieu thereof the 
words "in the Defense Environmental Res
toration Account.". 
SEC. 2810. AUTIIORIZATION TO ACQUIRE EXIST

ING FACILITIES IN LIEU OF CARRY· 
ING OUT CONSTRUCTION AUTIIOR
IZED BY LAW. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF AUTHORITY.-Sub
chapter I of chapter 169 of title 10, United 



July 16, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 15987 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 
SEC. 2813. ACQUISITION OF EXISTING FACILITIES 

IN LIEU OF CONSTRUCTION. 
"(a) Subject to subsections (b) and (c), 

where the Secretary concerned determines -
that an existing facility at or near a mili
tary installation would satisfy the require
ments of a military construction project au
thorized by law, the Secretary may acquire 
that facility, including real property, using 
the funds appropriated for the authorized 
project, in lieu of carrying out the author
ized construction project. 

"(b) The authority in this section may 
only be exercised if the Secretary concerned 
makes a determination that the ·acquisition 
of an existing facility in lieu of new con
struction is in the best interests of the Gov
ernment. 

"(c) A contract may not be entered into 
under this section until the Secretary con
cerned submits a report of the facts concern
ing this proposed transaction to the House 
and Senate Committees on Armed Serv-
ices.". ' 

(b) APPLICATION OF SECTION.-Section 2813 
of title 10, United States Code, as added by 
subsection (a), shall apply with respect to 
projects authorized on or after the date of 
enactment of the Act, and to project author
ized prior to the date of enactment for which 
construction contracts have not been award
ed. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.- The table of 
sections at the beginning of subchapter I of 
such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end the following new item: 
"2813. Authorization to acquire existing fa

cilities in lieu of carrying out 
construction authorized by 
law.". 

SEC. 2811. TRANSFER OF FORT BELVOIR, VA, NAT
URAL GAS DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 
TO THE WASHINGTON GAS COM
PANY, SPRINGFIELD, VA. 

(a) CoNVEYANCE.-Subject to subsection 
(b), the Secretary of the Army may convey 
to the Washington Gas Company, Virginia, 
all right, title, and interest of the United 
States in the following real property natural 
gas system: 

(1) All government owned utility fixtures, 
structures, and improvements used to pro
vide natural gas service to Fort Belvoir, Vir
ginia without the underlying fee (land). 

(2) Transfer includes a natural gas dis
tribution system consisting of approxi
mately 15.6 miles of natural gas distribution 
lines and other improvement thereon and ap
purtenances thereto at Fort Belvoir, Vir
ginia. 

(3) A utility easement and right of way ap
purtenant which may be necessary or appro
priate to provide for ingress and egress to 
and from the natural gas system and to sat
isfy any buffer zone requirements imposed by 
any federal or state agency. 

(b) CONSIDERATION.-(1) In consideration 
for the conveyance authorized in subsection 
(a), the Washington Gas Company, shall-

(A) accept the natural gas system to be 
conveyed under this section in its existing 
condition; 

(B) provide natural gas service to Fort 
Belvoir, Virginia at a beneficial rate to the 
Government; 

(C) comply with all applicable environ
mental laws and regulations including any 
permit or license requirements; 

(D) not expand the existing on-post natural 
gas distribution system unless approved by 
the Installation Commander or his or her 
designee; 

(E) take over the responsibility for owner
ship, maintenance, repair, safety inspec
tions, and leak test surveys for the entire 
Fort Belvoir natural gas distribution sys
tem· 

(F) upgrade natural gas system at no cost 
to the Government based on anticipated fuel 
oil conversions to natural gas. 

(c) TERMS.-Conveyance specified in sec
tion (a) shall be subject to negotiation by 
and approval of the Secretary of the Army as 
determined by him to be in the best interests 
of the United States. 

(d) REVERSION.-If the Secretary of the 
Army determines at any time that the Wash
ington Gas Company is not complying with 
the conditions specified in this section, all 
right, title, and interest in and to the natu
ral gas system conveyed pursuant to sub
section (a), including improvements to the 
natural gas system, shall revert to the Unit
ed States and the United States shall have 
the right to access and operation of the nat
ural gas system. 

(e) DETERMINATION OF FAIR MARKET 
VALUE.-The aggregate value of this transfer 
(value defined as benefits to the Army) , shall 
be certified by the Secretary to be of equal 
or greater value than the fair market value 
of the facility. 

(f) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY .-The exact 
legal description of the equipment and facili
ties to be conveyed pursuant to this act shall 
be determined by survey(s) satisfactory to 
the Secretary. The cost of such surveys shall 
be borne by the Washington Gas Company. 

(g) ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE.- The 
Washington Gas Company, Virginia, shall be 
responsible for owning, operating and in
stalling natural gas distribution lines. The 
Secretary of the Army will be responsible for 
clean-up of any contaminated property prior 
to transfer pursuant to the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act. 
SEC. 2812. TRANSFER OF THE FORT LEE, VA, 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM TO 
THE AMERICAN WATER COMPANY, 
VIRGINIA. 

(a) CONVEYANCE.-Subject to subsection 
(b), the Secretary of the Army may convey 
to the American Water Company, Virginia, 
all right, title, and interest of the United 
States in the following real property water 
system: 

(1) All government owned utility fixtures, 
structures, and improvements used to pro
vide water service and water distribution 
service to Fort Lee , Virginia, without the 
underlying fee (land). 

(2) Water system includes approximately 
seven miles of transmission mains, eighty
five miles of distribution and service lines, 
four hundred and sixteen fire hydrants, three 
elevated storage tanks, two pumping sta
tions and other improvements thereon and 
appurtenances thereto at Fort Lee, Virginia. 

(3) A utility easement and right of way ap
purtenant which may be necessary or appro
priate to provide for ingress and egress to 
and from the water system and to satisfy 
any buffer zone requirements imposed by any 
federal or state agency. 

(b) CONSIDERATION.---'(1) In consideration 
for the conveyance authorized in subsection 
(a), the American Water Company shall-

(A) accept the water system to be conveyed 
under this section in its existing condition; 

(B) provide water service to Fort Lee, Vir
ginia, at a beneficial rate to the Govern
ment; 

(C) comply with all applicable environ
mental laws and regulations including any 
permit or license requirements; 

(D) not expand the existing on-post water 
distribution system unless approved by the 

Installation Commander or his or her des-
ignee; . 

(c) TERMS.-Conveyance specified in sec
tion (a) shall be subject to negotiation by 
and approval of the Secretary of the Army as 
determined by him to be in the best interests 
of the United States. 

(d) REVERSION.-If the Secretary of the 
Army determines at any time that the 
American Water Company is not complying 
with the conditions specified in this section, 
all right, title, and interest in and to the 
water system conveyed pursuant to sub
section (a), including improvements to the 
water system, shall revert to the United 
States and the United States shall have the 
right of access and operation of the water 
system. 

(e) DETERMINATION OF FAIR MARKET 
VALUE.-The aggregate value of this transfer 
(value defined as benefits to the Army), shall 
be certified by the Secretary to be of equal 
or greater value than the fair market value 
of the facility . 

(f) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.-The exact 
legal description of the equipment facilities 
to be conveyed pursuant to this act shall be 
determined by survey(s) satisfactory to the 
Secretary. The cost of such surveys shall be 
borne by the American Water Company. 

(g) ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE.-The 
American Water Company will be respon
sible for compliance with all applicable envi
ronmental laws and regulations including 
any permit or license requirements. The 
American Water Company will be respon
sible for executing and constructing environ
mental betterments to the water system as 
required by applicable law. The U.S. Army, 
based on the availability of appropriated 
funding, will share future environmental 
compliance costs based on a pro-rata share of 
the water distribution system as determined 
by the Secretary under section (c). The 
Army will be responsible for clean-up of any 
contaminated property prior to transfer pur
suant to the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation and Liability Act. 
SEC. 2813. TRANSFER OF THE FORT PICKETT, VA, 

WASTE WATER TREATMENT FACIL
ITY TO THE TOWN OF BLACKSTONE, 
VIRGINIA. 

(a) CONVEYANCE.-Subject to subsection 
(b), the Secretary of the Army may convey 
to the Town of Blackstone, Virginia, all 
right, title, and interest of the United States 
in the following real property waste water 
treatment facility: 

(1) A parcel of real property consisting of 
approximately 11.5 acres, including a waste 
water treatment facility and other improve
ments thereon and appurtenances thereto at 
Fort Pickett, Virginia. 

(2) All utility easements and right of way 
appurtenant which may be necessary or ap
propriate to provide for ingress and egress to 
and from the facility and to satisfy any buff
er zone requirements imposed by any federal 
or state agency. 

(b) CONSIDERATION.-(1) In consideration 
for the conveyance authorized in subsection 
(a), the Town of Blackstone shall-

(A) design and construct an environmental 
upgrade to the existing plant to meet envi
ronmental standards; 

(B) provide waste water treatment service 
to Fort Pickett, Virginia, at a beneficial rate 
to the Government; 

(C) comply with all applicable environ
mental laws and regulations including any 
permit or license requirements; 

(D) reserve seventy-five percent of the ex
isting Fort Pickett, Virginia, waste water 
plant capacity for the Army's use at Fort 
Pickett, Virginia, should a future need arise 



15988 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 16, 1993 
due to force realignment or mission require
ments; 

(E) become responsible for future environ
mental clean-up of the facility in accordance 
with the Comprehensive Environmental Re
sponse, Compensation and Liability Act re
sulting from customers other than the Unit
ed States Army. 

(c) TERMS.- Conveyance specified in sec
tion (a) shall be subject to negotiation by 
and approval of the Secretary of the Army as 
determined by him to be in the best interests 
of the United States. 

(d) REVERSION.-If the Secretary of the 
Army determines at ·any time that the town 
of Blackstone, Virginia, is not complying 
with the conditions specified in this section, 
all right , title, and interest in and to the 
waste water treatment system conveyed pur
suant to subsection (a), including improve
ments to the waste water treatment system, 
shall revert to the United States and the 
United States shall have the right of access 
and operation of the waste water treatment 
system. 

(e) DETERMINATION OF FAIR MARKET 
VALUE.-The aggregate value of this transfer 
(value defined as benefits to the Army) , shall 
be certified by the Secretary to be of equal 
or greater value than the fair market value 
of the facility . 

(f) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY .- The exact 
acreage and legal description of the property 
to be conveyed pursuant to this act shall be 
determined by survey(s) satisfactory to the 
Secretary. The cost of such surveys shall be 
borne by the Town of Blackstone. · 

(g) ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE.-The 
Town of Blackstone shall be responsible for 
compliance with all applicable environ
mental laws and regulations including any 
permit or license requirements. The Town of 
Blackstone shall also be responsible for exe
cuting and constructing environmental bet
terments to the plant as required by applica
ble law. The U.S. Army based on the avail
ability of appropriated funding and the Town 
of Blackstone will share future environ
mental compliance costs based on a pro-rata 
share of reserved plant capacity as deter
mined by the Secretary under Section (c). 
The Army will be responsible for clean-up of 
any contaminated property prior to transfer 
pursuant to the Comprehensive Environ
mental Response, Compensation and Liabil
ity Act. 
SEC. 2814. TRANSFER THE STEWART ARMY 

SUBPOST WATER DISTRIBUTION 
SYSTEM AND RESERVOIR TO THE 
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR. NEW YORK. 

(a) CONVEYANCE.- Subject to subsection 
(b), the Secretary of the Army may convey 
to the Town of New Windsor, New York all 
right, title, and interest of the United States 
in the following real property water system: 

(1) All government owned utility fixtures, 
structures, water reservoir, distribution 
plant, and improvements currently used to 
provide water service and water distribution 
service to Stewart Army Subpost, New York, 
and the surrounding area, to include the un
derlying fee (land) of the reservoir and the 
water treatment plant. 

(2) Transfer also includes all water trans
mission mains, water distribution and serv
ice lines, fire hydrants, water pumping sta
tions, and other improvements thereon and 
appurtenances thereto at Stewart Army 
Subpost, New York. 

(3) A utility easement and right of way ap
purtenant which may be necessary or appro
priate to provide for ingress and egress to 
and from the water system and to satisfy 
any buffer zone requirements imposed by any 
federal or state agency. 

(b) CONSIDERATION.-(1) In consideration 
for the conveyance authorized in subsection 
(a), the Town of New Windsor shall-

(A) accept the water system to be conveyed 
under this section in its existing conditions; 

(B) provide water service to Stewart Army 
Subpost, New York, at a beneficial rate to 
the Government; 

(C) comply with all applicable environ
mental laws and regulations including any 
permit or license requirements; 

(D) not expand the existing on-post water 
service system unless approved by the Instal
lation Commander or his or her designee. 

(c) TERMS.-Conveyance specified in sec
tion (a) shall be subject to negotiation by 
and approval of the Secretary of the Army as 
determined by him to be in the best interests 
of the United States. 

(d) REVERSION.-If the Secretary of the 
Army determines at any time that the Town 
of New Windsor is not complying with the 
conditions specified in this section, at right, 
title, and interest in and to the water system 
conveyed pursuant to subsection (a), includ
ing improvements to the water system, shall 
revert to the United States and the United 
States shall have the right of access and op
eration of the water system. 

(e) DETERMINATION OF FAIR MARKET 
V ALUE.-The aggregate value of this transfer 
(value defined as benefits to the Army), shall 
be certified by the Secretary to be of equal 
or greater value than the fair market value 
of the facility. 

(f) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.-The exact 
legal description of the equipment and facili
ties to be conveyed pursuant to this act shall 
be determined by survey(s) satisfactory to 
the Secretary. The cost of such surveys shall 
be borne by the Town of New Windsor. 

(g) ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE.-The 
Town of New Windsor will be responsible for 
compliance with all applicable environ
mental laws and regulations including any 
permit or license requirements. The Town of 
New Windsor will be responsible for execut
ing and constructing environmental better
ments to the water system as required by ap
plicable law. The U.S. Army, based on the 
availability of appropriated funding, will 
share future environmental compliance costs 
based on a pro-rata share of the water dis
tribution system as determined by the Sec
retary under section (c) . The Army will be 
responsible for clean-up of any contaminated 
property prior to transfer pursuant to the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act. 
SEC. 2815. CLARIFICATION OF DEPARTMENT OF 

STATE HOUSING POOL PARTICIPA
TION. 

Subsection 2834(b) of title 10, United States 
Code, is modified by deleting " included. " and 
inserting in lieu thereof " excluded.". 

SECTIONAL ANALYSIS 
SEC. 2801. CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY IN THE 

EVENT OF A DECLARATION OF WAR, NATIONAL 
EMERGENCY, OR CONTINGENCY OPERATION 
The proposed changes to section 2808, Con

struction Authority in the Event of War or 
National Emergency, gives the Secretary of 
Defense the authority to provide funds for 
construction of facilities, on a limited basis, 
during a contingency operation when facili
ties are necessary to support the operation 
and will be for temporary use. Existing legis
lative authority can be used only after dec
laration of war or declaration of a national 
emergency by the President. It does not 
allow the Department to respond to poten
tial contingency operations. The proposed 
changes provide the construction flexibility 

necessary to support immediate operational 
requirements. Use of unobligated military 
construction funds would be authorized. This 
proposal requires the designation of a con
tingency operation by the Secretary of De
fense (as defined in paragraph (a)(l3), Section 
101, title 10, USC) and notification of appro
priate congressional committees, but does 
not require prior congressional approval. 

SEC. 2802. EMERGENCY CONSTRUCTION 
The current $30 million limitation on 

emergency construction (Section 2803, title 
10, USC) established in 1982 in the Codifica
tion Act, is unrealistic in today's rapidly 
changing environment. The proposal rec
ommends the elimination of the $30 million 
cap the service secretary may obligate in 
any one year. In recent times, the services 
have not exceeded the annual limit; however, 
the need to exercise this authority cannot be 
predicted, especially since this authority was 
expanded to include projects meeting the 
conditions of Section 2803 for "the protection 
of health, safety, or the quality of the envi
ronment" by the National Defense Author
ization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993, 
Public Law 102-190. Since projects initiated 
under this authority require reprogramming 
funds from approved military construction 
projects, the interested Congressional au
thorization and appropriations committees 
would continue to exercise their oversight of 
the authority. Additionally, the limitation 
of the $30 million cap would provide Section 
2803 authority the same flexibility that ex
ists for a similar authority for the restora
tion or replacement of damaged or destroyed 
facilities, Section 2854, title 10, USC, which 
has no limit. 
SEC.. 2803. BASE CLOSURE ACCOUNT MANAGEMENT 

FLEXIBILITY 
Public Law 100-526 created a Department 

of Defense Base Closure Account to finance 
base closures and realignments rec
ommended by the 1988 Base Closure Commis
sion. Public Law 101-510 created a Depart
ment of Defense Base Closure Account 1990 
to finance base closures and realignments 
recommended by the 1991, the 1993, and the 
1995 Base Closure Commissions. The author
ity to obligate funds from the Account cre
ated by Public Law 100-526 expires on Sep
tember 30, 1995. Environmental restoration 
and management and disposal of property re
quirements will exist beyond this date at 
some installations recommended for closure 
or realignment by the 1988 Commission. 
Also, receipts from the sale of property asso
ciated with a number of these 1988 actions 
will not all be realized before September 30, 
1995. Allowing the deposit of land sale reve
nues received after September 30, 1995, into 
the Defense Base Closure Account 1990, and 
permitting the Department to use them to 
fund the ongoing environmental and prop
erty management and disposal requirements 
that continue to exist after that date would 
reduce the need for additional appropria
tions. These actions would still allow for 
Congressional oversight through review of 
DoD's detailed budget justification, which 
will continue to be separated by round of clo
sure (i.e., 1988, 1991, 1993 and 1995 rounds). 
They would improve the overall efficiency 
and effectiveness of the base closure imple
mentation process, thereby saving appropria
tions. These actions would also be consistent 
with the intent of Congress in creating the 
Base Closure Accounts. The technical correc
tion would extend the life of Department of 
Defense Base Closure Account 1990 to coin
cide with the expiration of the Secretary's 
authority to carry out a closure or realign
ment under Public Law 101- 510. 
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SEC. 2804. AUTHORITY TO CONTRACT FOR CERTAIN 

FUNCTIONS AT INSTALLATIONS BEING CLOSED 
OR REALIGNED 

The Department of Defense is committed 
to closing bases without undue delay. Quick 
action can save the Department money while 
expediting community reuse and economic 
development. To avoid unnecessary delays, 
the Department must be able to empower 
closing base commanders with options to ef
fectively and efficiently manage their de
creasing manpower resources during closure 
implementation. This provision will enable 
commanders at closing installations to con
tract for needed functions or arrange with 
local authorities for services, such as guard 
services and fire fighting, without the need 
for cost comparisons. It should be noted that 
at closing installations, the workforce be
comes skeletal, making a bona fide cost 
comparison difficult, if not impossible. 

SEC. 2805. MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING FOREIGN 
LEASING PROGRAM 

A provision for an annual Consumer Price . 
Index (CPI) adjustment and an expansion of 
current high-cost foreign lease authority is 
necessary to keep pace with the inflation in 
housing costs and to meet requirements. The 
current ceiling of $20,000 per unit per annum 
as adjusted for foreign currency fluctuation 
from October 1987, will be adjusted annually 
based on the CPI with the exception that not 
more than 300 units may exceed $20,000 per 
unit per annum, but may not exceed $25,000 
per unit per annum. This maximum lease 
amount of $25,000 may be waiv'ed by the Sec
retary concerned with respect to not more 
than 220 such units. The per unit per annum 
threshold was established in 1987 and does 
not provide for inflation or expanded leasing. 
Seventy-six percent of DoD high-cost foreign 
leases are administered by the Department 
of State and support long-term positions of 
Defense Attachees, NATO and SHAPE per
sonnel and their staffs. Such positions are 
not affected by European force reductions 
and base closures. Keeping pace with the 
cost of living and meeting security require
ments is crucial to the quality of life of mili
tary families living in foreign leased units. 
The new open-market conditions of the Com
monwealth of Independent States (CIS) also 
increases the cost of leases in foreign coun
tries. Unless noted provisions are authorized, 
many of our leases will be terminated. Lease 
termination would create personal hardships 
for families, forcing them to live in unsui t
able or unaffordable housing, or would force 
families to involuntarily separate. And, the 
U.S. Government could be subject to penalty 
charges for early termination of leases. Our 
exception for 300 units at $25,000 per unit per 
annum will help in such areas as 
LaMaddalena and Sigonella, Italy, where 
Navy has 238 such leases with cost increases 
of about 6% annually. At LaMaddalena, gov
ernment build-to-lease housing is the only 
option because there is insufficient adequate 
housing available in the private community 
to meet DoD requirements. At Sigonella, 
government build-to-lease housing is the 
least cost alternative to that of providing 
housing allowances for members to ·make 
their own arrangements. An annual CPI ad
justment will provide for current leases to 
continue in effect and planned leases will be 
executable; our serious foreign housing defi
cit will be reduced; and quality of life for 
families at overseas locations will be less 
threatened. 

SEC. 2806. MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING LEASING 
PROGRAM 

The proposed change would provide for an 
annual adjustment to the threshold of high-
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cost domestic leases based on the Consumer 
Price Index (CPI). The Domestic Leasing 
Program, established in 1974 (Public Law 84-
161) is a practical alternative for providing 
housing for lower ranking military families 
in geographical areas with large shortages of 
adequate housing. It is an interim means of 
meeting housing requirements until govern
ment housing programs or the community 
can provide satisfactory housing at a reason
able cost. Current legislation limits the cost 
per unit per annum to $12,000 including the 
costs for utilities, maintenance and oper
ation) with the exception that not more than 
500 uni ts may exceed $12,000 per unit per 
annum, but may not exceed $14,000 per unit 
per annum. The current per unit per year 
ceiling is unrealistic in today's rental mar
ket in high cost areas such as Hawaii, South
ern California and Guam. Installations con
tinue to have difficulty staying within the 
established $14,000 cost ceiling. Our proposal 
for an annual Consumer Price Index (CPI) 
adjustment precludes the need to propose 
new legislation every two or three years sim
ply to keep pace with housing cost inflation. 
Examples: The cost of two bedroom units in 
Guam exceeds the current $14,000 lease cap; 
the 3 bedroom waiting list in the Los Ange
les Basin area continues to grow because 
adequate units cannot be found within the 
current cap limitations. By annually adjust
ing the ceiling by the housing expenditure 
category of the CPI, and with authority to 
obtain leases in areas where housing is both 
scarce and expensive. This will make ade
quate housing available to lower ranking 
military members and their families. 
SEC. 2807. SALE OF ELECTRICITY FROM ALTER

NATE ENERGY AND COGENERATION PRODUC
TION FACILITIES 

The proposed legislation clarifies author
ity to use proceeds from the sale of elec
tricity from alternate energy and cogenera
tion production facilities to accomplish en
ergy conservation projects as authorized in 
Section 2865, title 10, USC. Use of proceeds in 
this manner would significantly increase the 
return on investment, in terms of energy and 
cost savings. Lack of authority would limit 
investment opportunities. Current language 
allows proceeds from sales to be credited to 
the account used to pay for electricity. 

SEC. 2808. ENERGY SAVINGS AT MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS 

Congressional Committee report language 
has encouraged energy efficient mainte
nance; however, energy efficient mainte
nance is not defined, or specifically author
ized. Section 2865 is moot on the definition of 
energy conservation maintenance. Congres
sional intent for services to implement en
ergy conservation maintenance will be im
paired if a definition is not incorporated in 
the section. Additionally, this section is lim
ited to savings realized from energy con
servation measures and does not address sav
ings, or proceeds realized from alternate en
ergy or cogeneration efforts. Routine main
tenance will continue to replace equipment 
"in kind" and life cycle energy costs will not 
be considered. Likewise, the exclusion of al
ternate energy and cogeneration proceeds 
limit the implementation of energy cost sav
ing measures. The proposal provides specific 
authority to implement congressional direc
tion to save energy through energy efficient 
maintenance, defines energy efficient main
tenance, and broadens the funding base for 
this and other energy cost saving efforts. En
ergy efficient maintenance implementation 
would result in reduced O&M utility costs 
through energy efficient, life-cycle cost ef
fective equipment replacement. 

SEC. 2809. FUNDING FOR ENVIRONMENTAL RES
TORATION AT MILITARY INSTALLATIONS TO BE 
CLOSED 

The existing statute makes the BRAC ac
count the exclusive fund source for cleanup 
at closing bases. This greatly complicates 
the execution of cleanups at these bases 
(e.g., requires re-negotiation of cleanup 
agreements which currently specify DERA as 
the only fund source; requires duplicative ar
rangements with the states and the Agency 
for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry to 
fund their activities from BRAC, etc.) It also 
dramatically reduces the flexibility of Serv
ice cleanup program managers to react to 
the dynamic requirements of cleanup 
projects since the BRAC accounts are much 
smaller than their DERA allocations. 
SEC. 2810. AUTHORIZATION TO ACQUIRE EXISTING 

FACILITIES IN LIEU OF CARRYING OUT CON
STRUCTION AUTHORIZED BY LAW 

This legislation would give military de
partments the flexibility to operate more ef
ficiently by authorizing them to meet the fa
cilities requirements of a project authorized 
by law by acquiring existing facilities in lieu 
of constructing new facilities, using funds 
appropriated for the authorized project, if 
that is in the best interests of the Govern
ment. Currently, military departments wish
ing to purchase an available existing facility 
must seek funding and authorization 
through the annual budget process even 
though they have a construction project au
thorized and appropriated. The time it takes 
to obtain the authorization and appropria
tion to purchase the facility often results in 
the identified facility no longer being avail
able. As an example, the requirements of the 
military installation could be met by the ac
quisition of a facility listed on the Resolu
tion Trust Corporation inventory, and it 
would be in the best interest of the Govern
ment to do so. 
SEC. 2811. TRANSFER OF THE FORT BELVOIR, VA, 

NATURAL GAS DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 

The proposed legislation will authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to transfer a natural 
gas distribution system at Fort Belvoir, Vir
ginia, to the Washington Gas Company, 
Springfield, Virginia. Fort Belvoir owns, op
erates and maintains 15.6 miles of on post 
natural gas distribution. The heart of the 
system is cast iron mains, installed in the 
early 1950's. Natural gas service is provided 
by the Washington Gas Company, the local 
distribution company that services Fort 
Belvoir. The Washington Gas Company 
would take over the responsibility for owner
ship, maintenance, repair, safety inspec
tions, and leak test surveys for the entire 
Fort Belvoir natural gas distribution sys
tem. System upgrade would be accomplished 
by the Washington Gas Company at no cost 
to the Government based on anticipated fuel 
oil conversions to natural gas. Costs avoided 
by Fort Belvoir, by not having to update/im
prove the on post natural gas distribution 
system to current Department of Transpor
tation standards, would be used to convert 
fuel oil fired boilers to natural gas. As the 
major oil burning sources are converted to 
natural gas, installation air emissions would 
be markedly reduced to well within Com
monwealth of Virginia limits on the emis
sion standards set by the Virginia Depart
ment of Air Pollution Control and the Envi
ronmental Protection Agency. Environ
mentally harmful oil spills would be signifi
cantly minimized. In summary the total en
ergy savings by converting this first group of 
buildings to natural gas would be $154,226 per 
year in fuel costs, approximately $25,000 per 
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year in maintenance and repair costs, 
$450,000 in savings by having the Washington 
Gas Company update the lines to current 
standards and a tremendous reduction in sul
phur dioxide emissions. 

SEC. 2812. TRANSFER OF THE FORT LEE, VA, 
WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 

The proposed legislation will authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to transfer the Fort 
Lee water distribution system to the Amer
ican Water Company, Virginia. The Depart
ment of the Army policy encourages the use 
of local municipal, regional, cooperative and 
private utility systems when cost effective . 
An economic analysis shows that it is more 
cost effective for the American Water Com
pany, a private company, to assume owner
ship and operation of the water system at 
Fort Lee. Currently Fort Lee owns, operates 
and maintains its own water distribution 
system which provides water service solely 
to Fort Lee, and the system is rapidly be
coming technically and operationally obso
lete , making it difficult to operate and main
tain in compliance with the Environmental 
Protection Agency, state permit require
ments, and the Safe Drinking Water Act. 
Most local utility companies are better 
staffed and equipped to provide more cost ef
fective operation and maintenance services 
and to adhere to environmental compliance 
laws and regulations than Army personnel or 
its contractors. The transfer of this system 
would relieve the government of the respon
sibility for complying with the ever increas
ing and more stringent federal and state re
quirements governing the operation of these 
facilities with the following expected sav
ings, benefits, and improvements: (1) an eco
nomic analysis clearly demonstrates that 
this proposed transfer will be the most cost 
effective option for the Army yielding an es
timated cost avoidance to the Army of ap
proximately $167,289 annually or $2.89M over 
the 25 year life cycle. (2) The American 
Water Company would operate the water sys
tem in compliance with all applicable envi
ronmental laws and regulations including 
any permit or license requirements. This 
would shift certification for water quality to 
the American Water Company. Since the an
ticipated annual savings are quite signifi
cant and beneficial to the Army this transfer 
is in the best interest of the U.S . Govern
ment. 
SEC. 2813. TRANSFER OF THE FORT PICKETT, VA, 

WASTE WATER TREATMENT F AGILITY 
The proposed legislation will authorize the 

Secretary of the Army to transfer a waste 
water treatment facility at Fort Pickett, 
Virginia, to the Town of Blackstone, Vir
ginia. Fort Pickett owns and operates a 
waste water treatment facility which treats 
waste water generated by Fort Pickett and 
the Town of Blackstone. In 1942, at the 
Army's request, the Town of Blackstone was 
connected to the Fort Pickett plant due to 
effluent discharge problems which interfered 
with the fort's drinking water. The town of 
Blackstone and its residential, commercial 
and industrial residents are totally depend
ent on the Fort Pickett waste water treat
ment facility. The Town and its residents 
contribute approximately 50 percent of the 
flow to the waste water treatment facility, 
for which they pay to Fort Pickett a pro rata 
share of the plants capital costs and operat
ing and maintenance expenses. The Army's 
wastewater treatment facility cannot meet 
the new permit discharge requirements es
tablished by the Environmental Protection 
Agency and the Virginia Water Control 
Board without major and costly renovations: 

reference FY 93, Military Construction 
project for $6.lM to bring the waste water 
treatment plant into compliance. If the 
Army makes the required renovations and 
assesses the Town of Blackstone with its 
pro-rata share of these costs, the assessment 
would have a disastrous impact on the 
town 's economy. In addition , the increased 
operating expenses caused by the most strin
gent permit requirements will substantially 
increase the rates to the citizens of Black
stone. This adverse economic impact could 
be substantially reduced if the town were to 
acquire the facility and operate it as a mu
nicipal facility since it would then be eligi
ble for various grants and low interest loans 
which are only available to municipalities. 
Blackstone has requested that it be allowed 
to acquire the facility . 
SEC. 2814. TRANSFER OF THE STEWART ARMY 

SUBPOST WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM AND 
RESERVOIR 
The proposed legislation will authorize the 

Secretary of the Army to transfer the ST AS 
water distribution system and reservoir to 
the Town of New Windsor, New York. Stew
art Army Subpost owns and operates its 
water distribution system. Treated water is 
purchased from the STAS plant leased to the 
New York Department of Transportation and 
operated by the Town of New Windsor. The 
STAS facilities, including the open water 
storage reservoir, will not meet the New 
York clean water standards in 1994. New 
Windsor proposed to create a Water District 
Extension No. 9 to provide service consistent 
with 1994 requirements. This proposal would 
abandon the ST AS facilities except for the 
reservoir which would be lined and covered 
to meet the Clean Water Act requirements 
established by EPA. The Town of New Wind
sor's proposal to create Water District Ex
tension No. 9 would provide water at the 
least cost consistent with Clean Water Act 
requirements established by EPA. The cre
ation of District No . 9 included the oppor
tunity of having the Town of New Windsor 
provide normal distribution operation and 
maintenance services as it does for all water 
district members. The Town of New Windsor 
as the local utility company is better staffed 
and equipped to provide more cost effective 
operation and maintenance services and to 
fully adhere to environmental compliance 
laws and regulations. Present contract nego
tiations clearly demonstrates that this pro
posed transfer will be the most cost effective 
option for the Army, yielding an estimated 
cost avoidance of approximately $267,314 an
nually . The Town of New Windsor would op
erate the water distribution system and res
ervoir in compliance with all applicable en
vironmental laws and regulations including 
any permit or license requirements. Depart
ment of the Army policy is to go to the pri
vate sector for such service when cost and 
benefits to the government justify the trans
action. Since the anticipated annual savings 
are quite significant and beneficial to the 
Army this transfer is in the best interest of 
the U.S. Government. 

SEC. 2815. CLARIFICATION OF DEPARTMENT OF 
STATE HOUSING POOL PARTICIPATION 

This provision clarifies the existing au
thority for the Department of Defense to ac
cept housing leased by the Department of 
State. As originally drafted and imple
mented, the number of units accepted by the 
Department of Defense does not count 
against the ceiling on high cost leases im
posed on the Department of Defense by sec
tion 2828(e)(l). The use of the word "in
cluded" in the statute as currently written 

creates confusion about whether the number 
of units accepted from the State Department 
are to be included in the count toward the 
high cost lease ceiling. Inasmuch as the 
original intent that these units not be in
cluded in the high cost lease count has been 
implemented without question , the change of 
" included" to " excluded" will clarify that 
the State Department houses are not to be 
included in the ceiling count. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 
Washington , DC, April 27, 1993. 

Hon. ALBERT GORE, Jr., 
President of the Senate , 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Enclosed is a draft of 
legislation " To authorize certain construc
tion at military installations for Fiscal Year 
1994, and for other purposes. " This legisla
tive proposal is needed to carry out the 
President's Fiscal Year 1994 budget plan. The 
Office of Management and Budget advises 
that there is no objection to the presen
tation of this proposal to Congress, and that 
its enactment would be in accord with the 
program of the President. 

This proposal would authorize appropria
tions in Fiscal Year 1994 for new construc
tion and family housing support for the Ac
tive Forces, Defense Agencies, NATO Infra
structure Program, and Guard and Reserve 
Forces. The proposal establishes the effec
tive dates for the program and contains the 
general provisions. 

The Fiscal Year 1994 Military Construction 
Authorization Bill includes construction 
projects at locations recommended for clo
sure or realignment to the 1993 Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission. The 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act 
requires the Department to treat all bases 
equally when determining closure or realign
ment recommendations. The base closure 
and the military construction processes pro
ceeded independently to maintain the integ
rity of the base closure process. The Depart
ment did not make adjustments to construc
tion projects at recommended locations be
cause they could be viewed as predecisional 
to the base closure process. The Military De
partments have in place policies and proce
dures to reevaluate all previously appro
priated construction projects at bases on the 
1993 list. 

An identical letter has been sent to the 
Speaker of House of Representatives. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN H. MCNEILL, 

Deputy General Counsel .• 

By Mr. NUNN (for himself and 
Mr. THURMOND): 

S. 1255. A bill to authorize appropria
tions for the Department of Energy for 
national security programs for fiscal 
year 1994, and for other purposes; to the 
Cammi ttee on Armed Services. 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY NATIONAL SECURITY 

PROGRAMS AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 1994 

• Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, by request, 
for myself and the senior Sena tor from 
South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND], I in
troduce, for appropriate reference, a 
bill to authorize appropriations for the 
Department of Energy for national se
curity programs for fiscal year 1994, 
and for other purposes. 

I ask unanimous consent that a let
ter of transmittal requesting consider
ation of the legislation and explaining 
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its purpose be printed in the RECORD 
immediately following the listing of 
the bill. 

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

S. 1255 
Be i t enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That this Act m ay be 
cited as the " Department of Energy National 
Security Programs Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1994." 

Subtitle A-National Security Programs 
Authorizations 

SEC. 101. WEAPONS ACTIVITIES. 
(a) OPERATING EXPENSES.-Funds are au

thorized to be appropriated to the Depart
ment of Energy for fiscal year 1994 for oper
ating expenses incurred in carrying our 
weapons activities necessary for national se
cur ity programs in the amount of 
$3 ,768,954,000, to be allocated as follows : 

(1 ) For research and development, 
$1 ,119,325,000. 

(2) For testing, $428 ,383 ,000. 
(3) For stockpile support, $1,802,280,000. 
(4) For program direction , $280,466,000. 
(5) For complex reconfiguration, 

$138,500,000. 
(b) PLANT PROJECTS.- Funds are authorized 

to be appropriated to the Department of En
ergy for fiscal year 1994 for plant projects 
(including maintenance, restoration, plan
ning, construction , acquisition, modification 
of facilities, and the continuation of projects 
authorized in prior years , and land acquisi
tion related thereto) that are necessary for 
national security programs and are associ
ated with weapons activities as follows: 

Project · GPD-101, general plant projects, 
various locations, $16,500,000. 

Project GPD-121, general plant projects, 
various locations, $7,700,000 . 

Project 94-D-102, nuclear weapons re
search, development, and testing facilities 
revitalization, Phase V, various locations, 
$11,110,000. 

Project 94-D- 124, hydrogen fluoride supply 
system, Oak Ridge Y- 12 Plant, Oak Ridge , 
Tennessee , $5 ,000,000. 

Project 94-D-125, upgrade life safety, Kan
sas City Plant, Kansas City, Missouri, 
$1,000,000. 

Project 94-D- 127, emergency notification 
system, Pantex Plant, Amarillo, Texas, 
$1,000,000. 

Project 94-D- 128, environmental safety and 
health analytical laboratory, Pantex Plant, 
Amarillo, Texas, $800,000. 

Project 93-D-102, Nevada support facility, 
North Las Vagas, Nevada, $4,000,000. 

Project 93-D-122, life safety upgrades, Y-12 
Plant, Oak Ridge, Tennessee, $5,000,000. 

Project 93-D- 123, complex-21 , various loca
tions, $25,000,000. 

Project 92-D-102, nuclear weapons re- · 
search, development, and testing facilities 
revitalization, Phase IV , various locations, 
$27 ,479,000. 

Project 92- D-126, replace emergency notifi
cation systems, various locations, $10,500,000. 

Project 90-D-102, nuclear weapons re
search , development, and testing facilities 
revitalization, Phase III , various locations. 
$30,805,000. 

Project 88-D-106, nuclear weapons re
search, development, and testing facilities 
revitalization, Phase II, various locations, 
$39,624 ,000. 

Project 88-D-122, facilities capability as-
surance program, various locations, 
$27,100,000 . 

Project 88-D- 123, security enhancements, 
Pantex Plant, Amarillo, Texas, $20,000,000. 

( C) CAPITAL EQUIPMENT.- Funds are author
ized to be appropriated to the Department of 
Energy for fiscal year 1994 for capital equip
ment not related to construction for weap
ons activities necessary for national security 
programs in the amount of $123,034 ,000 , to be 
allocated as follows : 

(1) For r esearch and development, 
$82,879,000. 

(2) For t esting, $24,400,000. 
(3) For stockpile support, $12,136,000. 
(4) For program direction , $3,619,000. 
(d) ADJUSTMENTS.- The total amount au

thorized to be appropriated pursuant to this 
section is the sum of the amounts specified 
in subsections (a) through (c) reduced by 
$353,641 ,000 for use of prior year balances. 
SEC. 102. ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND 

WASTE MANAGEMENT. 
(a) OPERATING EXPENSES.-Funds are au

thorized to be appropriated to the Depart
ment of Energy for fiscal year 1994 for oper
ating expenses incurred in carrying out envi
ronmental restoration and waste manage
ment activities necessary for national secu
rity programs in the amount of $4,832,213 ,000, 
to be allocated as follows: 

(1) For corrective activities, $2,170,000. 
(2) For environmental restoration, 

$1,536,027,000. 
(3) For waste management, $2,275,441,000. 
(4) For technology development, 

$371 ,150,000. 
(5) For transportation management, 

$19,730,000. 
(6) For program direction, $82,427,000. 
(7) For facility transition, $545,268,000. 
(b) PLANT PROJECTS.-Funds are authorized 

to be appropriated to the Department of En
ergy for fiscal year 1994 for plant projects 
(including maintenance , restoration, plan
ning, construction, acquisition, modification 
of facilities, and the continuation of projects 
authorized in prior years, and land acquisi
tion related thereto) that are necessary for 
national security programs and are associ
ated with environmental restoration · and 
waste management activities as follows : 

Project GPD- 171, general plant projects, 
various locations, $49 ,015 ,000. 

Project 94- D- 122, underground storage 
tanks, Rocky Flats, Colorado, $700 ,000. 

Project 94- D-400, high explosive 
wastewater treatment system, Los Alamos 
National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mex
ico, $1,000 ,000. 

Project 94-D-401, emergency response facil
ity , Idaho National Engineering Laboratory, 
Idaho, $1 ,190,000. 

Project 94-D-402, liquid waste treatment 
system, Nevada Test Site, Nevada, $491,000. 

Project 94-D-404, Melton Valley storage 
tank capacity increase, Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory, Oak Ridge, Tennessee, $9,400,000. 

Project 94-D-405, central neutralization fa
cility pipeline extension project, K-25, Oak 
Ridge, Tennessee , $1 ,714,000. 

Project 94-D-406, low-level waste disposal 
facilities , K- 25, Oak Ridge , Tennessee , 
$6,000,000. 

Project 94-D-407, initial tank retrieval sys
tems, Richland , Washington, $7 ,000,000. 

Project 94-D-408, office facili ties-200 East, 
Richland, Washington, $1,200,000. 

Project 94-D-411, solid waste operation 
complex, Richland, Washington, $7,100,000. 

Project 94-D-412, 300 area process sewer 
piping upgrade, Richland, Washington, 
$1,100,000. 

Project 94-D-414, site 300 explosive waste 
storage facility , Lawrence Livermore Na
tional Laboratory, Livermore, California, 
$370,000. 

Project 94-D-415, medical facilities, Idaho 
National Engineering Laboratory, Idaho , 
$1 ,110,000. 

Project 94-D-416 , solvent storage tanks in
stallation, Savannah River, South Carolina , 
$1 ,500 ,000. 

Project 94-D-417, intermediate level and 
low activity waste vaults , Savannah River 
Site, Aiken, South Carolina, $1 ,000,000 . 

Project 94-D- 451 , infrastructure replace
ment, Rocky Flats Plant, Golden , Colorado , 
$6,600,000. 

Project 93-D- 172, electrical upgrade , Idaho 
National Engineering Laboratory, Idaho , 
$9,600,000. 

Project 93-D-174 , plant drain waste water 
treatment upgrades, Y-12 Plant, Oak Ridge, 
Tennessee , $3,500,000. 

Project 93--D-175, industrial waste compac
tion facility, Y- 12 Plant , Oak Ridge , Ten
nessee , $1,800,000. 

Project 93-D- 176, Oak Ridge reservation 
storage facility , Oak Ridge, Tennessee , 
$6,039,000. 

Project 93-D- 177, disposal of K-1515 sani
tary water treatment plant waste, K-25, Oak 
Ridge, Tennessee , $7,100,000. 

Project 93-D-178, building 374 liquid waste 
treatment facility , Rock Flats Plant, Gold
en, Colorado , $1 ,000,000. 

Project 93-D-181, radioactive liquid waste 
line replacement, Richland, Washington, 
$6, 700,000. 

Project 93-D- 182, replacement of cross-site 
transfer system, Richland, Washington, 
$6,500,000. 

Project 93-D-183, multi-function waste re
mediation facility, Richland, Washington , 
$52,615,000. 

Project 93-D- 184, 325 facility compliance/ 
renovation, Pacific Northwest Laboratory, 
Richland, Washington, $3,500,000. 

Project 93-D- 185, landlord program safety 
compliance, Phase II, Richland, Washington, 
$1,351,000. 

Project 93-D-187, high-level waste removal 
from filled waste tanks, Savannah River, 
South Carolina, $13,230,000 . 

Project 93-D- 188, new sanitary landfill , Sa
vannah River, South Carolina, $1 ,020,000. 

Project 92- D- 125, master safeguards and se
curity agreement/materials surveillance 
task force security upgrades, Rocky Flats 
Plant, Golden, Colorado, $3,900,000. 

Project 92- D- 172, hazardous waste treat
ment and processing facility, Pantex Plant, 
Amarillo, Texas, $300,000. 

Project 92- D-173 , NOx abatement facility, 
Idaho Chemical Processing Plant, Idaho Na
tional Engineering Laboratory, Idaho, 
$10 ,000,000 . 

Project 92- D- 177, tank 101-AZ waste re
trieval system, Richland, Washington, 
$7,000,000. 

Project 92-D-181, fire and safety improve
ments, Idaho National Engineering Labora
tory , Idaho, $5,000,000. 

Project 92- D- 182, sewer system upgrade, 
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory, 
Idaho, $1 ,450,000. 

Project 92-D-183, transportation complex , 
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory. 
Idaho, $7,198,000. 

Project 92- D- 184, Hanford infrastructure 
underground storage tanks, Richland, Wash
ington, $300,000. 

Project 92-D-186, steam system rehabilita
tion, Phase II, Richland, Washington, 
$4,300,000. 

Project 92- D- 187, 300 area electrical dis
tribution conversion and safety improve
ments, Phase II, Richland, Washington, 
$10,276,000. 

Project 92-D- 188, waste management envi
ronment, safety and health, and compliance 
activities, various locations, $8,568 ,000. 
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Project 92-D--403, tank ·upgrade project, 

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, 
California, $3,888,000. 

Project 91- D-171, waste receiving and proc
essing facility , module 1, Richland, Washing
ton, $17,700,000. 

Project 91- D- 175, 300 area electrical dis
tribution, conversion, and safety improve
ments, Phase I , Richland, Washington, 
$1,500,000. 

Project 90-D-172, aging waste transfer line, 
Richland, Washington , $5,600,000. 

Project 90-D-175, landlord program safety 
compliance Phase I , Richland, Washington, 
$1,800,000. 

Project 90-D-177, RWMC transuranic waste 
characterization and storage facility, Idaho 
National Engineering Laboratory, Idaho, 
$21,700,000. 

Project 89-D-172, Hanford environmental 
compliance, Richland, Washington, 
$11 ,700,000. 

Project 89-D-173, tank farm ventilation up
grade, Richland, Washington, $1,800,000. 

Project 89-D-174, replacement high-level 
waste evaporator, Savannah River, South 
Carolina, $23,974,000. 

Project 89-D-175, hazardous waste/mixed 
disposal facility, Savannah River, South 
Carolina, $7 ,000,000. 

Project 88-D-173, Hanford waste vitrifica
tion plant, Richland, Washington, $85,000,000. 

Project 87-D-181, diversion bcx and pump 
pit' containment buildings, Savannah River , 
South Carolina, $2,137,000. 

Project 86-D-103, decontamination and 
waste treatment facility, Lawrence Liver
more National Laboratory, Livermore, Cali
fornia, $10,260,000. 

Project 83-D-148, non-radioactive hazard
ous waste management, Savannah River, 
South Carolina, $9,769,000. 

Project 81-T-105, defense waste processing 
facility, Savannah River, South Carolina, 
$43,873,000. 

(C) CAPITAL EQUIPMENT.- Funds are author
ized to be appropriated to the Department of 
Energy for fiscal year 1994 for capital equip
ment not related to construction for envi
ronmental restoration and waste manage
ment activities necessary for national secu
rity programs in the amount of $203,826,000, 
to be allocated as follows: 

(1) For corrective activities, $600,000. 
(2) For waste management, $138,781,000. 
(3) For technology development, $29,850,000. 
(4) For transportation management, 

$400,000. 
(5) For program direction, $9,469,000. 
(6) For facility transition & management, 

$24,726,000. 
(d) ADJUSTMENTS.-The total amount au

thorized to be appropriated pursuant to this 
section is the sum of the amounts specified 
in subsections (a) through (c) reduced by 
$86,600,000 for use of prior year balances. 
SEC. 103. NUCLEAR MATERIALS SUPPORT AND 

OTHER DEFENSE PROGRAMS. 
(a) OPERATING EXPENSES.-Funds are au

thorized to be appropriated to the Depart
ment of Energy for fiscal year 1994 for oper
ating expenses incurred in carrying out nu
clear materials support and other defense 
programs necessary for national security 
programs in the amount of $2,221,039,000, to 
be allocated as follows: 

(1) For nuclear materials · support, 
$901,166,000. 

(2) For verification and control technology, 
$344,741,000. 

(3) For nuclear safeguards and security, 
$86,246,000. 

(4) For security investigations, $53,335,000. 
(5) For office of security evaluations, 

$14,961,000. 

(6) For office of nuclear safety, $24,859,000. 
(7) For worker training and adjustment, 

$100,000,000. 
(8) For naval reactors, including enrich

ment materials, $695,731,000. 
(b) PLANT PROJECTS.-Funds are authorized 

to be appropriated to the Department of En
ergy for fiscal year 1994 for plant projects 
(including maintenance, restoration, plan
ning, construction, acquisition, modification 
of facilities, and the continuation of projects 
authorized in prior years , and land acquisi
tion related thereto) that are necessary for 
national security programs and are associ
ated with materials support and other de
fense programs activities as follows: 

(1) For materials support: 
Project GPD-146, general plant projects, 

varicus locations, $31,760,000. 
Project 93-D- 147, domestic water system 

upgrade, Phase I, Savannah River, South 
Carolina, $7,720,000. 

Project 93-D-148, replace high-level drain 
lines, Savannah River, South Carolina, 
$1,800,000. 

Project 93-D-152, environmental modifica
tion for production facilities , Savannah 
River, South Carolina, $20,000,000. 

Project 92-D-140, F&H canyon exhaust up
grades, Savannah River, South Carolina, 
$15 ,000,000. 

Project 92-D-142, nuclear material process
ing training center, Savannah River, South 
Carolina, $8,900,000. 

Project 92-D-143, health protection instru
ment calibration facility, Savannah River, 
South Carolina, $9,600,000. 

Project 92-D-150, operations support facili
ties, Savannah River, South Carolina, 
$26,900,000. 

Project 92-D-153, engineering support facil
ity, Savannah River, South Carolina, 
$9,500,000. 

Project 90-D- 149, plantwide fire protection, 
Phases I and II, Savannah River, South Caro
lina, $25,950,000. 

Project 86-D-149, productivity retention 
program, Phases I, II, III, IV, V, and VI, var
ious locations, $3,700,000. 

(2) For verification and control technology: 
Project 90-D-186, center for national secu

rity and arms control, Sandia National Lab
oratories, Albuquerque, New Mexico, 
$8,515,000. 

(3) For naval reactors development: 
Project GPN-101, general plant projects, 

various locations, $7,500,000. 
Project 93-D- 200, engineering services fa

cilities, Knolls Atomic Power Laboratory, 
Niskayuna, New York, $7,000,000. 

Project 92-D-200, laboratories facilities up
grades, various locations, $2,800,000. 

Project 90-N-102, expended core facility dry 
cell project, Naval Reactors Facility, Idaho, 
$7 ,800,000. 

(c) CAPITAL EQUIPMENT.-Funds are author
ized to be appropriated to the Department of 
Energy for fiscal year 1994 for capital equip
ment not related to construction for nuclear 
materials support and other defense pro
grams necessary for national security pro
grams in the amount of $141,833,000, to be al
located as follows: 

(1) For materials support, $75,209,000. 
(2) For verification and control technology, 

$15,573,000. 
(3) For nuclear safeguards and security, 

$4,101,000. 
(4) For office of nuclear safety, $50,000. 
(5) For naval reactors, $46,900,000. 
(d) ADJUSTMENTS.-The total amount au

thorized that may be appropriated pursuant 
to this section is the sum of the amounts 
specified in subsections (a) through (c) re
duced by-

(A) $100,000,000 for recovery of overpayment 
to the Savannah River Pension Fund; 

(B) $251,065,000 for use of prior-year bal
ances, from the Materials Support and Other 
Defense Programs appropriation ; 

(C) $100,067,000 for use of prior-year bal
ances from the New Production Reactor ap
propriation; and 
increased by $58,000,000 for education pro
grams. 
SEC. 104. DEFENSE NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL. 

Funds are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Department of Energy for fiscal year 1994 
for operating expenses incurred in carrying 
out the nuclear waste fund program in the 
amount of $120,000,000. 

Subtitle B-Recurring General Provisions 
SEC. 201. REPROGRAMMING. 

(a) NOTICE To CONGRESS.-(1) Except as 
otherwise provided in this title-

(A) no amount appropriated pursuant to 
this Act may be used for any program in ex
cess of the lesser of-

(i) 105 percent of the amount authorized for 
that program by this Act; or 

(ii) $10,000,000 more than the amount au
thorized for that program by this Act; and 

(B) no amount appropriated pursuant to 
this Act may be used for any program which 
has not been presented to, or requested of, 
the Congress. (2) An action described in para
graph (1) may not be taken until-

(A) the Secretary of Energy has submitted 
to the congressional defense committees a 
report containing a full statement of the ac
tion proposed to be taken and the facts and 
circumstances relied upon in support of such 
proposed action; and 

(B) a period of 30 days has elapsed after the 
date on which the report is received by the 
committees. 

(3) In the computation of the 30-day period 
under paragrpah (2), there shall be excluded 
each day on which either House of Congress 
is not in session because of an adjournment 
of more than 3 calendar days to a day cer
tain. 

(b) LIMITATION ON AMOUNT 0BLIGATED.-In 
no event may the total amount of funds obli
gated pursuant to this Act exceed the total 
amount authorized to be appropriated by 
this Act. 
SEC. 202. LIMITS OF GENERAL PLANT PROJECTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Energy 
may carry out any construction project 
under the general plant projects provisions 
authorized by this Act if the total estimated 
cost of the construction project does not ex
ceed $2,500,000. 

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-If, at any time 
during the construction of any general plant 
project authorized by this Act, the estimated 
cost of the project is revised because of un
foreseen cost variations and the revised cost 
of the project exceeds $2,500,000, the Sec
retary shall immediately furnish a complete 
report to the congressional defense commit
tees explaining the reasons for the cost vari
ation. 
SEC. 203. LIMITS ON CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-
(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), 

construction on a construction project may 
not be started or additional obligations in
curred in connection with the project above 
the total estimated cost, whenever the cur
rent estimated cost of the construction 
project, which is authorized by sections 101, 
102, and 103 of this Act, or which is in sup
port of national security programs of the De
partment of Energy and was authorized by 
any previous Act, exceeds by more than 25 
percent the higher of-
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(A) the amount authorized for the project; 

or 
(B) the amount of the total estimated cost 

for the project as shown in the most recent 
budget justification data submitted to Con
gress. 

(2) An action described in paragraph (1) 
may be taken if-

(A) the Secretary of Energy has submitted 
to the congressional defense committees a 
report on the actions and the circumstances 
making such actions necessary; and 

(B) a period of 30 days has elapsed after the 
date on which the report is received by the 
committees. 

(3) In the computation of the 30-day period 
under paragraph (2) , there shall be excluded 
each day on which either House of Congress 
is not in session because of an adjournment 
of more than 3 calendar days to a day cer
tain . 

(b) EXCEPTION.-Subsection (a) shall not 
apply to any construction project which has 
a current estimated cost of less than 
$5,000,000. 
SEC. 204. FUND TRANSFER AUTHORITY. 

Funds appropriated pursuant to subtitles A 
and B of this Act may be transferred to other 
agencies of the Government for the perform
ance of the work for which the funds were 
appropriated , and funds so transferred may 
be merged with the appropriations of the 
agency to which the funds are transferred. 
SEC. 205. AUTHORITY FOR CONSTRUCTION DE-

SIGN. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-
(1) Within the amounts authorized by this 

Act for plant engineering and design, the 
Secretary of Energy may carry out advance 
planning and construction design (including 
architectural and engineering services) in 
connection with any proposed construction 
project if the total estimated cost for such 
planning and design does not exceed 
$2,000 ,000. 

(2) In the case of any project in which the 
total estimated cost for advance planning 
and design exceeds $500,000, the Secretary 
shall notify the congressional defense com
mittees in writing of the details of such 
project at least 30 days before any funds are 
obligated for design services for such project. 

(b) SPECIFIC AUTHORITY REQUIRED.- In any 
case in which the total estimated cost for ad
vance planning and construction design in 
connection with any construction project ex
ceeds $2,000,000, funds for such planning and 
design must be specifically authorized by 
law. 
SEC. 206. AUTHORITY FOR EMERGENCY PLAN

NING, DESIGN, AND CONSTRUCTION 
ACTMTIES. 

(a) AUTHORITY.-The Secretary of Energy 
may use any funds available to the Depart
ment of Energy, including those funds au
thorized to be appropriated for advance plan
ning and construction design under sections 
101 , 102, 103, and 104, to perform planning, de
sign, and construction activities for any De
partment of Energy defense activity con
struction project that, as determined by the 
Secretary, must proceed expeditiously in 
order to protect public health and safety, 
meet . the needs of national defense , or pro
tect property. 

(b) LIMITATION.-The Secretary may not 
exercise the authority under subsection (a) 
in the case of any construction project until 
the Secretary has submitted to the congres
sional defense committees a report on the 
activities that the Secretary intends to 
carry out under this section and the cir
cumstances making such activities nec
essary. 

(c) SPECIFIC AUTHORITY.-The requirement 
of section 205(b) does not apply to emergency 
planning, design, and construction activities 
conducted under this section. 

(d) REPORT.-The Secretary of Energy shall 
promptly report to the congressional defense 
committees any exercise of authority under 
this section. 
SEC. 207. FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR ALL NATIONAL 

SECURITY PROGRAMS OF THE DE
PARTMENT OF ENERGY. 

Subject to the provisions of appropriation 
Acts and section 201 , amounts appropriated 
pursuant to this Act for management and 
support activities and for general plant 
projects are available for use , when nec
essary, in connection with all national secu
rity programs of the Department of Energy. 
SEC. 208. AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS. 

When so specified in an appropriation Act, 
amounts appropriated for operating expenses 
or for plant and capital equipment may re
main available until expended. 

Subtitle C-Fiscal Year 1995 Authorization 
SEC. 301. AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDS FOR 1995. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Department of Energy such sums as may 
be necessary for fiscal year 1995 to carry out 
national security programs and environ
mental restoration and waste management 
programs. 

Hon. AL GORE, 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, 
Washington, DC, June 8, 1993. 

President of the Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Enclosed is proposed 

legislation " [t]o authorize appropriations for 
the Department of Energy for national secu
rity programs for fiscal year 1994, and for 
other purposes. " Title I of this bill would au
thorize $6.055 billion for national security 
programs and $5.466 billion for environ
mental restoration and waste management. 
The bill would authorize appropriations to 
the Department of Energy totaling $11.521 
billion if or fiscal year 1994. 

The primary defense mission of the Depart
ment of Energy continues to be the mainte
nance of the Nation's nuclear deterrent. Con
sistent with the decline in defense require
ments and the need to enhance our Nation's 
economic well being, the emphasis of the De
partment's activities will focus on: main
taining the enduring stockpile and our core 
research, development, and testing capabil
ity; expanding the rate of dual-use tech
nology development transferred to the pri
vate sector; making progress to reconfigure 
the weapons complex to one which is smaller 
and more cost effective; providing efficient 
and forward looking management of our in
ventory of nuclear materials; ensuring the 
regulatory and environmental, safety and 
health compliance of DOE facilities; and de
veloping and implementing workers retrain
ing and adjustment programs. 

Environmental restoration and waste man
agement activities comprise a growing por
tion of the Department of Energy budget and 
reflect the Department's commitment to 
protect public and worker health and safety 
as well as the quality of the environment. 
Continued commitment of resources by this 
Department and Congress in this area is es
sential to ensure that key environmental 
initiatives are completed. 

As in all of our activities, this authoriza
tion request reflects a concern for safety, re
liability, and compliance with law, regula
tions and accepted practice. 

Title II of this request includes recurring 
general provisions that would govern re
programming of funds , general plant 

projects, construction projects, fund trans
fers, construction designs, and availability of 
funds. Section 202 of this bill would increase 
the dollar limit for General Plant Projects 
from $1.2 million to $2.5 million. Title III 
would authorize such sums as may be nec
essary for fiscal year 1995. 

I look forward to working closely with 
Congress toward enactment of this legisla
tion . 

The Office of Management and Budget ad
vises that presentation of this legislative 
proposal for consideration by the Congress is 
in accord with the President 's program. 

Sincerely, 
ERIC J. FYGI, 

Acting General Counsel .• 

By Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr. 
HARKIN, Mr. HELMS, Mr. 
McCAIN t Mr. LEAHY t Mr. SIMON t 
Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. DUREN
BERGER, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. MITCH
ELL, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. HAT
FIELD, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. 
MOYNIHAN, and Mr. HATCH): 

S. 1256. A bill to amend the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 to examine the 
status of the human rights of people 
with disabilities worldwide; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

DISABILITY RIGHTS IN AMERICAN FOREIGN 
POLICY ACT OF 1993 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I introduce 
today the Disability Rights in Amer
ican Foreign Policy Act of 1993. It is a 
short bill, and requires just one thing: 
That the Secretary of State include an 
examination of discrimination against 
people with disabilities in the annual 
report on human rights mandated by 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. 

I am pleased that this bill comes be
fore the Senate with strong bipartisan 
support. Senators HARKIN, HELMS, 
MCCAIN, LEAHY, SIMON, D'AMATO, 
DURENBERGER, KENNEDY, INOUYE, 
LUGAR, MITCHELL, JEFFORDS, HATFIELD, 
KASSEBAUM, MOYNIHAN, and HATCH join 
me as cosponsors of this measure. 

Mr. President, neither the length nor 
simplicity of this bill should obscure 
its promise or power, which is to intro
duce for the first time an explicit rec
ognition of the rights of people with 
disabilities in American foreign policy. 

Mr. President, our Nation was found
ed on the concept of human rights. Re
cently we celebrated the 217th anniver
sary of American independence. As 
children, we all learned the immortal 
words which begin the Declaration of 
Independence: 

We hold these truths to be self-evident, 
that all men are created equal , that they are 
endowed by their creator with certain 
unalienable rights, that among these are life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. 

These sentiments were later echoed 
in the declaration of human rights 
adopted by the United Nations in 1948, 
the first international accord on 
human rights in world history: 

All human beings are born free and equal 
in dignity and rights. 

Just last month, the world's commit
ment to the proposition of universal 
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS human rights was reaffirmed in Vi

enna, at the first world conference on 
human rights in 25 years. 

Mr. President, on July 26 we will 
commemorate the third anniversary of 
the Americans With Disabilities Act. 
As Members of this Chamber know 
well , ADA heralded a new approach to 
disability in our Nation. Although for 
over 70 years we have enacted Federal 
disability programs and limited legal 
protections, we had never before made 
either a clear or comprehensive na
tional mandate for the elimination of 
discrimination. 

But ADA has done more than pro
hibit discrimination, as important as 
.that is. With the passage of ADA, we 
determined our national policy on dis
ability would be based on the positive 
values of equality of opportunity and 
inclusion. 

Mr. President, it is past time we in
cluded these principles in our human 
rights policy. This bill will do that, and 
send a message around that world that 
america respects the rights of all peo
ple, including those with disabilities. 

Indeed, America's greatest export has 
been its concept of human rights. Let 
us continue that tradition with this 
bill. I sincerely hope this measure will 
not only encourage people with disabil
ities all over the world, but prompt 
other Governments and nongovern
mental organizations interested in 
human rights to take close interest in 
the circumstances of people with dis
abilities. 

Mr. President, I am mindful that 
there will be objections to even this 
modest measure. For example, some 
may say the situation of people in de
veloping nations is so difficult that at
tention to the disabled is an 
unaffordable luxury. 

I do not agree. In my maiden speech 
before this body almost 25 years ago, I 
insisted that Americans with disabil
ities must be recognized as full, con
tributing partners in the building of 
this Nation. 

But today I realize how parochial 
these words were . People with disabil
ities, of whatever region or nation, 
must be recognized as full, contribut
ing partners in the building of the 
world. 

According to the United Nations, of 
the 500 million people worldwide with 
disabilities, 80 percent live in develop
ing nations. The rights of these indi
viduals cannot wait until it is conven
ient to recognize them. Moreover, this 
year's World Bank report on develop
ment finds that disability is a serious 
impediment to economic growth in de
veloping countries. 

And let me note further, Mr. Presi
dent, with anger and sadness, that the 
manufacture of disability is one of the 
great industries of the world. Today, 
millions of people become disabled 
from war and civil strife, in Bosnia and 
Hercegovina, in Somalia, and in too 

many other places in the world. This 
bill is preparation and hope for peace. 

Mr. President, others may argue that 
we are advocating special rights for 
people with disabilities. Again, I dis
agree. We ask merely that they not be 
denied opportunities accorded others. 

In closing, Mr. President, let me note 
that this bill is only a beginning, and 
there is much more to be done. Two 
years ago I joined with Senators SIM
MON' HARKIN' and HELMS in proposing 
amendments to a reauthorization of 
the Foreign Assistance Act that would 
provide for the first time a specific 
mandate for aid to people with disabil
ities. As I said at that time: 

It is our duty to provide assistance to 
other na tions as they struggle to design 
m edical and rehabilitation services for their 
citizens with disabilities. 

That legislation never made it into 
law, but I intend to take up this matter 
again at an appropriate time. 

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

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

s. 1256 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

r esentatives of the United States of Amer ica in 
Congress assembled , 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the " Disability 
Rights in American Foreign Policy Act of 
1993". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
(1) at least 500 million people throughout 

the world have a disability , most of whom 
live in developing countries; 

(2) legal and other forms of discrimination 
against people with disabilities are pervasive 
worldwide; 

(3) such discrimination involves not only 
active exclusion , but a lack of accommoda
tions and accessibility that would allow par
ticipation by people with disabilities; 

(4) discrimination against people with dis
abilities is a violation of their human rights; 
and 

(5) discrimination against people with dis
abilities has not historically been addressed 
by existing standards of human rights em
ployed in American foreign policy . 

(b) PURPOSE.-It is the purpose of this Act 
to promote recognition of the human rights 
of people with disabilities and to promote 
the elimination of discrimination against 
such people . 
SEC. 3. DISCRIMINATION AGAINST PEOPLE WITH 

DISABILITIES INCLUDED IN ANNUAL 
REPORT ON HUMAN RIGHTS. 

(a) Section 116(d) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 215ln(d)) is amended

(1) by striking " and" at the end of para
graph (2); 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para
graph (4); and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol
lowing: 

" (3) an examination of discrimination to
ward people with disabilities; and". 

(b) Section 502B(a)(l ) of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2304) is amended 
by inserting " disability," after " language," . 

S. 155 

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
name of the Sena tor from Missouri 
[Mr. BOND] was added as a cosponsor of 
S . 155, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 with respect to 
the treatment of certain amounts re
ceived by a cooperative telephone com
pany. 

s . 483 

At the request of Mr. SHELBY, the 
names of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
PACKWOOD], the Senator from Massa
chusetts [Mr. KERRY], the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. SIMON], the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. SMITH], the Sen
ator from Missouri [Mr. DANFORTH], 
and the Sena tor from Maine [Mr. 
COHEN] were added as cosponsors of S. 
483, a bill to provide for the minting of 
coins in commemoration of Americans 
who have been prisoners of war, and for 
other purposes. 

s . 540 

At the request of Mr. HEFLIN, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 540, a bill to improve the ad
ministration of the bankruptcy sys
tem, address certain commercial issues 
and consumer issues in bankruptcy, 
and establish a commission to study 
and make recommendations on prob
lems with the bankruptcy system, and 
for other purposes. 

s. 985 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. SASSER] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 985, a bill to amend the Federal 
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide 
Act with respect to minor uses of pes
ticides, and for other purposes. 

s. 995 

At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 
name of the Sena tor from Louisiana 
[Mr. JOHNSTON] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 995, a bill to improve the abil
ity of the Federal Government to pre
pare for and respond to major disas
ters, and for other purposes. 

s. 1157 

At the request of Mr. SHELBY, the 
name of the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. FORD] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1157, a bill to establish a Commis
sion on the airplane crash at Gander, 
Newfoundland. 

s. 1251 

At the request of Mr. HOLLINGS, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro
lina [Mr. THURMOND] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1251, a bill to extend to 
1993 and subsequent crops the disaster 
assistance provisions of the Food, Agri
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act 
of 1990. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 16 

At the request of Mr. SHELBY, the 
name of the Sena tor from Louisiana 
[Mr. JOHNSTON] was added as a cospon
sor of Senate Concurrent Resolution 16, 
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a concurrent resolution expressing the 
sense of Congress that equitable men
tal health care benefits must be in
cluded in any heal th care reform legis
lation passed by Congress. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 

RESOURCES 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for my col
leagues and the public that joint hear
ings have been scheduled before the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources and the Subcommittee on En
ergy and Water Development of the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re
ceive testimony on the super
conducting super collider. 

The first hearing will take place on 
Tuesday, July 27, 1993, at 9:30 a.m. and 
the second hearing will be on Wednes
day, July 28, 1993, at 9:30 a.m. Both 
hearings will be held in room SD-366 of 
the Dirksen Senate Office Building, 
First and C Streets, NE., Washington, 
DC. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the printed hearing record should 
send their comments to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, U.S. 
Senate, Washington, DC 20510, Atten
tion: Paul Barnett and Mary Louise 
Wagner. 

For further information, please con
tact Paul Barnett and Mary Louise 
Wagner of the committee staff at 2021 
224-7569. You may also contact Proctor 
Jones at 2021224-0335. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for my col
leagues and the public that a hearing 
has been scheduled before the Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re
ceive testimony on the Department of 
Energy's civilian radioactive waste 
program. 

The hearing will take place on Mon
day, August 2, 1993, at 2 p.m. in room 
SD-366 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building, First and C Streets, NE., 
Washington, DC. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the printed hearing record should 
send their comments to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, U.S. 
Senate, Washington, DC 20510, Atten
tion: Mary Louise Wagner. 

For further information, please con
tact Mary Louise Wagner of the com
mittee staff at 2021224-7569. 

NOTICE OF CHANGE IN HEARING SCHEDULES 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the public 

that the hearing scheduled before the 
Subcommittee on Public Lands, Na
tional Parks and Forests of the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Re
sources for Thursday, July 22, 1993, at 2 
p.m. has been canceled. I regret any in
convenience this cancellation may 
have caused. 

In addition, I would like to announce 
that an additional bill will be heard at 
the hearing previously scheduled for 
Thursday, July 29, 1993. The bill is S . 
855, the Alaska Peninsula Subsurface 
Consolidation Act of 1993. The hearing 
will take place on Thursday, July 29, 
1993, at 2 p.m. in room 366 of the Dirk
sen Senate Office Building in Washing
ton, DC. 

For further information, please con
tact David Brooks of the subcommittee 
staff at (202) 224-8115. 

NOTICE OF HEARING 
POSTPONEMENT 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce that the Small 
Business Committee has postponed the 
full committee hearing on SBA's fiscal 
year 1994 budget proposal that was 
originally scheduled for Tuesday, July 
20, 1993. For further information, please 
call Patty Forbes of the Small Busi
ness Committee at 224-5175. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE , NUTRITION , AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For
estry be allowed to meet during the 
session of the Senate on Friday, July 
16, 1993, at 10 a.m. in SD-138 on the 
flood and disaster relief in the Mid
west. 

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

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the full Com
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Friday, 
July 16, beginning at 10 a.m., to con
duct the third of its taking-stock hear
ings on new directions in environ
mental policy to review successes and 
failures of environmental regulation 
and to consider the need for new poli
cies to achieve a sustainable future, in
cluding environmental and trade poli
cies in a global economy. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations, be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen-

ate on Friday, July 16, 1993, at 11 a.m. 
to hold a nomination hearing on Robin 
Raphel to be Assistant Secretary of 
State for South Asian Affairs. 

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

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Friday, July 16, 1993, at 9:30 
a.m. to hold a closed markup. 

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

TRIBUTE TO THE ARKANSAS NA
TIONAL GUARD FOR ASSISTING 
FLOOD VICTIMS IN row A 

•Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, it is with 
great pride and pleasure that I rise 
today to recognize the Arkansas Army 
National Guard, which has been mobi
lized to assist flood victims in Des 
Moines, IA. In particular, I am proud 
to pay tribute to Company A, 39th Sup
port Battalion and to the soldiers in 
that group who were selected for spe
cial duty in Iowa. 

In the largest natural disaster this 
year, devastating flooding has left the 
city of Des Moines without drinking 
water and other basic amenities. In an 
attempt to provide needed relief to the 
flood victims, Arkansas Gov. Jim Guy 
Tucker called this dedicated battalion 
to action. The Arkansas National 
Guard unit has traveled to Iowa with 
its state-of-the-art water purification 
system and is currently providing 2,400 
gallons of drinking water every day of 
this crisis. I have been informed that 
this relief, which will continue at least 
for the next 2 to 3 weeks, has been well 
received by the citizens in need in Des 
Moines 

I would like to commend Gov. Jim 
Guy Tucker and the National Guard 
Bureau for sending these soldiers to 
Iowa, where their expertise and experi
ence can be fully utilized in support of 
the public good. I also want to recog
nize the flexibility and diversity of the 
Arkansas National Guard's capabili
ties. Aside from performing admirably 
during the Persian Gulf war, where the 
431st Field Artillery Unit's achieve
ments prompted national recognition 
and honors, the Arkansas National 
Guard has once again demonstrated its 
readiness and ability to quickly re
spond to calamities at home. 

I believe that the Arkansas National 
Guard is setting the standard for other 
Guard forces to follow. Their dedicated 
efforts reinforce the need to maintain a 
strong reserve component in our mili
tary that can respond quickly in time 
of crisis in America and in foreign 
lands. I ask my colleagues to join me 
in applauding this outstanding group of 
citizen soldiers.• 
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CONFIRMATION OF GEORGE T. 
FRAMPTON, JR., ASSISTANT SEC
RETARY, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR 

• Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
recently the Senate voted to confirm 
President Clinton's nomination of 
George T. Frampton as Assistant Sec
retary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks 
at the U.S. Department of the Interior. 
I supported the nominee , however, with 
reservation and with the expectation 
that he is a man of his word. 

Since its announcement, this nomi
nation had been strongly criticized by 
many Members of this body, as well as 
by many of my constituents. It had 
also received strong support. Many of 
the concerns raised by my colleagues I 
agree with, others I have not con
firmed. After carefully reviewing the 
arguments and concerns presented to 
me and the two committees of jurisdic
tion, I decided to support the nominee. 

Mr. President, I based my support on 
several principles that I believe are the 
responsibility of the Senate to apply to 
every Presidential nomination-Repub
lican and Democrat. These are also 
principles that I feel constitute good 
government and I have consistently ap
plied throughout my 15 years as a U.S. 
Senator. 

First, I believe that the President 
should be able to nominate competent 
persons of his choice for positions of 
trust and confidence in his administra
tion. 

Second, it is the constitutional func
tion of the Senate to determine wheth
er the nominee is by character and ex
perience competent to carry out the 
President's mandates and national 
policies, not to the appointee's per
sonal views or preference . 

Third, I will vote to confirm a nomi
nee. with whose past positions on public 
policy issues I disagree. The only ex
ceptions would be if the nominee dem
onstrates an inability to separate per
sonal views and advocacy in favor of 
the faithful discharge of the respon
sibilities of the position. 

It is unusual, though, and frankly 
disconcerting, that a nominee had been 
chosen and presented to the Senate 
with such a strong record of advocacy. 
This is not a disqualifying factor, but 
it has clearly affected the judgment of 
my colleagues and constituents. 

Mr. President, I would like to speak 
for a moment about the important con
cerns of my constituents. When it 
comes to natural resources, Minnesota 
is a Western State. Like Western 
States, much of its economy is greatly 
affected by the actions and decisions of 
the Department of the Interior. In the 
past, I have fought for balance among 
the interests of conservation, economic 
development, environment and re
source protection-especially water, 
community development and tourism. 
Minnesota relies on the Secretary and 
his or her deputies to implement pol-

icy, build and inspire professional staff, 
and respond to local and regional con
cerns-not to advocate single minded 
approaches to all problems. 

There are many forces and factors af
fecting the timber and forest products 
industries in this country, over some of 
which Mr. Frampton will have jurisdic
tion. Factors such as the economy, 
governmental and environmental regu
lations, trade barriers, and even nature 
itself, have combined to place great 
burdens on these industries that are so 
vital to the economic well-being of the 
Nation and to my State of Minnesota. 

Given some of the views and actions 
taken by Mr. Frampton when he was 
president of the Wilderness Society, 
many of my constituents are greatly 
concerned about his ability and his 
willingness to make objective, prac
tical and even-handed decisions. These 
attributes are essential for an official 
who has responsibility for the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS] and 
the National Park Service [NPS]. A 
bias could be devastating to the thou
sands of Minnesotans dependent on 
these industries. 

I intend to hold Mr. Frampton to his 
commitment to me about how he will 
address issues affecting these indus
tries, in particular, environmental leg
islation such as the Endangered Spe
cies Act. In response to my questioning 
on May 19, 1993, he gave the following 
response: 

If confirmed, I will make sure that the 
Fish and Wildlife Service works closely with 
the Forest Service (and with the BLM on its 
timberlands) to make sure the endangered 
species listing decisions, consultations, and 
recovery activities are undertaken in a pre
planned, " programmatic" fashion to the ex
tent appropriate in law, so that logging and 
other development activities where per
mitted will not be unnecessarily delayed, 
and so that industry can have a degree of 
certainty and predictability for their use of 
public lands. 

Mr. President, objectivity and reason 
have been frequently demonstrated 
over the years by Mr. Frampton's pred
ecessors. The willingness of former As
sistant Secretaries like Ray Arnett, 
William Horn, Becky Norton Dunlop, 
Constance Harriman, and Mike Hayden 
to work with groups and individuals on 
all sides of the issues resulted in sig
nificant gains in the protection and en
hancement of wildlife and natural re
sources in my State. 

Under their guidance, as well as their 
predecessors, Congress and the Federal 
Government enacted legislation creat
ing areas such as the Boundary Waters 
Canoe Area Wilderness, Voyageurs Na
tional Park, and the Mississippi Na
tional River Recreation Area, to name 
a few. All were the result of consensus 
building and strong leadership on the 
part of the Department of the Interior, 
NPS, and USFWS. 

Such leadership was best exemplified 
by my friend, Harvey Nelson of the 
USFWS St. Paul district office. He is 

retired, but while executive director of 
the North American Waterfowl and 
Wetlands Office , he was instrumental 
in creating and forging a cooperative 
venture between the United States, 
Canada, and Mexico to protect and en
hance our waterfowl flyway system. 
This venture could never have been fi
nalized without his recognition and ap
preciation of opposing and varied 
points of view. 

I believe that this history of accom
plishment is something from which Mr. 
Frampton can certainly learn and emu
late. I hope that he will wisely cham
pion proposals that accurately reflect 
the commitments made by the Presi
dent and the goals established by the 
Secretary during his confirmation 
hearings-I expect as much, and I will 
be watching his progress at the Depart
ment with strong interest. 

Mr. President, this nominee has an 
·arguably outstanding record of accom
plishment in the area of environmental 
protection, and I know he is competent 
and qualified to carry out the duties of 
Assistant Secretary. I wish him well 
and intend to work closely with him 
during his tenure. · 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
ask that the nominee's responses dur
ing consideration by the Environment 
and Public Works Committee be in
cluded in the RECORD. 

The responses follows: 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY-DESIGNATE FRAMPTON 

Senator DURENBERGER: 
1. Question: Some in my state would de

scribe your relationship over the years with 
the Department of Interior as adversarial 
and even hostile; given the history of law
suits against the Department by The Wilder
ness Society. Although you have suggested 
recusing yourself from any decisions regard
ing these cases, you obviously supported 
them at one time. How do you intend to 
allay the conflict of interest concerns ex
pressed by my constituents? 

Answer: I have in fact recused myself from 
each of the five lawsuits pending against the 
Department at the time of my nomination to 
which The Wilderness Society was a party, 
for my entire tenure at the Department-
longer than the customary period of recusal 
agreed to by all other nominees for similar 
matters. 

While The Society's position was often ad
versarial to the Department's political lead
ership, it was most often supportive of the 
goals and values of career resource man
agers. The Society worked closely with the 
Park Service on many important issues. I be
lieve that support should allay concerns 
about the role I will play if confirmed. 

2. Question: In the President's budget is a 
proposal that would possibly eliminate 
" below-cost" timber sales in my state's two 
national forest ; the Chippewa and Superior. I 
am firmly opposed to this proposal for sev
eral reasons, one of which being its tremen
dous economic impact on the region. I recog
nize that this is a Forest Service issue, but 
both the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
the National Park Service weigh into many 
of the decisions on public lands. Given your 
stated positions favoring reductions in tim
ber cutting, how do you intend to promote 
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proper ecosystem management of the na
tion 's forests and at the same time guaran
tee the continued viability of the industries 
dependent upon the timber harvest? 

Answer: If confirmed, I will make sure that 
the Fish and Wildlife Service works closely 
with the Forest Service (and with the BLM 
on its timberlands) to make sure the endan
gered species listing decisions, consul ta
tions, and r ecovery a ctivities are undertaken 
in a pre-planned, " programmatic" fashion to 
the extent appropriate in law, so that log
ging and other development activities where 
permitted will not be unnecessarily delayed, 
and so that industry can have a degree of 
certainty and predictability for their use of 
public lands . 

3. Question: Secretary Babbitt has empha
sized putting proven science over theory and 
politics-a philosophy with which I agree. 
You have described yourself to me as being a 
" pragmatic person" in the arena of public 
policy. Please explain if you support the Sec
retary's philosophy and if you intend to base 
the decisions of the Fish and Wildlife Service 
on issues such as the Endangered Species Act 
and wetlands on proven science or scientific 
analysis? 

Answer: I will base decisions on the best 
available science. 

4. Question: Certain groups and industries 
in my state are concerned about the govern
ment 's myopic view regarding the forests of 
the Pacific Northwest; that the impact of de
cisions regarding them are isolated and con
fined. On the contrary , decisions to elimi
nate operations in that part of the country 
directly impact industries and companies in 
my state. Please explain to me how you will 
incorporate their specific concerns into the 
Northwest forest debate? 

Answer: The President has instructed Sec
retary Babbitt and other cabinet secretaries 
jointly to develop an economic plan for the 
Pacific Northwest, as well as forest manage
ment plan. Federal economists and other ex
perts from the Departments of Commerce 
and Labor and the National Economic Coun
cil are working toge.ther with Interior em
ployees to present a comprehensive series of 
options to the President by June 1, 1993.• 

TRIBUTE TO HUGH B. CHALMERS, 
JR. 

• Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize a unique and gener
ous act of wildlife preservation on the 
part of Mr. Hugh B. Chalmers, Jr., a 
businessowner in West Memphis, AR. 
The story of Mr. Chalmers and a giant 
alligator snapping turtle not only re
minds us that we all have a part to 
play in protecting endangered species, 
but that opportunities often come in 
unusual ways. 

The lakes and bayous of Arkansas 
are home to a wide variety of animal 
species. Turtles are commonly seen on 
fallen logs or along the banks of these 
waterways. However, fishermen for the 
C&L Fish Market in West Memphis re
cently happened upon a most uncom
mon catch; a 101 pound alligator snap
ping turtle. Despite its incredible size, 
this creature was destined for slaugh
ter until Mr. Hugh Chalmers inter
vened. 

After seeing the turtle, Mr. Chalmers 
became convinced that this was a spe
cial animal. A curator at the Memphis 

Zoo confirmed his belief. The snapper 
was from a dwindling species and 
might be more than 130 years old. Be
lieving the venerable creature deserved 
a better fate, Mr. Chalmers purchased 
the turtle and donated it to the Mem
phis Zoo in honor of his 15-month-old 
daughter, Emily. For the turtle, it was 
a very happy ending. A specialist stud
ied the snapper for a few days, and then 
returned it to its natural habitat. 

While this is basically a lighthearted 
story, it does hold a serious lesson. 
Most of us are unaware of the wide va
riety of animal species around us which 
are endangered. Mr. Chalmers might 
easily have taken a look at this rare 
animal, and then walked away without 
a second thought. Instead, he took the 
time to ask questions and was generous 
enough to assume responsibility for 
saving the creature. As Mr. Chalmers 
put it, "I just knew that any animal 
that had lived more than 100 years de
served to live a few more days." I com
mend Mr. Chalmers for his actions, and 
suggest that we should all strive to be 
more attentive of preservation efforts 
in our local areas.• 

FACES OF THE HEALTH CARE CRI
SIS UNINSURED WORKING STU
DENTS 

• Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I rise 
today in my continuing effort to put a 
face on the heal th care crisis in my 
home State of Michigan. Today I want 
to tell the story of Rick and Dawn An
derson who, as working college stu
dents, are unable to afford health in
surance. Like Rick and Dawn, many 
young people live in fear of an unfore
seen illness or injury. 

Rick and Dawn are both students at 
Central Michigan University in Mt. 
Pleasant, MI. Dawn attends college full 
time on a work study program. Rick 
works full time at a local restaurant 
and takes classes part time. As mar
ried, working college students, Rick 
and Dawn's income is quite limited. In 
1992, their income was only $11,000 for 
the two of them. This makes paying for 
health insurance very difficult when 
you have the cost of tuition and books, 
in addition to daily living expenses. 
Rick and Dawn were forced to risk 
going without insurance and unfortu
nately it has cost them dearly. 

In February of this year, Rick slipped 
on the ice and broke his ankle. He was 
taken to the emergency room for treat
men t and eventually had surgery to 
correct his injury. Rick and Dawn were 
faced with bills from the emergency 
room, surgeon, radiology, and anesthe
siology totaling over $1,600. An addi
tional $3,500 in hospital charges were 
covered by Hill-Burton funds which 
cover a percentage of some hospital's 
uncompensated care costs. The cost of 
Rick's injury will burden the Ander
sons for many years. 

Dawn has also encountered medical 
problems. A year and a half ago, she 

had an allergic reaction that went 
undiagnosed because they could not af
ford the cost of allergy tests. Fortu
nately, Dawn has not had any serious 
allergic reactions since that time. 

For working college students strug
gling to make ends meet, $1,600 is a 
large sum of money. Our young people 
should not be forced to put their health 
at risk. Every American deserves to 
have access to affordable health care. 
For this reason, I will continue to work 
for national health care reform.• 

ANSWER LIES WITHIN 
•Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, a friend of 
mine for some years, Thomas A. 
Demetria, has stepped down as presi
dent of the Chicago Bar Association. 

In his final column for the CBA 
Record, their monthly magazine; he 
suggests that we have to learn to un
derstand each other and recognize that 
diversity is a plus, not a minus, for a 
nation. 

He says, accurately: "The threats to 
the growth and prosperity of our Na
tion are largely internal- not simply 
domestic-but internal to the citizenry 
of each nation in our new global com
munity.'' 

That is true in the United States, it 
is true in Bosnia, it is true in Lebanon, 
it is true in Northern Ireland, it is true 
in India, it is true in Pakistan, it is 
true in country after country after 
country. 

I ask to insert into the RECORD Tom 
Demetria 's final column as president of 
the Chicago Bar Association. 

The column follows: 
THERE Is AN ANSWER-IT LIES WITHIN 

(By Thomas A. Demetrio) 
After a year of seeking answers to the 

legal difficulties in our diverse community, I 
leave the helm of the CBA with the same 
question I had at the start: the question of 
vision. From the global arena to the national 
agenda: from the interests of our profession 
to the needs of the least powerful in our city, 
vision is conspicuous by its absence . 

As we move toward the 21st century , we 
must continue to seek answers to the ques
tions that beg for the best in humanity: In 
what kind of society do we want to live in? 
In what do we believe so strongly that it 
must be written into law? What do I have 

· that I can share in order to realize a vision? 
We still live in a country more abundant in 

financial and intellectual resources than any 
other in the world. While we hesitate to 
make a decision for action on behalf of hu
manity around the world, we do focus on do
mestic reform. But on reform's behalf, we 
only engage in ineffective discussions sur
rounding who will be the winners and who 
will be the losers of economic and heal th 
care reforms. We never talk about remaking 
our society or consider rethinking our social 
relationships and responsibilities. We lack 
the vision that can respond to the great 
human needs still unmet by our current so
cial and economic structures, and the vision 
that can respond to human need beyond our 
borders. 

We still live in a dangerous world. But the 
threats to the growth and prosperity of our 
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n a tio n  a re  la rg e ly  in te rn a l-n o t sim p ly  d o - 

m estic-b u t in tern al to  th e citizen ry  o f each  

n atio n  in  o u r n ew  g lo b al co m m u n ity . T h ere 

is, as y et, n o  v isio n  th at in sp ires a n atio n al 

co n sen su s. B u t can  w e as in d iv id u als fo rm u - 

late a v isio n ? C an  w e v en tu re b ey o n d  each  

d ay 's fo rm id ab le list o f task s? If w e co n tin u e 

to  liv e o u r liv es o n ly  th ro u g h  task s, h o w  can

w e h o p e to  ad d ress th e su fferin g  in  o u r co m - 

m u n ity ?

It is easy  to  ig n o re th e co n flicts o f o th ers. 

It is u n d erstan d ab le th at in  th e face o f p er- 

ceiv ed  th reat-th reat to  o n e's p eace o f m in d , 

stan d ard  o f liv in g , an d  p erso n al secu rity -w e 

w o u ld  react w ith  h eig h ten ed  self-p ro tectio n . 

B u t w h en  w e u se o u r lack  o f in terest to  d e- 

fe n d  o u r o w n  liv e s fro m  th e  tra g e d y  th a t 

strik es o th ers aro u n d  u s, w e h av e g iv en  in  to  

d elu sio n . O u r o n ly  p ro tectio n  is activ e  en - 

g ag em en t in  d ecisio n s co n cern in g  h o w  w e

w ill co n d u ct o u r relatio n sh ip s as m em b ers o f 

a  lo cal co m m u n ity , as citizen s o f a  n atio n , 

an d  as p erm an en t n eig h b o rs o n  th is tw irlin g  

sphere. 

D ev elo p in g  a co n sen su al v isio n  is d ifficu lt 

in  a  n a tio n  o f d iv e rse  c u ltu re s a n d  b e lie fs. 

T h e ad v an tag es an d  d isad v an tag es o f d iv er- 

sity  are larg ely  b esid e th e fact. O n ly  a v isio n  

th a t h o n o rs h u m a n ity  in  its d iv e rsity  w ill 

allo w  u s to  m ax im ize th e b en efits o f d iv er-

sity , a n d  d ire c t u s to w a rd  a m o re p e a c e fu l

so ciety. 

T h e leg al p ro fessio n  is u n iq u ely  eq u ip p ed  

to  su p p ly  v isio n . W e h av e b een  steep ed  in  th e 

n o tio n  th at ju stice is g u aran teed  o n ly  u n d er 

ru le  o f la w  a n d  o n ly  w h e re  la w  is a p p lie d  

eq u ally . L aw y ers, o f co u rse, h av e a sp ecial 

relatio n sh ip  w ith  th e law . W h ile o u r clien ts 

m a y  d e p e n d  u p o n  th e  c o n te n t o f th e  la w s, 

w e , a s la w y e rs, a re  in v o lv e d  in  a  p ro c e ss 

w h o se p u rp o se is ju d icio u sn ess. A n d  w h eth er 

it is o u r sp e c ific  jo b  to  fo rm u la te  it o r to

arg u e o v er its in terp retatio n , w e all seek  to  

u p h o ld  th e law . Y et, in  th e ev ery d ay  cru n ch  

o f caselo ad s an d  d ead lin es an d  in flu en ced  b y  

an  en v iro n m en t p ro n e  to  p ro fit, v isio n  an d

its cen terin g  fo rce can  slip  o u r m in d s. W e, 

th u s, d en y  so ciety  th e lead ersh ip  it ex p ects- 

p erh ap s u n k n o w in g ly -fro m  u s. 

T h e call is o u t to  in v o lv e th e o rg an ized  b ar

in  th e resh ap in g  o f o u r co m m u n ity , n atio n , 

an d  w o rld  fo r th e 2 1 st cen tu ry . 

M u tu al resp ect, co n sid eratio n , d ip lo m acy , 

ju d icio u sn ess an d  civ ility . T h ese are th e ele- 

m en ts n ecessary  to  an y  w o rth w h ile  d iscu s-

sio n  o f v isio n . T h ey  are also  elem en ts o f a v i- 

sio n  w o rth y  o f co n sen su s in  a n atio n  o f d i- 

v ersity . 

I h av e co m e to  learn  th at law y ers b est b en - 

efit th em selv es as in d iv id u als b y  b eco m in g  

in v o lv ed . O u r v isio n  an d  in v o lv em en t m u st 

b e  m o re  th a n  a n  in te lle c tu a l fa c a d e . T h e y  

m u st b e  c o n stru c te d  w ith  c o n sc ie n c e  a n d  

d w ell in  th e h eart. O n ly  th en  w ill o u r so ciety  

g ro w  an d  ch an g e, n o t o n ly  d u e to  th e actio n s 

th at arise fro m  o u r v isio n , b u t b ecau se w e, 

th e m em b ers o f a learn ed  p ro fessio n , h av e 

g ro w n

 a n d  c h a n g e d  th ro u g h  th e v isio n  w e 

o w n

.· 

O R D E R  F O R  T H E  R E C O R D  T O  

R E M A IN  O P E N  

M r. N U N N . M r. P re sid e n t, I a sk  

unanim ous consent that the R E C O R D  re-

m a in  o p e n  u n til 2  o 'c lo c k  p .m . to d a y

fo r th e in tro d u ctio n  o f leg islatio n  an d  

statem en ts. 

T h e P R E S ID IN G  O F F IC E R . W ith o u t 

o b jectio n , it is so  o rd ered . 

O R D E R S  F O R  T U E S D A Y , JU L Y  20, 

1993 

M r. N U N N . M r. P resid en t, o n  b eh alf 

o f th e  m a jo rity  le a d e r, I a sk  u n a n i-

m o u s c o n se n t th a t w h e n  th e  S e n a te  

co m p letes its b u sin ess to d ay , it stan d  

in  recess u n til 8 :4 5  a.m ., T u esd ay , Ju ly

2 0 ; th at fo llo w in g  th e p ray er, th e Jo u r-

n al o f p ro ceed in g s b e d eem ed  ap p ro v ed

to  d ate; th at th e tim e fo r th e tw o  lead -

e rs b e  re se rv e d  fo r th e ir u se  la te r in  

th e d ay ; an d  im m ed iately  fo llo w in g  th e 

an n o u n cem en ts o f th e C h air, th e S en - 

a te  th e n  re su m e  c o n sid e ra tio n  o f 

S . 1 8 5 , th e  H a tc h  A c t re fo rm  b ill, a s 

p ro v id ed  fo r u n d er th e p aram eters o f 

th e u n an im o u s-co n sen t ag reem en t o f 

Ju ly  1 5 ; th at o n  T u esd ay , fo llo w in g  th e 

co n clu sio n  o f all d eb ate o n  th e b ill an d  

a m e n d m e n ts re m a in in g  in  o rd e r to  

S . 1 8 5 , th e S en ate th en  stan d  in  recess 

u n til 2 :1 5  p .m ., in  o rd er to  acco m m o - 

d a te th e re sp e c tiv e p a rty  c o n fe re n c e 

lu n ch eo n s. 

T h e P R E S ID IN G  O F F IC E R . W ith o u t 

o b jectio n , it is so  o rd ered . 

R E C E S S  U N T IL  T U E S D A Y , JU L Y  20,

1993, A T  8:45 A .M . 

M r. N U N N . M r. P resid en t, if th ere is 

n o  fu rth er b u sin ess to  co m e b efo re th e 

S e n a te  to d a y , I n o w  a sk  u n a n im o u s 

co n sen t th at th e S en ate stan d  in  recess

as p rev io u sly  o rd ered .

T h ere b ein g  n o  o b jectio n , th e S en ate, 

at 1 :3 7  p .m ., recessed  u n til T u esd ay ,

July 20, 1993, at 8:45 a.m . 

N O M IN A T IO N S

E x ecu tiv e n o m in atio n s receiv ed  b y

the S enate July 16, 1993:

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  T H E  IN T E R IO R

M O L L IE  H . B E A T T IE , O F  V E R M O N T . T O  B E  D IR E C T O R  O F

T H E  U .S . F IS H  A N D  W IL D L IF E  S E R V IC E , V IC E  JO H N  F .

T U R N E R , R E S IG N E D .

D E PA R T M E N T  O F C O M M E R C E  

M A R Y  L O W E  G O O D , O F  N E W  JE R S E Y , T O  B E  U N D E R  S E C - 

R E T A R Y  O F  C O M M E R C E  F O R  T E C H N O L O G Y . V IC E  R O B E R T

M A R S H A L L  W H IT E , R E S IG N E D . 

U .S . IN T E R N A T IO N A L  D E V E L O P M E N T  

C O O PE R A T IO N  A G E N C Y  

J. JO S E P H  G R A N D M A IS O N , O F  N E W  H A M P S H IR E , T O  B E

D IR E C T O R  O F  T H E  T R A D E  A N D  D E V E L O P M E N T  A G E N C Y .

V IC E  JO S E  E . M A R T IN E Z , R E S IG N E D . 

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  S T A T E  

D O N A L D  J. M C C O N N E L L , O F  O H IO , A  C A R E E R  M E M B E R  

O F  T H E  S E N IO R  F O R E IG N  S E R V IC E , C L A S S  O F  M IN IS T E R - 

C O U N S E L O R , T O  B E  A M B A S S A D O R  E X T R A O R D IN A R Y  A N D  

P L E N IP O T E N T IA R Y  O F  T H E  U N IT E D  S T A T E S  O F  A M E R IC A  

T O  B U R K IN A  F A S O . 

IN  T H E  A IR  F O R C E  

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  O F F IC E R S  F O R  A P P O IN T M E N T  IN  T H E

R E G U L A R  A IR  F O R C E  U N D E R  T H E  P R O V IS IO N S  O F  T IT L E  

10, U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C T IO N  531, W IT H  A  V IE W  T O

D E S IG N A T IO N  U N D E R  T H E  P R O V IS IO N S  O F  T IT L E  1 0 ,

U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C T IO N  8067, T O  P E R F O R M  D U -

T IE S  IN D IC A T E D  W IT H  G R A D E  A N D  D A T E  O F  R A N K  T O  B E

D E T E R M IN E D  B Y  T H E  S E C R E T A R Y  O F  T H E  A IR  F O R C E  

P R O V ID E D  T H A T  IN  N O  C A S E  S H A L L  T H E  F O L L O W IN G  O F -

F IC E R S  B E  A P P O IN T E D  IN  A  H IG H E R  G R A D E  T H A N  T H A T

IN D IC A T E D .

M E D IC A L  C O R PS

To be colonel

M A R K  A  M C L A U G H L IN , 

W IL L IA M  J M C Q U E E N , 

T H O M A S  F M U R P H Y , 

To be lieutenant colonel

D A V ID  R  A R B U T IN A , 

JO N  M C A SB O N , 

JA M E S  C F U N D E R B U R G ,

B R E N T  M  H JE R M S T A D , 

C H R IS T IN E  I K W IK , 

L E O N  W  K U N D R O T A S, 

D O N A L D  C  M C C U R N IN , 

M IC H A E L  R  M O R K , 

R IC H A R D  H  R O W E , 

R O B E R T  A  W IL SO N , 

R O B E R T  G  Z E R U L L , 

To be m ajor

C A R E Y  M  C A P E L L , 

R O B E R T  J K O O G L E R , 

D E N T A L  C O R P S

To be lieutenant colonel

T H U R S T O N  P  G R E E N W O O D , 

JO S E  M  G U T IE R R E Z , III, 

E R IC  W  K R A M E R , 

C H A R L E S  B  P E T E R S , III, 

E D W A R D  K  S A F F E R , 

R O N N Y  M  SIM M O N S, 

To be m ajor

T E R E N C E  A  IM B E R Y , 

A L L A N  D  L IN E H A N , 

ST A C Y  E  R O B IN SO N , 

D A V ID  A  ST A N C Z Y K , 

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  IN D IV ID U A L  F O R  A P P O IN T M E N T  A S

R E S E R V E  O F  T H E  A IR  F O R C E , IN  G R A D E  IN D IC A T E D .

U N D E R  T H E  P R O V IS IO N S  O F  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S

C O D E , S E C T IO N  5 9 3 , W IT H  A  V IE W  T O  D E S IG N A T IO N

U N D E R  T H E  P R O V IS IO N S  O F  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S

C O D E , S E C T IO N  8 0 6 7 , T O  P E R F O R M  T H E  D U T IE S  IN D I-

C A T E D .

M E D IC A L  C O R PS

To be lieutenant colonel

L IL L IA N  E  P E R E Z , 

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  A IR  F O R C E  O F F IC E R  F O R  A P P O IN T -

M E N T  A S  P E R M A N E N T  P R O F E S S O R , U .S . A IR  F O R C E

A C A D E M Y , U N D E R  T H E  P R O V IS IO N S  O F  S E C T IO N  9333(B ),

T IT L E  10, U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E .

L IN E  O F  T H E  A IR  F O R C E

To be colonel

R O B E R T  Y  F O E R S T E R , 

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  A IR  F O R C E  O F F IC E R  F O R  P E R M A N E N T

P R O M O T IO N  IN  T H E  U .S . A IR  F O R C E , IN  A C C O R D A N C E

W IT H  T IT L E  10, U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C T IO N S  624 A N D

1552, W IT H  D A T E  O F  R A N K  T O  B E  D E T E R M IN E D  B Y  T H E

S E C R E T A R Y  O F  T H E  A IR  F O R C E .

L IN E  O F  T H E  A IR  F O R C E

To be colonel

JO S E P H  C  F R Y , 

IN  T H E  A IR  F O R C E

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  A IR  N A T IO N A L  G U A R D  O F  T H E  U .S . O F -

F IC E R S  F O R  P R O M O T IO N  IN  T H E  R E S E R V E  O F  T H E  A IR

F O R C E  U N D E R  T H E  P R O V IS IO N S  O F  S E C T IO N S  5 9 3  A N D

8 3 7 9 , T IT L E  1 0  O F  T H E  U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E . P R O -

M O T IO N S  M A D E  U N D E R  S E C T IO N  8379 A N D  C O N F IR M E D  B Y

T H E  S E N A T E  U N D E R  S E C T IO N  593 S H A L L  B E A R  A N  E F F E C -

T IV E  D A T E  E S T A B L IS H E D  IN  A C C O R D A N C E  W IT H  S E C -

T IO N  8 3 7 4 , T IT L E  1 0  O F  T H E  U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E . (E F -

F E C T IV E  D A T E  F O L L O W S  S E R IA L  N U M B E R )

L IN E  O F  T H E  A IR  F O R C E

To be lieutenant colonel

M A J. B E R N A R D  R . B A R K E R , 2 4 ,25/93

M A J. R A N D Y  L . B E R G Q U IS T , 5 4/18/93

M A J. M A L C O L M  C A IN , 4 3/30/93

M A J. G A R Y  A  C R A N M E R , 5 3/16/93

M A J. C A R L  C . C U M M , 1 9/15/93

M A J. G A R Y  D . H A G E R , 0 4/15/93

M A J. JO H N  T . L E S T E R , 5 5/1/93

M A J. R O B E R T  K . L E W IS, 5 4/14/93

M A J. R O B E R T  J. M C C U S K E R , 0 4/13/93

M A J. N IC H O L A S M . M O N T G O M E R Y , JR .. 4 4/3/93

M A J. R IC H A R D  A . P E L O S I, 0 4/3/93

M A J. JU A N  F . R O M A N -S A N T IA G O , 5 4/9/93

M A J. T E R R Y  L . S C H E R L IN G , 5 4/15/93

M A J. JO H N  M . W IL L IA M S, 4 3/30/93

M A J. E L L IO T T  W . W O R C E S T E R , JR ., 0 4/15/93

M A J. P A U L  G . W O R C E S T E R , 0 4/15/93

JU D G E  A D V O C A T E  G E N E R A L S D E P A R T M E N T

To be lieutenant colonel

M A J. A L B E R T  R . B A N D Y , 5 9/7/93

M A J. S T E P H E N  J. G IE B E L H A U S , 5 3/21/93

M A J. ST E V E N  H . K A T Z , 0 3/20/93

M A J. S T A N L E Y  W . K O P A C Z , JR ., 3 3/25/93

M A J. JO H N  W . S H E F F IE L D , III, 2 e1/17/93

M A J. M IC H A E L  F . V A N H O O M IS S E N , 5 4/14/93

M E D IC A L  C O R PS

To be lieutenant colonel

M A J. R O B E R T  L . F E R G U S O N , 5 4/3/93

IN  T H E  A R M Y

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  A R M Y  N A T IO N A L  G U A R D  O F

T H E  U .S . O F F IC E R S  F O R  P R O M O T IO N  IN  T H E  R E S E R V E  O F
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T H E  A R M Y  O F  T H E  U N IT E D  S T A T E S . U N D E R  T H E  P R O V I-

SIO N S O F T IT L E  10, U .S.C . SE C T IO N S 593(A ) A N D  3385:

A R M Y  P R O M O T IO N  L IS T

To be colonel

D A V ID  H . B LA IR , 

R O B ER T  B . B R O W N LO W . 

M IC H A E L  C . FA IR , 

JO SE PH  A . G O O D E , JR ., 

R O N A LD  K . H O O D , 

D A L E  W . SC H R O Y E R , 

R O B E R T  P. V O SSE L L E R , 

G ER A LD  D . W O O D , 

T H E  JU D G E  A D V O C A T E  G E N E R A L 'S  C O R P S

To be colonel

K A R L  W . N EU SE, 

M E D IC A L  C O R PS

To be colonel

B E N  E . FU L T O N , 

M E D IC A L  S E R V IC E  C O R P S

To be colonel

M E L V IN  L . M O R R O W , JR ., 

JO H N  J. W E E D E N , 

A R M Y  N U R S E  C O R P S

To be colonel

FL O SSIE  M . T A G G A R T , 

A R M Y  P R O M O T IO N  L IS T

To be lieutenant colonel

B R O O K S J. B R E E C E , 

D A V ID  M . B R O C K M A N , 

M A R C  G . C O M STO C K , 

B R U C E E. D A V IS, 

PE T E R  D . FO X . 

SA N D E R SO N  L . FR Y , 

D A V ID  D . G A PIN SK I,  

Y A R O PO L K  R . H L A D K Y J,  

G A R Y  E. K E L L Y ,  

T O M  C . L O O M IS, JR .,  

W IL L IA M  R . M C FA R L IN .  

T IM O T H Y  D . R IN G G O L D ,  

B R U C E  R . R O B B IN S, 

D A V E A . SO U H R A D A , 

R O B E R T  J. ST A R R E T T , 

R O D G E R  E . W E ST . 

C H A R LES T. W O O D H A M , 

C H A PL A IN  C O R PS 

To be lieutenant colonel 

D E N IS P. K E A N E Y ,  

T H E  JU D G E  A D V O C A T E  G E N E R A L 'S  C O R P S  

To be lieutenant colonel 

C H R IST O PH E R  T . C L IN E , 

H U N T IN G T O N  B . D O W N E R . JR .. 

A L E K SA N D R A  M . R O H D E , 

G O R D O N  W . SC H U K EI,  

W A L T E R  D . W H IT E ,  

A R M Y  N U R S E  C O R P S  

To be lieutenant colonel 

PA T R IC IA  A . T U R N E R ,  

C O N F IR M A T IO N S 

E x ecu tiv e n o m in atio n s co n firm ed  b y  

the S enate July 16, 1993:

D E P A R T M E N T  O F T H E  IN T E R IO R

A D A  E . D E E R . O F  W IS C O N S IN , T O  B E  A N  A S S IS T A N T  

SE C R E T A R Y  O F T H E  IN T E R IO R . 

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  S T A T E  

W IL L IA M  C H R IST IE  R A M SA Y , O F M IC H IG A N , A  C A R E E R  

M E M B E R  O F  T H E  S E N IO R  F O R E IG N  S E R V IC E , C L A S S  O F  

M IN IST E R -C O U N SE L O R , T O  B E  A M B A SSA D O R  E X T R A O R -

D IN A R Y  A N D  PL E N IPO T E N T IA R Y  O F T H E  U N IT E D  ST A T E S

O F A M E R IC A  T O  T H E  R E PU B L IC  O F T H E  C O N G O .

W IL L IA M  H . D A M E R S O N , III, O F  T H E  D IS T R IC T  O F  C O -

L U M B IA , A  C A R E E R  M E M B E R  O F  T H E  S E N IO R  F O R E IG N

S E R V IC E , C L A S S  O F  C O U N S E L O R , T O  B E  A M B A S S A D O R

E X T R A O R D IN A R Y  A N D  PL E N IPO T E N T IA R Y  O F T H E  U N IT -

E D  ST A T E S O F A M E R IC A  T O  T H E  R E PU B L IC  O F M A L I.

JO S E P H  A . S A L O O M  III, O F V IR G IN IA , A  C A R E E R  M E M -

B E R  O F  T H E  S E N IO R  F O R E IG N  S E R V IC E , C L A S S  O F  M IN -

IS T E R -C O U N S E L O R , T O  B E  A M B A SSA D O R  E X T R A O R -

D IN A R Y  A N D  PL E N IPO T E N T IA R Y  O F T H E  U N IT E D  ST A T E S

O F A M E R IC A  T O  T H E  R E PU B L IC  O F G U IN E A .

D E N N IS  C . JE T T , O F  N E W  M E X IC O . A  C A R E E R  M E M B E R

O F  T H E  S E N IO R  F O R E IG N  S E R V IC E , C L A S S  O F  C O U N -

S E L O R , T O  B E  A M B A S S A D O R  E X T R A O R D IN A R Y  A N D

PL E N IPO T E N T IA R Y  O F T H E  U N IT E D  ST A T E S O F A M E R IC A

T O  T H E  R E PU B L IC  O F M O Z A M B IQ U E .

L A U R E N C E  E V E R E T T  P O P E , II, O F  M A IN E , A  C A R E E R

M E M B E R  O F  T H E  S E N IO R  F O R E IG N  S E R V IC E , C L A S S  O F

M IN IST E R -C O U N SE L O R , T O  B E  A M B A SSA D O R  E X T R A O R -

D IN A R Y  A N D  PL E N IPO T E N T IA R Y  O F T H E  U N IT E D  ST A T E S

O F A M E R IC A  T O  T H E  R E PU B L IC  O F  C H A D .

H O W A R D  FR A N K L IN  JE T E R , O F SO U T H  C A R O L IN A , A  C A -

R E E R  M E M B E R  O F  T H E  S E N IO R  F O R E IG N  S E R V IC E ,

C L A SS  O F  C O U N SE L O R , T O  B E  A M B A SSA D O R  E X T R A O R -

D IN A R Y  A N D  PL E N IPO T E N T IA R Y  O F  T H E  U N IT E D  ST A T E S

O F A M E R IC A  T O  T H E  R E PU B L IC  O F  B O T SW A N A .

A N D R E W  J. W IN T E R , O F N E W  Y O R K , A  C A R E E R  M E M B E R

O F  T H E  SE N IO R  FO R E IG N  SE R V IC E , C L A SS  O F  M IN IST E R -

C O U N SE L O R , T O  B E  A M B A SSA D O R  E X T R A O R D IN A R Y  A N D

PL E N IPO T E N T IA R Y  O F  T H E  U N IT E D  ST A T E S O F A M E R IC A

T O  T H E  R E PU B L IC  O F T H E  G A M B IA .

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  V E T E R A N S A F F A IR S

V IC T O R  P . R A Y M O N D , O F T H E  D IST R IC T  O F C O L U M B IA ,

T O  B E  A N  A S S IS T A N T  S E C R E T A R Y  O F  V E T E R A N S  A F -

FA IR S  (PO L IC Y  A N D  PL A N N IN G ).

T H E  A B O V E  N O M IN A T IO N S W E R E  A PPR O V E D  SU B JE C T

T O  T H E  N O M IN E E S ' C O M M IT M E N T  T O  R E S P O N D  T O  R E -

Q U E S T S  T O  A P P E A R  A N D  T E S T IF Y  B E F O R E  A N Y  D U L Y

C O N STITU TED  

C O M M IT T E E  O F T H E  SE N A T E .
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