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The House met at 12 noon and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem
pore [Mr. MURTHA]. 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPO RE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be
fore the House the following commu
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
September 13, 1993. 

I hereby designate the Honorable JOHN P. 
MURTHA to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

THOMAS S . FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

PRAYER 
The Reverend Dr. Ronald F. Chris

tian, Office of the Bishop, Evangelical 
Lutheran Church in America, Washing
ton, DC, offered the following prayer: 

Almighty God, ruler of the world, 
guardian of the weak, protector of the 
defenseless, and the author of peace, 

Today, we thank You for those who 
sit together at the table of concord and 
seek a more excellent way for the peo
ples and countries of this world to 
work for justice and live in harmony. 

Bless, we humbly and fervently pray, 
all those who now labor and those who 
have labored to build this great founda
tion upon which a house of peace can 
be constructed. 

May all people, everywhere, seek and 
find in that house, shelter and safety 
from the tragedies and triumphs of the 
life. 

Reassure us all, oh God, of Your 
peace which results from hearts soft
ened by Your forgiveness and thoughts 
molded by Your grace. 

Give strength of purpose to those 
who lead, and enlighten those who sit 
in council, so that all nations and peo
ple will exalt service over gain and 
righteousness over glory. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair has examined the Journal of the 

last day's proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] to lead us in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. TRAFICANT led the Pledge of 
Allegiance as follows: 

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

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair desires to announce that pursu
ant to clause 4 of rule I, the Speaker 
signed the following enrolled joint res
olution on Friday, September 10, 1993: 

S .J . Res. 90. Joint resolution designating 
September 10, 1993, as " National POW/MIA 
Recognition Day" and authorizing the dis
play of the National League of Families 
POW/MIA nag. 

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF 
BRITISH-AMERICAN INTERPAR-
LIAMENTARY GROUP 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 

objection, and pursuant to the provi
sions of section 168(b) of Public Law 
102--138, the Chair, on behalf of the 
Speaker, appoints the following Mem
ber to the British-American Interpar
liamentary Group on the part of the 
House: 

Mr. HAMILTON of Indiana, Chairman. 
There was no objection. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Lundregan, one of its clerks, an
nounced that the Senate had passed 
without amendment a joint resolution 
of the House of the following title. 

H.J . Res. 220. Joint resolution to designate 
the month of August as " National 

Scleroderma Awareness Month" . and for 
other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed joint resolutions and 
a concurrent resolution of the follow
ing titles, in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested: 

S.J. Res. 50. Joint resolution to designate 
the weeks of September 19, 1993, through 
September 25, 1993, and of September 18, 1994, 
through September 24, 1994, as " National Re
habilitation Week" ; 

S .J. Res. 94. Joint resolution to designate 
the week of October 3, 1993, through October 
9, 1993, as " National Customer Service 
Week"; and 

S. Con. Res. 42. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress that the 
sixtieth anniversary of the Ukraine famine 
of 1932--1933 should serve as a reminder of the 
brutality of Stalin's repressive policies to
ward the Ukrainian people. 

AN OPPORTUNITY FOR PEACE 
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, on 
this .tremendous occasion of the possi
bility of peace in the world, I want to 
give tremendous credit to former 
President George Bush and farmer Sec
retary of State James Baker. They 
were objective. They placed a contin
ual urging for peace in the Middle East, 
and showed that America could deal 
with that region in an objective fash
ion. In addition, the efforts of Jimmy 
Carter and all Presidents speak well for 
today, and President Clinton has fol
lowed through in those objective ef
forts of former President George Bush. 

But it will not be easy. The last ac
cord brought the loss of Anwar Sadat 
and the hounding of Menachem Begin. 
So let God be with Arafat and with 
Rabin, and with all free people in their 
quest for peace. 

But certainly today is a hallmark 
and an opportunity for peace for all 
free people. Let us all join forces today 
and urge that this continuum move 
forward. 

0 This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates wotds inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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ADMINISTRATION LACKING IN 

TRUST ON WORDS AND NUMBERS 
(Mr. ARMEY asked and was given 

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

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, it seems 
that in order to fulfill their goal of re
inventing Government, the Clinton ad
ministration decided that it first had 
to reinvent math. 

The Washington Post editorial page, 
ordinarily the lead vocal in the Clinton 
chorus, notes today that the savings 
claimed from reinventing Government 
are exaggerated. 

This should come as no surprise: The 
Clinton budget numbers never added 
up: 

His claim to cut 25 percent from the 
White House staff is pure fiction. 

The OMB finally released a 
midsession review of the budget which 
lowered projections for economic 
growth by a full percentage point, but 
expects no impact on the deficit. 

The reinventing Government savings 
are exaggerated. 

And next the administration will 
promise to deliver $90 billion in new 
health care benefits without harming 
the economy or increasing the deficit. 

Members of Congress and the Amer
ican public need accurate information 
and data to make informed policy deci
sions, but the numbers crunchers in 
this administration have traded their 
green eye shades for rose colored 
glasses. 

Mr. Speaker, if we cannot believe 
their numbers when it comes to a re
inventing Government proposal that 
affects less than one-half of 1 percent 
of Government spending, how are we 
supposed to trust their numbers on a 
health care plan that affects fully one
seven th of our en tire economy? 

Once again, we see that there are 
only two things you cannot trust the 
Clinton administration with-words 
and numbers. 

H. RES. S.O.S.: STAMP OUT 
SECRECY 

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
not until it was obvious that Congress
man JIM INHOFE had the necessary sig
natures to bring House Resolution 134 
to a vote, did the Rules Committee de
cide to hold hearings. I guess the House 
leadership has decided that necessity is 
to be the mother of intervention. 

I am sure you remember House Reso
lution 134. I like to call ·it House Reso
lution S.O.S. because it will stamp out 
secrecy around here, so that the people 
who elected us will know what we are 
doing. Editorial pages and talk shows 
all over America are lauding the effort. 
There were rallies over the weekend 

celebrating the victor and praising 
Members who signed the petition. 

But getting the petition signed 
means we have just crossed the start
ing line. The question remains whether 
the supporters will be able to stay on 
board until we reach the finish line. 
There will be several procedural votes 
before then and the House leadership 
will be trying to push people off the re
form bandwagon at every legislative 
twist and turn. 

Congressman lNHOFE and Rules Com
mittee Republicans will be speaking on 
the floor after today's business to ex
plain what the secret agents are up to. 
Let us listen and prepare. This oppor
tunity to pass House Resolution S.O.S. 
and stamp out secrecy in the House 
may not come again. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of rule 
I, the Chair announces that he will 
postpone further proceedings today on 
each motion to suspend the rules on 
which a recorded vote or the yeas and 
nays are ordered, or on which the vote 
is objected to under clause 4 of rule 
XV. Such votes, if postponed, will be 
taken after consideration of House Res
olution 248. 

AUTHORIZING PLAN, DESIGN, AND 
CONSTRUCTION OF THE WEST 
COURT OF NATIONAL MUSEUM 
OF NATURAL HISTORY BUILDING 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I 

move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 2677) to authorize the Board 
of Regents of the Smithsonian Institu
tion to plan, design, and construct the 
west court of the National Museum of 
Natural History building. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 2677 

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

SECTION 1. PLANNING, DESIGN, AND CONSTRUC
TION OF WEST COURT OF NATIONAL 
MUSEUM OF NATURAL HISTORY 
BUILDING. 

The Board of Regents of the Smithsonian 
Institution is authorized to plan, design, and 
construct the West Court of the National 
Museum of Natural History building. 
SEC. 2. FUNDING. 

No appropriated funds may be used to pay 
any expense of the planning, design, and con
struction authorized by section 1. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT] 
will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

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

Ordinarily, at this time I would yield 
10 minutes of my time to the gen
tleman from Missouri, Congressman 
BILL CLAY, chairman of the Cammi ttee 
on House Administration's Subcommit
tee on Libraries and Memorials and ask 
that he be allowed to control this time. 
However, he has been unavoidably de
layed, so I intend to proceed at this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2677 would author
ize the Board of Regents of the Smith
sonian Institution to plan, design, and 
construct a series of activities to be lo
cated in the west court of this Smith
sonian Museum. These construction 
projects include a book store, an en
larged public restaurant, and a new 
theater. The bill is revenue neutral and 
would not require a Federal appropria
tion. The Smithsonian Museum intends 
to use its own borrowing authority to 
fund the project. This bill has the sup
port of the members of the subcommit
tee as well as the full committee. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of H.R. 
2677, and I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

D 1210 
Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. 

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

I rise in support of H.R. 2677. This 
measure will authorize the Board of 
Regents of the Smithsonian Institution 
to plan, design, and construct the west 
court of the National Museum of Natu
ral History building. 

The Smithsonian museums are some 
of Washington's most visited attrac
tions. However, many people may not 
realize some of the other vital con
tributions the museums make with re
gard to educating our students. The 
Smithsonian educational programs 
reach out to students across the na
tion. 

The purpose of this bill is to expand 
the museum's current west court facili
ties. It will establish an interactive 
educational center and an expanded 
commercial facility. The proposal in
cludes a large-screen theater, greater 
educational space, and a large increase 
in the museum's commercial space. 
The modifications are necessary to im
prove and advance the education of the 
museum's visitors. 

One of the more amazing aspects of 
this project is that it will cost the 
American taxpayer absolutely nothing. 
This comes at a time when streamlin
ing and belt-tightening by the Federal 
Government are under way, to promote 
effective and efficient use of taxpayer 
dollars. I would like to applaud the ef
forts of the Smithsonian and commend 
the Institution on its fiscal responsibil
ity. The Smithsonian has d<;>ne its part 
to relieve the burden on the American 
taxpayer, through independent invest
ment and careful regulation of spend
ing. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
give their full support to H.R. 2677. 
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

The purpose of H.R. 2677 is to author
ize the Board of Regents of the Smith
sonian Institution to plan, design, and 
construct the west court of the Na
tional Museum of Natural History 
building. 

The National Museum of Natural His
tory is the largest scientific research 
institute of the Smithsonian having 
over 200 active research projects 
throughout the world. The majority of 
projects emphasize research that will 
contribute to the understanding of 
global environmental change. Over 
seven million individuals visit the 
Smithsonian's National Museum of 
Natural History each year. 

Although the Smithsonian has put 
forth significant efforts to educate the 
public using traditional exhibit tech
nology, modern audiences actively 
seek deeper understanding of the 
world's environment and cultural her
itage through more dynamic media. 
The Smithsonian Institution proposes 
to establish an interactive educational 
center and an expanded commercial fa
cility by developing the west court of 
the museum. The redeveloped west 
court would total approximately 87,000 
square feet of space containing a 488-
seat, large-screen film theater, edu
cation space, doubling the size of the 
museum shop and expanding the mu
seum restaurant. 

The project will be financed entirely 
with external debt to the Smithsonian 
Institution. No federally appropriated 
funds will be used. It is estimated that 
total investment in the project will be 
$32 million. The Smithsonian believes 
that with a current climate of advan
tageous interest rates, the project's 
projected incremental cash flow will 
repay the debt within 15 years of com
pletion. 

Section 1 authorizes the Board of Re
gents of the Smithsonian Institution to 
plan, design, and construct the west 
court of the National Museum of Natu
ral History building. 

Section 2 states that no appropriated 
funds may be used to pay any expense 
of the planning, design, and construc
tion authorized by section 1. 

H.R. 2677 was introduced on July 20, 
1993 by Mr. MINETA, for himself, Mr. 
NATCHER, and Mr. MCDADE. The bill 
was jointly referred to the Committees 
on House Administration and Public 
Works and Transportation. The House 
Administration Subcommittee on Li
braries and Memorials held no hearing 
on the bill but favorably approved H.R. 
2677 on July 22, 1993. On July 28, 1993, 
the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation Subcommittee on Pub
lic Buildings and Grounds held a hear
ing on the bill and approved it by voice 
vote on August 4, 1993. The full com-

mittee approved the bill by voice vote 
on August 5, 1993. 

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MURTHA). The question is on the mo
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 2677. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks on H.R. 2677, 
the bill just passed. 

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

There was no objection. 

CHARLES E. BENNETT FEDERAL 
BUILDING 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 2431) to designate the Federal 
building in Jacksonville, FL, as the 
"Charles E. Bennett Federal Building." 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 2431 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. DESIGNATION. 

The Federal building at 400 Bay Street in 
Jacksonville, Florida, is designated as the 
" Charles E. Bennett Federal Building". If a 
new Federal building is built in Jackson
ville, Florida, to replace the building at 400 
Bay Street, the new Federal building shall be 
designated as the " Charles E. Bennett Fed
eral Building" . 
SEC. 2. LEGAL REFERENCES. 

Any reference in any law, regulation, docu
ment, record, map, or other paper of the 
United States to the Federal building re
ferred to in section 1 is deemed to be ref
erence to the "Charles E. Bennett Federal 
Building" . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT] 
will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognize the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

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

Mr. Speak:er, I am very honored to 
support legislation which pays tribute 
to a man well known to this institu-

tion. Former Congressman Charles E. 
Bennett was elected to Congress on No
vember 2, 1948. While in Congress for 39 
years, Bennett set a record for not 
missing a single legislative vote. 

Congressman Bennett served as vice 
chair of the House Armed Services 
Committee, and chair of the Commit
tee on Standards of Official Conduct. 

It is a fitting and appropriate tribute 
to honor this distinguished American 
by designating the Federal Building lo
cated at 400 Bay Street in Jacksonville, 
FL, as the "Charles E. Bennett Federal 
Building." 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
H.R. 2431. 

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

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
express my support for H.R. 2431, a bill des
ignating the Federal Building in Jacksonville, 
FL, as the "Charles E. Bennett Federal Build
ing." 

Charlie Bennett was born in 1910, and 
earned both his undergraduate and law de
grees from the University of Florida. Like 
many of his generation, he was a strong be
liever in patriotism and public service, and this 
belief determined the course of his life. It first 
led him into the practice of law, and then into 
the Army in World War II, where he served 
heroically. It eventually led him to the Halls of 
Congress, where he served honorably for 44 
years. 

Representative Bennett was on the House 
Armed Services Committee, where he was 
chairman of the Armed Services Subcommit
tee on Seapower and Strategic and Critical 
Materials; and on the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

He was a dedicated and conscientious rep
resentative of his constituents, and I believe 
that naming the Federal Building in Jackson
ville after him is a much deserved way of rec
ognizing his many years of distinguished serv
ice to his district and the Nation. 

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
2431, a bill to designate the Federal 
building in Jacksonville, FL, as the 
"Charles E. Bennett Federal Building." 

Charles E. Bennett was born Decem
ber 2, 1910, and educated in Florida 
schools. He received a B.A. and J.D. 
from the University of Florida. He 
practiced law and served as a Member 
of the Florida House of Representatives 
in 1941. 

Congressman Bennett had a distin
guished military career. After enlisting 
in the Army in 1942, he served for 58 
months, including guerrilla combat in 
the Philippines. He was awarded the 
Silver Star, Bronze Star, Combat In
fantry Badge, Philippine Legion of 
Honor, and Gold Cross for Gallantry in 
Action, and French Legion of Honor. 

Charles E. Bennett was elected to the 
81st Congress on November 2, 1948, and 
served for 44 years, retiring in 1992. He 
served as vice chair of the House 
Armed Services Committee, Chairman 
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of the Seapower Subcommittee, former 
chair of the Committee on Standards 
and Conduct. For 39 years, our good 
friend did not miss one legislative vote 
on any rollcall. He was truly a Rep
resentative of the people in his dedica
tion to his duties. 

It is fitting that the Federal building 
in Jacksonville, FL, be named in honor 
of this distinguished legislator, and I 
urge my colleagues to support this bill. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, it is 
indeed a pleasure to speak today on behalf of 
H.R. 2431, legislation I introduced to des
ignate the Federal building in Jacksonville, FL, 
as the "Charles E. Bennett Federal Building." 

Congressman Bennett retired at the end of 
the 102d Congress after serving 44 years in 
the U.S. Congress. I now have the privilege of 
representing a large portion of Mr. Bennett's 
old district and as you can imagine, I have 
very large shoes to fill. 

I have always considered Charlie Bennett to 
be a great American hero and a person whose 
career I have attempted to use as a bench
mark for my own. For those of us who are for
tunate to know him, Mr. Bennett is a fine ex
ample to follow. 

Mr. Speaker, you, along with many, many 
Members of this body served with Charlie 
Bennett in Congress, so I do not need to tell 
you why he is so deserving of this honor. 
However, if you will allow me, I would like to 
mention a few of the notable accomplishments 
which mark his tremendous career. 

Congressman Bennett was elected to Con
gress in November, 1947 and has the ninth 
longest record of continued service in the U.S. 
Congress. He answered over 17 ,000 recorded 
votes and did not miss a single legislative vote 
from June 5, 1951 through to the day of his 
retirement. As many of you know, Mr. Bennett 
came to Congress following 4 years of service 
in the Army during World War II. He con
tracted polio during the war and has been 
forced to use walking canes ever since. Dur
ing his first campaign, some questioned his 
health and wondered whether he was phys
ically able to meet his congressional respon
sibilities. In fact, Mr. Bennett was hospitalized 
several times during his first congressional 
term. But in the summer of 1951, with his 
medical difficulties behind him, Bennett de
cided that the best way to prove his physical 
abilities, mental resolve and commitment to 
the job to which he was elected, was to prom
ise himself never to miss a legislative vote-
and it was a promise he kept. 

Mr. Bennett is a man of honor and integrity 
and left a legacy behind to prove it. His legis
lation created the House Ethics Committee-
which he twice chaired. In addition, he au
thored the Code of Ethics for Government 
Service and other legislation in the area of 
government ethics. His legislation also made 
"In God We Trust" our national motto. 

Bennett was also a champion of this coun
try's Armed Forces. He believed, and still 
does, that our fighting men and women de
serve the best equipment and training nec
essary to fulfill the missions to which they are 
assigned. 

As chairman of the House Armed Services 
Subcommittee on Seapower, Bennett fought to 
enhance America's sealift capacity and en-

hance our U.S.-flagged fleet. In Jacksonville, 
Mr. Bennett is thought of as the father of the 
Navy. He worked to turn Mayport Naval Sta
tion, a surplus military facility when Bennett 
was elected to Congress, into a aircraft carrier 
homeport and the second largest such port on 
the East Coast. In addition, he successfully 
secured three naval air stations in Jackson
ville. But Mr. Bennett's first love is the environ
ment. Last year, he was quoted as saying, "I 
love the outdoors. It is the closest to God you 
can get while still on Earth." Because of his 
desire to protect this Nation's natural and his
toric resources for future generations, Bennett 
authored and secured the passage of national 
legislation to preserve historic sites and treas
ure ships and protect endangered species and 
ecologically sensitive sites. His legislation also 
created the Ft. Caroline National Memorial 
and the Timucuan Ecological and Historic Pre
serve in Jacksonville. Putting his money where 
his mouth is, Bennett also donated all of his 
excess campaign funds, over $200,000, to the 
National Park Service for the purpose of land 
acquisition. 

If you think all this makes Charlie Bennett a 
hero, you are correct. But he was already a 
hero when he got to Congress. As an Army 
captain, Mr. Bennett led guerrilla fighters in 
the Phillipines in the Northern Luzon moun
tains and was awarded the Silver Star for gal
lantry in action. The Phillipines decorated him 
with the Legion of Honor, the highest award 
for a non-Filipino. He was elected to the Infan
try Hall of Fame by the Fort Benning Officer 
Candidate School. 

It is fair to say that no public official has 
done more for the city of Jacksonville than 
Charlie Bennett. In fact, few members of Con
gress have done more for this Institution than 
Charlie Bennett. He has been a tireless public 
servant and I admire him greatly. 

Mr. Chairman, as you can tell, I think a 
great deal of Charlie Bennett and hope that all 
of my colleagues will support this legislation. 

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFI
CANT] that the House suspend the rules 
and pass the bill, H.R. 2431. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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GENERAL LEA VE 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
H.R. 2431, the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
MURTHA). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

GEORGE H. MAHON FEDERAL 
BUILDING AND UNITED STATES 
COURTHOUSE 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I 

move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 2532) to designate the Federal 
building and United States courthouse 
in Lubbock, TX, as the "George H. 
Mahon Federal Building and United 
States Courthouse". 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 2532 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION. 

The Federal building and United States 
courthouse located at 1205 Texas Avenue in 
Lubbock, Texas, shall be known and des
ignated as the "George H. Mahon Federal 
Building and United States Courthouse". 
SEC. 2. REFERENCES. 

Any reference in a law, map, regulation, 
document, paper, or other record of the Unit
ed States to the Federal building and United 
States courthouse referred to in section 1 
shall be deemed to be a reference to the 
" George H. Mahon Federal Building and 
United States Courthouse.". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT] 
will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I see our distinguished 
former chairman, Mr. Bennett, coming 
here. It is a great day with a monu
mental peace accord, but it is a sad day 
that not more Members are here to 
greet Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2532 honors an
other congressional giant in naming 
this Federal building after Congress
man Mahon. George Mahon was first 
elected to serve in the U.S. House of 
Representatives in 1934, representing 
Texas' 19th Congressional District. He 
then served in the next 21 succeeding 
Congresses. 

During his long tenure in Congress, 
Congressman Mahon worked with 8 
Presidents and served on the important 
and powerful Appropriations Commit
tee for 14 years. 

It is a fitting and appropriate tribute 
to designate the Federal building and 
U.S. courthouse located at 1205 Texas 
Avenue in Lubbock, TX, as the 
"George H. Mahon Federal Building 
and United States Courthouse." 

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

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
2532, a bill to designate the Federal 
building and U.S. courthouse in Lub
bock, TX, as the "George H. Mahon 
Federal Building and United States 
Courthouse." 
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George Herman Mahon was born on 

September 22, 1900. He attended Sim
mons University and received his B.A. 
in 1924. He graduated from the Law De
partment of the University of Texas at 
Austin, receiving an L.L.B. in 1925. In 
the same year, he was admitted to the 
Texas Bar. 

In November 1934, George Mahon was 
elected to the U.S. House of Represent
atives and served in each of the 21 suc
ceeding Congresses. 

During his tenure in Congress, 
George Mahon .served with eight Presi
dents, served on the Committee on Ap
propriations for 14 years, and in May 
1964, became its chairman until his re
tirement in 1978. 

George Mahon served as a delegate to 
the Democratic National Convention 
from 1936-64. He also served as a regent 
of the Smithsonian Institution from 
1964-78. 

Mr. Mahon passed away in 1985. 
It is fitting that the building in Lub

bock, TX be named in honor of this 
outstanding legislator. 

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I urge 
support of the bill, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. COMBEST], who represents Mr. 
Mahon's district. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman yielding time to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, I obviously rise in sup
port of H.R. 2532, as the original spon
sor of that bill to name the Federal 
courthouse and building in Lubbock, 
TX, the George H. Mahon Federal 
Building and United States Court
house. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to express my 
appreciation to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT], the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds, to the ranking member, 
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
DUNCAN], to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. MINETA], the chairman of 
the full Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation, and to the ranking 
member, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. SHUSTER]. 

Mr. Speaker, when the 19th District 
was formed in 1935, the first and only 
Member of Congress that represented 
the 19th District for 44 years was 
George Mahon. Mr. Mahon served as 
chairman of the Committee on Appro
priations continuously, longer than 
any Member in the history of the 
House of Representatives. When he re
tired in 1978 he was the dean of the 
House of Representatives. 

For years people in my district have 
made the suggestion that it would be 
most fitting to have the Federal build
ing in Lubbock, TX, named after 
George Mahon. Today we are going to 

begin to see the first major step in see
ing that accomplished, and I think that 
is only appropriate. 

When I first came to the Congress, 
Mr. Speaker, people always wanted to 
know where I was from. It was very 
easy for there to be a location placed 
upon my hometown. All I had to say 
was that I represented the seat that 
was George Mahon's. It does not mat
ter that I am only the third Member 
that has represented that district in its 
entire history. No matter how many 
Members may follow me throughout 
the history of this country, Mr. Speak
er, the 19th Congressional District of 
Texas will always be George Mahon's 
seat. 

I appreciate the Chair's attention, I 
appreciate the fast action on this bill, 
and I would certainly urge support. 

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFI
CANT] that the House suspend the rules 
and pass the bill, H.R. 2532. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks on the bill 
just passed. 

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

There was no objection. 

A. MACEO SMITH FEDERAL 
BUILDING 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 2223) to designate the Federal 
building located at 525 Griffin Street in 
Dallas, Texas, as the "A. Maceo Smith 
Federal Building.'' 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H .R. 2223 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION. 

The Federal building located at 525 Griffin 
Street in Dallas, Texas, is designated as the 
"A. Maceo Smith Federal Building" . 
SEC. 2. LEGAL REFERENCES. 

Any reference in a law, regulation, docu
ment, record, map, or other paper of the 
United States to the building referred to in 
section 1 is deemed to be a reference to the 
"A. Maceo Smith Federal Building". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] will be recog-

nized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT] 
will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I join the sponsor of the 
bill and subcommittee member, Con
gresswoman EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON in 
acknowledging the tremendous con
tributions made by Mr. Smith. 

He was a revered and highly re
spected civil rights leader. His long 
productive public career included 
working with the Urban League, Fisk 
University, Bishop College, and with 
the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Affairs. 

It is a fitting and appropriate tribute 
to designate the Federal building lo
cated at 525 Griffin Street in Dallas, 
TX, as the "A. Maceo Smith Federal 
Building.'' 

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of H.R. 
2223. 

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

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
2223, a bill to designate the Federal 
building located at 525 Griffin Street in 
Dallas, TX, as the "A. Maceo Smith 
Federal Building.'' 

Antonio Maceo Smith was born April 
16, 1903, in Texarkana, TX. He received 
a bachelor's degree from Fisk Univer
sity and a master of business adminis
tration from New York University. He 
attended Columbia University for post
graduate study in economics and busi
ness law. 

A. Maceo Smith served for 29 years as 
intergroup adviser for the Federal 
Housing Administrator for Equal Op
portunity with the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development. 

He participated in and headed many 
national and local organizations in
cluding the first African-American 
chairman of the Southwest Area YMCA 
Council, national president of the 
Alpha Phi Alpha fraternity, local presi
dent of the Dallas Urban League, na
tional alumni president of Fisk Univer
sity, and board member of Bishop Col
lege. 

Mr. Smith passed a way in 1977. 
It is fitting that the Federal building 

in Dallas, TX, be named in honor of 
this outstanding civic leader. I urge en
actment of this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. Mr. Speaker, Mr. Smith 
helped to found the Dallas Negro 
Chamber of Commerce. He was active 
with the NAACP, and served is a na
tional board member from 1953 to 1959. 
He was a member and national presi
dent of the Alpha Phi Alpha fraternity, 
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which is the oldest fraternity in the 
United States for African-American 
men based on scholarship. 

This designation is warranted, and I 
am proud to support it. I urge passage 
of the bill. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, I have sponsored H.R. 2223, 
which will name an existing Federal Building in 
my congressional district for a great American 
and a great leader of the black community in 
Texas. 

When this legislation is signed into law, the 
building at 525 Griffin Street in Dallas, TX, will 
be named the A. Maceo Smith Federal Build
ing. 

A. Maceo Smith was an early leader of the 
black community in Dallas. He earned distinc
tion by fighting for civil rights while also lead
ing the way for blacks to participate in the 
Texas economy. At the same time he worked 
tirelessly for racial harmony. 

A well-educated man, A. Maceo Smith grad
uated from Fisk University and New York Uni
versity. In Dallas, he served as a board mem
ber of many distinguished organizations which 
have promoted racial and religious harmony, 
such as the National Association for the Ad
vancement of Colored People; the national fra
ternity, Alpha Phi Alpha; and the Dallas Chap
ter of the National Conference of Christians 
and Jews. 

In 1976 he was honored by the city of Dal
las, which proclaimed, "A. Maceo Smith Day." 
Unfortunately, Mr. Smith departed this life on 
December 19, 1977. 

It was his efforts to integrate blacks into the 
business and political communities which have 
marked his importance. 

A. Maceo Smith helped create the Negro 
Chamber of Commerce in the early 1930's, 
and was an early organizer of black voters. He 
also founded the Progressive Voters League, 
which successfully increased the participation 
of more blacks in the political process. 

It was through his involvement with the 
N.A.A.C.P. and Alpha Phi Alpha where Mr. 
Smith made some of his most lasting and im
portant contributions. 

As a leader of both organizations at the 
local level, he helped form a mutually bene
ficial working relationship between the two. As 
a recognition of his success in working with 
Alpha Phi Alpha, He was elected national 
president in 1969. 

The Alpha Phi Alpha Fraternity is the oldest 
fraternity for black American men based on 
scholarship. The fraternity proudly claims 
among its membership Adam Clayton Powell, 
Thurgood Marshall, Robert Weaver, and Ver
non Jordan, as well as many, many other 
black American scholars in all professions. 

Mr. Smith's leadership positions were instru
mental when he moved to mend the extremely 
imbalanced racial situation which existed in 
Texas at the time. Among the injustices which 
he countered were a poll tax, the inability of 
blacks to vote in primary elections, and un
even salaries for black and white teachers. 

It did not take Mr. Smith long to bring to
gether the Dallas community to respond to 
these injustices. In the 1930's, he was part of 
a lawsuit which successfully overturned the 
poll tax. 

In 1944, he was one of the leaders in the 
successful campaign and lawsuit for blacks to 

secure the right to vote in Texas primary elec
tions. 

In 1945, Mr. Smith organized plaintiffs to file 
a lawsuit to equalize teachers' salaries among 
whites and blacks. At the time, there was a 
significant difference in the salaries which 
black teachers were paid, but Mr. Smith was 
successful in forcing the State of Texas to rec
tify this situation. 

It is particularly gratifying that the Federal 
building which I intend to have named for Mr. 
Smith includes office space of the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development. Mr. 
Smith was a long-time employee of HUD-a 
total of 34 years of public service. Probably 
his most significant contribution at the agency 
was his role as the Fair Housing Coordinator, 
where he began the process of desegregating 
Federal housing projects. 

During the days in which Mr. Smith served, 
he had a built-in incentive to maintain the 
housing projects to the very best of his ability. 
You see, as a black man during the 1930's, 
he was not even permitted to have his office 
with the rest of his Federal housing col
leagues. Rather, he was forced to run his of
f ice right out of the projects. 

Although A. Maceo Smith died in 1977 at 
the age of 7 4, the purposeful manner in which 
he lived his life continues to benefit every 
black American in Dallas. It is fitting that A. 
Maceo Smith, a man who was first in many 
significant aspects, will be the first black 
American to have a Federal office building 
named in his honor in the city of Dallas. 

Mr. Speaker, I am hopeful that the Members 
of this Congress will support my efforts to 
name this Federal building after an outstand
ing and distinguished American. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

0 1230 
The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 

MURTHA). The question is on the mo
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 2223. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
H.R. 2223, the bill just passed. 

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

There was no objection. 

POTTER STEW ART UNITED 
ST ATES COURTHOUSE 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 2555) to designate the Federal 
building located at 100 East Fifth 

Street in Cincinnati , Ohio, as the " Pot
ter Stewart United States Court
house". 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 2555 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION. 

The Federal building located at 100 East 
Fifth Street in Cincinnati, Ohio, shall be 
known and designated as the "Potter Stew
art United States Courthouse" . 
SEC. 2. REFERENCES. 

Any reference in a law, map, regulation, 
document, paper, or other record of the Unit
ed States to the Federal building referred to 
in section 1 shall be deemed to be a reference 
to the " Potter Stewart United States Court
house". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Nebraska [Mr BARRETT] 
will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, Potter Stewart was 
born January 23, 1915, in Jackson, MI, 
into a family of dedicated public serv
ants. His father, James Garfield Stew
art was mayor of Cincinnati and a 
member of the Ohio Supreme Court. 

In 1954 at the age of 39, President Ei
senhower appointed Potter Stewart to 
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth 
Circuit. President Eisenhower also ap
pointed him to a recess appointment as 
an Associate Justice of the Supreme 
Court of the United States. He was con
firmed by the Senate in May 1959. Pot
ter Stewart retired from the Supreme 
Court on July 3, 1981, after a long ca
reer noted for judicial excellence and 
fairness. 

Judge Stewart died December 7, 1985, 
in Hanover, NH. It is fitting and proper 
to pay honor to the many contribu
tions of Justice Potter Stewart by 
naming the Federal building located in 
Cincinnati, OH, as the " Potter Stewart 
United States Courthouse. " 

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

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
2555, a bill to designate the building lo
cated at 100 East Fifth Street in Cin
cinnati, OH, as the ·'Potter Stewart 
United States Courthouse. " 

Potter Stewart was born January 23, 
1915, in Jackson, MI. He was educated 
at Yale University and attended Yale 
Law School. He served in the U.S. Navy 
in World War II from 1942 to 1945 in ac
tive sea duty in the Atlantic, Carib
bean, and the Mediterranean. 

In 1954 at the age of 39, President Ei
senhower appointed Potter Stewart to 
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth 
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Circuit. President Eisenhower also ap
pointed him to a recess appointment as 
an Associate Justice of the Supreme 
Court of the United States. 

Potter Stewart retired from the 
Court July 3, 1981, and died December 
7, 1985, in Hanover, NH. 

It is fitting that the Federal building 
in Cincinnati, OH be named in honor of 
this outstanding jurist. I urge enact
ment. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN]. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to thank the gentleman from Ne
braska [Mr. BARRETT] for yielding the 
time, and to thank the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT], my colleague 
and subcommittee chairman, for his as
sistance in moving this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with pride that I 
rise today in support of H.R. 2555, a bill 
which will recognize the enduring leg
acy of a distinguished Cincinnati na
tive, the late Associate Justice of the 
U.S. Supreme Court, Potter Stewart. 
By designating the U.S. Post Office and 
courthouse building in Cincinnati, OH, 
the "Potter Stewart U.S. Courthouse 
Building," we pay tribute to a man of 
fine intellect who built his life on pub
lic service for the benefit of a nation. 

President Ronald Reagan praised 
Justice Potter Stewart as a "patriot 
and a good lawyer-indeed a brilliant 
man of the law." And yes, he possessed 
all of those qualities and much more. 

Justice Stewart devoted his life to 
serving city and country. He served his 
country in the U.S. Navy during the 
Second World War. He then served on 
Cincinnati's City Council and was vice
mayor. In 1954, he was named by Presi
dent Eisenhower to the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the Sixth Circuit, which re
sides in the U.S. Post Office and court
house building in Cincinnati. At the 
age of 39, Mr. Stewart became the 
youngest Federal judge in the country. 

Following the retirement of Associ
ate Justice Harold H. Burton, Presi
dent Eisenhower appointed Judge 
Stewart to the Court during a congres
sional recess in October 1958, permit
ting him to join the Court before the 
Senate confirmed him the following 
may. At age 43, he was the second 
youngest Supreme Court appointee 
since before the Civil War. 

Justice Stewart served on the Court 
for 23 years--during a period of major 
political, economic and social change 
in this country. He held that the first 
duty of a Justice was to prevent moral, 
philosophical and religious beliefs from 
clouding his or her interpretation of 
the principles of the Constitution. Nei
ther a champion of the political left 
nor of the political right, Mr. Stewart 
focused on the merits of a case, but 
shunned broad social and economic in
terpretations of the law. Libertarians 
praised his support of the first amend
ment principles of free speech and free-

dom of the press. Conservatives com
mended him for his acceptance of pray
er in school and for backing prosecu
tors and police in many criminal . jus
tice cases. 

Following his retirement in 1981, Jus
tice Stewart continued to devote time 
to his wonderful wife, Mary Anne, 
known as Andi; and to his children and 
grandchildren, while serving on presi
dential commissions, lecturing at law 
schools and volunteers to read text
books to blind law students. 

Upon his death in 1985, President 
George Bush called Justice Stewart 
"an outstanding man who was a sym
bol of decency and honor. He was a con
stitutional scholar who interpreted the 
Constitution without succumbing to 
the temptation to legislate from the 
bench.'' 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
rename the U.S. courthouse in Cin
cinnati after Potter Stewart. His wis
dom and pragmatic administration of 
the law during some of the momentous 
decisions of our time must not be for
gotten. Enactment of H.R. 2555 would 
give lasting honor to a fine and bril
liant son of Cincinnati. 

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I am 
honored to support the bill sponsored 
by the fine gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
PORTMAN] and I urge all Members to 
support the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFI
CANT] that the House suspend the rules 
and pass the bill, H.R. 2555. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
H.R. 2555, the bill just passed. 

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

There was no objection. 

WATER RESOURCES CONSTRUC
TION PROJECTS IN THE VIRGIN 
ISLANDS 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I 

move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 2356) to amend the Water Re
sources Development Act of 1990 to ex
tend the authority of the Secretary of 
the Army to ·carry out certain con
struction projects in the Virgin Is
lands. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 2356 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That section 406 of the 
Water Resources Development Act of 1990 (48 
U.S.C. 1405c note; 104 Stat. 4646) is amended 
by striking subsection (c). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. FRANKS] 
will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to support 
H.R. 2356, a bill to extend the authority 
of the Secretary of the Army to carry 
out Federal construction projects in 
the U.S. Virgin Islands. This bill is 
sponsored by the distinguished Con
gressman from the Virgin Islands, Mr. 
RON DELUGO. 

In 1989, Hurricane Hugo devastated 
the U.S. Virgin Islands with winds of 
200 miles per hour, causing an esti
mated $1.8 billion in damages. The 
hardest hit island was St. Croix, which 
sustained hurricane-force winds for 12 
hours causing total or signific~nt dam
age to 90 percent of the island's struc
tures. 

To assist in the reconstruction of the 
islands' infrastructure, the government 
of the Virgin Islands sought authority 
for the Secretary of the Army to man
age construction projects which were 
being financed with Federal assistance, 
including wastewater treatment facili
ties required under the Clean Water 
Act. 

In the Water Resources Development 
Act of 1990, section 406, Congress au
thorized th.e Secretary of the Army, 
upon the request of the Governor, to 
carry out construction projects that 
receive Federal assistance and for the 
payments to be made directly from the 
Federal agency to the Secretary of the 
Army. Subsection (c) of section 406 ter
minates this authority 3 years after en
actment, or November 28, 1993. 

Several of the rebuilding projects 
have not been commenced. H.R. 2356 
deletes the sunset in the present law 
and allows the Secretary to continue 
assisting in the rebuilding of the U.S. 
Virgin Islands. 

I urge my colleagues to vote to join 
me in support of H.R. 2356. 

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

D 1240 
Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I support H.R. 2356 
which would extend the authority of 
the Secretary of the Army to carry out 
certain construction projects in the 
Virgin Islands. 
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In 1990, the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation and the 
Congress authorized the Corps of Engi
neers to assist the government of the 
Virgin Islands in connection with fed
erally funded projects. 

That authority will expire in Novem
ber of this year. 

The Corps of Engineers has entered 
into a memorandum of understanding 
with EPA to undertake five work as
signments for wastewater treatment 
and emergency preparedness improve
ments in the Virgin Islands. 

Only one of the assignments will be 
under construction prior to the provi
sion's November 28, 1993 expiration 
date requiring the Corps to suspend 
work on the other four projects. 

This authority is similar to a general 
authority for the Secretary of the 
Army to provide reimbursable design 
and construction assistance to State 
and local governments for projects re
ceiving Federal financial assistance. 

I urge approval of the bill and com
mend the gentleman from the Virgin 
Islands for his work in bringing it to 
the Congress' attention. 

Mr. DE LUGO. Mr. Speaker, I thank the dis
tinguished chairman of the Water Resources 
Subcommittee, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
APPLEGATE] for his support of my bill and his 
help in bringing it to the floor. I also thank, Mr. 
FRANKS, the gentleman from New Jersey, for 
his support and that of the other minority 
members of the Public Works Committee. 

This measure is very important to the Virgin 
Islands. 

In September 1989, Hurricane Hugo, with its 
winds of almost 200 miles per hour knocked 
out virtually the entire infrastructure of the Vir
gin Islands. 

To help rebuild its infrastructure, the Virgin 
Islands Government sought authorization for 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to help 
manage construction projects that were fi
nanced through Federal assistance, including 
wastewater treatment facilities required under 
the Clean Water Act. This authority was pro
vided for a period of 3 years to the corps in 
1990 with respect to wastewater treatment fa
cilities. 

However, as you might understand, given 
the intensity of the storm, the reconstruction of 
these facilities involved major projects on St. 
Croix, St. Thomas, and St. John, which could 
not be completed in 3 years. There are still at 
least four major work assignments to be un
dertaken which will be funded by the EPA at 
an estimated cost of $24 million for which the 
management services of the corps are 
needed. 

Thus, Mr. Speaker, an extension of the 
corps' authority to provide these services is 
needed for an indefinite period. My bill, H.R. 
2356 does that. It deletes the sunset in the 
present law and will continue the authority for 
the Secretary of the Army to assist the Virgin 
Islands in rebuilding its water treatment facili
ties. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues in the 
House to support this measure. 

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I have no further requests for 

time, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I too, 
want to commend the gentleman from 
the Virgin Islands [Mr. DE LUGO]. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MURTHA). The question is on the mo
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 2356. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
H.R. 2356, the bill just passed. 

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

There was no objection. 

MODIFYING PROJECT FOR FLOOD 
CONTROL, JAMES RIVER BASIN, 
RICHMOND, VA 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I 

move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 2824) to modify the project 
for flood control, James River Basin, 
Richmond, VA. The Clerk read as fol
lows: 

Mr. Speaker, the Water Resources 
Development Act of 1986 authorizes a 
flood control project for the James 
River basin, Richmond, VA. The 
project plan is to construct levees and 
floodwalls to protect the city's indus
trial and downtown areas. The total 
cost authorized in 1986 by Congress was 
$91.8 million. 

During the construction of the Rich
mond project, the corps discovered haz
ardous and toxic waste in one segment. 
The removal of lead, cadmium com
pounds, and petroleum products, along 
with expected inflationary impacts, 
have caused the project costs to in
crease to $134 million. 

The Water Resources Development 
Act of 1986, section 902, provides for an 
explicit limit to the cost increases 
which may be incurred in any water re
sources development project without 
further authorization by the Congress. 

Project cost increases are limited to 
any modifications which do not materi
ally alter the scope of the project and 
do not increase total project costs by 
more than 20 percent plus increases for 
inflation and for changes specifically 
authorized or required under Federal 
law. The current section 902 cost ceil
ing for the project is $123 million, or 
$11 million less than the current esti
mate of the cost to complete the au
thorized work. 

If the hidden hazardous waste had 
not been present, the project could 
have been completed under its author
ized cost. 

The project is now about 98 percent 
complete. Raising the authorized cost 
will allow the project to be completed 
in a deliberate fashion. Of the cost, 

H.R. 2824 $100.5 million is the Federal share; 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep- local sponsors will be responsible for 

resentatives of the United States of America in the $33.5 million non-Federal share 
Congress assembled, under the regular cost-sharing rules. 
SECTION 1. JAMES RIVER BASIN, RICHMOND, I urge my colleagues to vote in sup-

VIRGINIA. port of H.R. 2824. 
The project for flood control, James River Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

Basin, Richmond, Virginia, authorized by 
section 401(a) of the Water Resources Devel- my time. 
opment Act of 1986 (100 Stat. 4126) is modified Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr. 
to authorize the Secretary of the Army to Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
construct the project at a total cost of may consume. 
$134,000,000, with an estimated Federal cost Mr. Speaker, I support passage of 
of $100,500,000 and an estimated non-Federal H.R. 2824 which would increase the au
cost of $33,500,000. thorization level of the Richmond flood 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- control project. 
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Project costs have increased as a re
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] will be recog- sult of the discovery of toxic and haz
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen- ardous substances at the site. 
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. FRANKS] The current estimated cost to com-
will be recognized for 20 minutes. plete the project, $134 million, exceeds 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman the current statutorily imposed limit 
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. on the corps' ability to obligate fund&-

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I $123 million. 
yield myself such time as I may The project is 98 percent complete 
consume. · but cannot be finished without an in-

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise in crease in the cost ceiling. 
support of H.R. 2824, a bill to increase Unless we act soon, the project will 
the authorized cost of the James River be halted this fall. 
Basin project to $134 million. The recent flooding in the Midwest 

The bill is sponsored by the capable graphically illustrated the con-
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY], sequences of leaving developed areas 
whom I am proud to support. unprotected from flood waters. 
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Accordingly, I urge passage of this 

bill to allow the project to be com
pleted. 

I want to thank Chairman MINETA, as 
well as the chairman and ranking 
member of the Subcommittee on Water 
Resources and Environment, Mr. AP
PLEGATE and Mr. BOEHLERT for expedit
ing action on this needed bill. 

I also commend the gentleman from 
Virginia, Mr. BLILEY, for his tireless 
work on an issue of tremendous impor
tance to his constituents. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. BLILEY]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support for 
H.R. 2824, legislation which raises the 
authorized spending level for the Rich
mond floodwall project to $134,000,000. 
Passage of this legislation by Congress 
is necessary to get the project over a 
legal hurdle caused by the discovery of 
hazardous waste on the project site. 
The added cost of the environmental 
cleanup has triggered a legal spending 
ceiling that prevents any further 
spending on the project. This is not a 
question of not having the appropriate 
resources; it is a question of being le
gally able to spend the money that is 
dedicated to the project. 

I want to thank the leadership of the 
Public Works and Transportation Com
mittee-Chairmen MINETA and APPLE
GATE along with ranking members SHU
STER and BOEHLERT have been quick to 
recognize the need for Congress to 
quickly solve this legal question. I ap
plaud their commitment to this project 
and their skill in dealing with their 
committee's business so efficiently. 

We have seen on the Mississippi what 
havoc a flood can bring to a commu
nity. Let's keep the Richmond 
floodwall project going. I again urge 
the House to adopt this legislation to 
allow the Richmond floodwall project 
to stay on schedule. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to support 
the bill offered by the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. BLILEY]. As happens 
many times, we see these hazardous 
compounds produce additional costs. 
But this bill rectifies that. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Congress to 
support the bill. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TAYLOR of Mississippi). The question is 
on the motion offered by the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] that 
the House suspend the rules and pass 
the bill, H.R. 2824. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds voted in favor thereof) the rules 
were suspended and the bill was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 AND 1995 BLM 
AUTHORIZATION ACT 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 2530) to amend the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 to 
authorize appropriations for programs, 
functions, and activities of the Bureau 
of Land Management, Department of 
the Interior, for fiscal year 1994, and 
for other purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 2530 

Be i t enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. SHORT TITLE AND STATUTORY REF

ERENCE. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited as 

the "Fiscal Year 1994 and 1995 BLM Author
ization Act". 

(b) STATUTORY REFERENCE.- As used in this 
Act, the term " the Act" means the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 
U.S.C. 1701 et seq.). 
SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION AND FUTURE REAU

THORIZATIONS. 
(a) AUTHORIZATION.-Section 318(a) of the 

Act (43 U.S.C. 1748(a)) is amended by striking 
out " October 1, 1978" and by inserting in lieu 
thereof "October 1, 1995" . 

(b) FUTURE REAUTHORIZATIONS.-Section 
318(b) of the Act is amended by striking 
" May 15, 1977, and not later than May 15 of 
each second even number year thereafter" 
and by inserting in lieu thereof " January 1, 
1994, and January 1 of each second odd-num
ber year thereafter". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] will be 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]. 

0 1250 
GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re
vise and extend their remarks on H.R. 
2530, the bill now under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TAYLOR of Mississippi). Is there objec
tion to the request of the gentleman 
from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 

2530, as reported by the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

This is a simple bill. It would amend 
the Bureau of Land Management's Or
ganic Act in two ways: 

To authorize appropriation of such · 
sums as may be necessary for the Bu
reau of Land Management-BLM-to 

discharge its primary responsibilities 
during fiscal years 1994 and 1995. 

To require submission by January 1 
of next year and periodically thereafter 
of formal requests for further author
izations of BLM funding. 

The Bureau of Land Management is 
an important agency of Government. It 
is responsible for managing more than 
270 million acres of land, and the min
erals underlying another 300 million 
acres, that are the property of all the 
American people-more lands and min
erals than any other Federal agency. 

The basic law governing BLM is its 
Organic Act, the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976 [FLPMA]. 
That act provides for periodic reau
thorization of appropriations for BLM 
to carry out its primary responsibil
ities for management of many millions 
of acres of lands and minerals from 
coast to coast. 

Authorization for funding some BLM 
activities is provided by other statutes. 
One example is the program of pay
ments to certain local governments in 
lieu of taxes. 

But implementation of FLPMA is 
BLM's most important function, and 
for that the last BLM funding author
ization expired at the end of fiscal year 
1982. 

Until this year, appropriations for 
BLM have continued, but only because 
appropriation bills were protected 
against points of order against these 
violations of the rules of the House. 

This year, that was not the case, and 
in fact most funding for BLM was 
stripped from the appropriation bill 
when a point of order was raised here 
on the House floor, because of the ab
sence of a BLM reauthorization. 

In 1989 and again in 1991, the natural 
resources committee and the House 
tried to resolve this problem through 
passage of BLM reauthorization meas
ures. Unfortunately, the Senate did not 
act on those bills. 

Earlier this year, I introduced a 4-
year BLM reauthorization bill similar 
to the one that our committee reported 
and the House passed in 1991. At our 
subcommittee hearing on that bill, 
BLM's new director, Mr. Baca, testified 
that the Clinton administration sup
ported enactment of a 4-year reauthor
ization for BLM. However, he also indi
cated that the administration wanted 
to have an opportunity to develop de
tailed proposals for rev1s10ns to 
FLPMA that would strengthen BLM's 
ability to properly manage the public 
lands. 

Accordingly, Director Baca suggested 
that in the meantime, consideration 
should be given to enactment of a 
short-term authorization bill. 

In response, I introduced H.R. 2530 to 
provide a 1-year authorization for BLM 
for fiscal year 1994. In committee, the 
gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] of
fered an amendment to extend the au
thorization to cover fiscal year 1995 as 
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well. That amendment was adopted, 
and the bill as so amended was favor
ably reported from the Natural Re
sources Committee by a unanimous 
voice vote. 

Prior to the August recess, we had 
prepared to bring the bill before the 
House under a rule that specifically 
made in order an amendment related to 
grazing fees. However, the bill was not 
taken up then, and as Members are 
aware the administration has now an
nounced its intention to address graz
ing fees and range management re
forms through administrative actions. 
Accordingly, in the interests of expe
diting action on this reauthorization 
measure, we are today bringing H.R. 
2530 up on suspension rather than 
under a rule. 

While we can never predict events in 
the other body, I am hopeful that this 
2-year authorization is something that 
can be enacted without unnecessary 
delay. 

Once this bill is enacted, the Natural 
Resources Committee, working with 
the administration, will have the op
portunity to fashion a longer term 
measure that will extend the BLM au
tho:.ization further and will increase 
BLM's ability to properly carry otlt its 
important responsibilities. 

Meanwhile, I urge support for this 
bill, and I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
2530, the reauthorization of the Bureau 
of Land Management. As fully ex
plained by Chairman VENTO, H.R. 2530 
reauthorizes the BLM for a full 2 years. 
I commend the chairman for bringing 
to the floor a clean reauthorization bill 
that leaves other issues to stand on 
their own merit. 

The BLM manages vast areas of the 
West including over 22 million acres in 
the State of Utah. It is important that 
the authorizing committee insure the 
stability of this agency by providing a 
long-term authorization. Although 
H.R. 2530 is only a 2-year authorization, 
it is the best BLM bill to come out of 
the Natural Resources Committee for 
some time. I hope our committee can 
address other issues regarding the mis
sion of the BLM at a later date and 
independently of reauthorizing the 
agency. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support H.R. 2530. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge support for the 
bill and thank my colleague, the rank
ing member, the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. HANSEN] for his support and his 
amendment to this legislation, which 
we have accepted, which provides for a 
2-year authorization, and which I think 
is realistic. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
VENTO] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2530, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, as passed. 

The title of the bill was amended so 
as to read: 

A bill to amend the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976 to authorize ap
propriations for programs, functions, and ac
tivities of the Bureau of Land Management, 
Department of the Interior, for fiscal years 
1994 and 1995, and for other purposes. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

QUINEBA UG AND SHETUCKET RIV
ERS VALLEY NATIONAL HERIT
AGE CORRIDOR ACT OF 1993 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I move to 

suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 1348) to establish the Quinebaug 
and Shetucket Rivers Valley National 
Heritage Corridor in the State of Con
necticut, and for other purposes and 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 1348 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Quinebaug 
and Shetucket Rivers Valley National Herit
age Corridor Act of 1993". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that. 
(1) The Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers 

Valley in the State of Connecticut is one of 
the last unspoiled and undeveloped areas in 
the Northeastern United States and has re
mained largely intact, including important 
aboriginal archaeological sites, excellent 
water quality, beautiful rural landscapes, 
architecturally significant mill structures 
and mill villages, and large acreage of parks 
and other permanent open space. 

(2) The State of Connecticut ranks last 
among the SO States in the amount of feder
ally protected park and open space lands 
within its borders and lags far behind the 
other northeastern States in the amount of 
land set-aside for public recreation. 

(3) The beautiful rural landscapes, scenic 
vistas and excellent water quality of the 
Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers contain sig
nificant undeveloped recreational opportuni
ties for people throughout the United States. 

(4) The Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers 
Valley is within a 2-hour drive of the major 
metropolitan areas of New York City, Hart
ford, Providence, Worcester, Springfield, and 
Boston. With the President's Commission on 
Americans Outdoors reporting that Ameri
cans are taking shorter " closer-to-home" va
cations, the Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers 
Valley represents important close-by rec
reational opportunities for significant popu
lation. 

(5) The existing mill sites and other struc
tures throughout the Quinebaug and 
Shetucket Rivers Valley were instrumental 
in the development of the industrial revolu
tion. 

(6) The Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers 
Valley contains a vast number of discovered 
and unrecovered Native American and colo
nial archaeological sites significant to the 
history of North America and the United 
States. 

(7) The Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers 
Valley represents one of the last traditional 
upland farming and mill village communities 
in the northeastern United States. 

(8) The Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers 
Valley played a nationally significant role in 
the cultural evolution of the prewar colonial 
period. Leading the transformation from Pu
ritan to Yankee, the "Great Awakening" re
ligious revival and early political develop
ment leading up to and during the War of 
Independence. 

(9) Many local, regional and State agen
cies, businesses, and private citizens and the 
New England Governors' Conference have ex
pressed an overwhelming desire to combine 
forces: to work cooperatively to preserve and 
enhance resources region-wide and better . 
plan for the future. 
SEC. 3. ESTABLISHMENT OF QUINEBAUG AND 

SHETUCKET RIVERS VALLEY NA· 
TIONAL HERITAGE CORRIDOR; PUR
POSE. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is hereby es
tablished in the State of Connecticut the 
Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers Valley Na
tional Heritage Corridor. 

(b) PURPOSE.- It is the purpose of this Act 
to provide a management framework to as
sist the State of Connecticut, its units of 
local and regional government and citizens 
in the development and implementation of 
integrated cultural, historical, and rec
reational land resource management pro
grams in order to retain, enhance, and inter
pret the significant features of the lands, 
water, and structures of the Quinebaug and 
Shetucket Rivers Valley in the State of Con
necticut. 
SEC. 4. BOUNDARIES AND ADMINISTRATION. 

(a) BOUNDARIES.-The Boundaries of the 
Corridor shall include the towns of Ashford, 
Brooklyn, Canterbury, Chaplin, Coventry, 
Eastford, Franklin, Griswold, Hampton, Kill
ingly, Lebanon, Lisbon, Mansfield, Norwich, 
Plainfield, Pomfret, Preston. Putnam, Scot
land, Sprague, Sterling, Thompson , 
Voluntown, Windham, and Woodstock. As 
soon as practical after the date of enactment 
of this Act, the Sec.retary of the Interior 
shall publish in the Federal Register a de
tailed description and map of boundaries es
tablished under this subsection. 

(b) ADMINISTRATION.-The Corridor shall be 
administered in accordance with the provi
sions of this Act. 
SEC. 5. QUINEBAUG AND SHETUCKET RIVERS 

VALLEY NATIONAL HERITAGE COR
RIDOR COMMISSION. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is hereby es
tablished within the Department of the Inte
rior the Quinebaug a11d Shetucket Rivers 
Valley National Heritage Corridor Commis
sion (referred to in this Act as the "Commis
sion"). The Commission shall assist appro
priate Federal, State, regional planning or
ganizations, and local authorities in the de
velopment and implementation of an inte
grated resource management plan for the 
lands and water as specified in section 3. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.-The Commission shall be 
comprised of 19 members appointed not later 
than 6 months after the date of enactment of 
this Act as follows: 
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(1) The Director of the National Park Serv

ice ex officio (or his delegate). 
(2) 3 individuals appointed by the Sec

retary after consultation with the governor, 
who shall represent the interests of-

(A) the Connecticut Department of Envi
ronmental Protection, 

(B) the Connecticut Historical Commis
sion, and 

(C) the Connecticut Department of Eco
nomic Development; 

(3) 6 individuals representing the interests 
of local government or regional planning or
ganizations from Connecticut appointed by 
the Secretary after consultation with the 
Governor, of whom, 3 shall be representa
tives of the 3 regional planning organizations 
within the Corridor region and 3 shall be 
local elected officials from the region; and 

(4) 9 individuals from the general public, 
who are citizens of the State of Connecticut, 
appointed by the Secretary, after consulta
tion with the Governor, representing con
servation, business, tourism, and rec
reational interests. 
A vacancy in the Commission shall be filled 
in the manner in which the original appoint
ments were made. 

(c) TERMS.-(1) Members of the Commis
sion shall be appointed for terms of 3 years 
and may be reappointed. 

(2) Any member appointed to fill a vacancy 
occurring before the expiration of the term 
for which his predecessor was appointed shall 
be appointed only for the remainder of such 
term. Any member of the Commission ap
pointed for a definite term may serve after 
the expiration of his term until his successor 
has taken office. 

(d) COMPENSATION.- Members of the Com
mission shall receive no pay on account of 
their service on the Commission but while 
away from their homes or regular places of 
business in the performance of services for 
the Commission, members of the Commis
sion shall be allowed travel expenses, includ
ing per diem in lieu of subsistence, in the 
same manner as persons employed intermit
tently in the Government service are allowed 
expenses under section 5703 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(e) CHAIRPERSON.-The Chairperson of the 
Commission shall be elected by the members 
of the Commission. 

(f) QuoRUM.-(1) 8 members of the Commis
sion shall constitute a quorum, but a lesser 
number may hold hearings. 

(2) The affirmative vote of not less than 10 
members of the Commission shall be re
quired to approve the budget of the Commis
sion. 

(g) MEETINGS.-The Commission shall hold 
its first meeting not later than 90 days after 
the date on which its members are ap
pointed, and shall meet at least quarterly at 
the call of the chairperson or 10 of its mem
bers. Meetings of the Commission shall be 
subject to section 552(b) of title 5, United 
States Code (relating to open meetings). 

(h) PROXY.-Any member of the Commis
sion may vote by means of a signed proxy ex
ercised by another member of the Commis
sion, but any member so voting shall not be 
considered present for purposes of establish
ing a quorum. 
SEC. 6. STAFF OF THE COMMISSION. 

(a) In GENERAL.-The Commission shall 
have the power to appoint and fix compensa
tion of such staff as may be necessary to 
carry out its duties. 

(2) Staff appointed by the Commission
(A) shall be appointed subject to the provi

sions of title 5, United States Code , govern
ing appointments in the competitive service; 
and 

(B) shall be paid in accordance with provi
sions of chapter 51 and subchapter III of 
chapter 53 of such title relating to classifica
tion and General Schedule pay rates. 

(b) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.-Subject to 
such rules as may be adopted by the Com
mission, the Commission may procure tem
porary and intermittent services to the same 
extent as is authorized by section 3109(b) of 
title 5, United States Code , but at rates de
termined by the Commission to be reason
able. 

(c) STAFF OF OTHER AGENCIES.- (!) Upon re
quest of the Commission, the head of any 
Federal agency may detail, on a reimburs
able basis, any of the personnel of such agen
cy to the Commission to assist the Commis
sion in carrying out the Commission's du
ties. 

(2) The Commission may accept the service 
of personnel detailed from the State, any po
litical subdivision and regional planning or
ganizations, and may reimburse the State, 
political subdivision, and regional planning 
organizations for those services. 
SEC. 7. POWERS OF COMMISSION. 

(a) HEARING.-(1) The Commission may, for 
the purposes of carrying out this Act, hold 
hearings, sit and act at such times and 
places, take such testimony, and receive 
such evidence, as the Commission considers 
appropriate. 

(2) The Commission may not issue subpoe
nas or exercise any subpoena authority. 

(b) POWERS OF MEMBERS AND AGENTS.- Any 
member or agent of the Commission, if so 
authorized by the Commission, may take 
any action which the Commission is author
ized to take by this Act. 

(C) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES.
The Administrator of the General Services 
Administration shall provide to the Commis
sion on a reimbursable basis, such adminis
trative support services as the Commission 
may request. 

(d) MAILS.-The Commission may use the 
United States mails in the same manner and 
under the same conditions as other depart
ments and other agencies of the United 
States. 

(e) USE OF FUNDS To OBTAIN MONEY.- The 
Commission may use its funds to obtain 
money from any source under any program 
or law requiring· the recipient of such money 
to make a contribution in order to receive 
such money. 

(f) GIFTS.-Except as provided in sub
section (g)(2)(B), the Commission may, for 
purposes of carrying out its duties, seek, ac
cept, and dispose of gifts, bequests, or dona
tions of money, personal property, or serv
ices, received from any source: Provided, 
That such gif ts are used for public purposes. 

(g) ACQUISITION OF REAL PROPERTY.-(!) 
Except as provided in paragraph (2) and ex
cept with respect to any leasing of facilities 
under subsection (c), the Commission may 
not acquire any real property or interest in 
real property. 

(2) Subject to paragraph (3), the Commis
sion may acquire real property or interest in 
real property in the Corridor-

(A) by gift or devise; or 
(B) by purchase from a willing seller with 

money that was given, appropriated, or be
queathed to the Commission on the condi
tion that such money would be used to pur
chase real property, or interest in· real prop
erty, in the Corridor. 

(3) Any real property or interest in real 
property acquired by the Commission under 
paragraph (2) shall be conveyed by the Com
mission to an appropriate public or private 
land management agency , as determined by · 

the Commission. Any such conveyance shall 
be made-

(A) as soon as practicable after such acqui
sition; 

(B) without consideration; and 
(C) on the condition that the real property 

or interest in real property so conveyed is 
used for public purposes. 

(h) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.-For pur
poses of carrying out the plan, the Commis
sion may enter into cooperative agreements 
with the State of Connecticut, with any po
litical subdivision, or with any person or or
ganizati0n. Any such cooperative agreement 
shall, at a minimum, establish procedures 
for providing notice to the Commission of 
any action proposed by the State, such polit
ical subdivision, or such person which may 
affect implementation of the plan referred to 
in section 8. 
SEC. 8. DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION. 

(a) PREPARATION OF PLAN.- Within 2 years 
after the Commission conducts its first 
meeting, it shall submit to the Secretary of 
the Interior and the Governor of Connecticut 
for review and approval of Cultural Heritage 
and Corridor Management Plan. The Plan 
shall be based on existing Federal, State, and 
local plans, but shall coordinate those plans 
and present a unified historic preservation, 
interpretation, and recreational plan for the 
Corridor. The plan shall-

(1) provide an inventory which includes 
any property in the Corridor which should be 
preserved, restored, managed, developed, 
maintained, or acquired because of its na
tional historic or cultural or recreational 
significance; 

(2) recommend advisory standards and cri
teria applicable to the construction, preser
vation, restora.tion, alteration, and use of all 
properties within the Corridor; 

(3) develop an historic interpretation plan 
to interpret the history of the Corridor; 

(4) develop an inventory which includes ex
isting and potential recreational sites which 
are developed or which could be developed 
along the Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers 
and their surrounding areas; 

(5) recommend policies for resource man
agement which consider and detail applica
tion of appropriate land and water manage
ment techniques, including but not limited 
to, the development of inter-governmental 
cooperative arguments to protect the Cor
ridor's historical, cultural, recreational, sce
nic, and natural resources in a manner con
sistent with supporting appropriate and com
patible economic revitalization efforts; 

(6) detail ways in which local, State, and 
Federal programs may best be coordinated to 
promote the purposes of this Act; and 

(7) contain a program for implementation 
of the Plan by the State and its political 
subdivisions. 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION OF PLAN.-After re
view and approval of the Plan by the Sec
retary and the Governor as provided in sub
section (a), the Commission shall implement 
the Plan by taking appropriate steps to pre
serve and interpret the historic resources, 
develop the recreational resources of the 
Corridor and its surrounding area, and to 
support public and private efforts in eco
nomic revitalization, consistent with the 
goals of the Plan. These steps may include, 
but need not be limited to-

(1) assisting the State and local govern
mental entities or regional planning organi
zations, and non-profit organizations in pre
serving the Corridor and ensuring appro
priate use of lands and structures through
out the Corridor; 

(2) assisting the State and local govern
mental entities or regional planning organi
zations, and non-profit organizations in es
tablishing, and maintaining visitor centers 
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and other interpretive exhibits in the Cor
ridor; 

(3) assisting the State and local govern
mental entities or regional planning organi
zations, and non-profit organizations in de
veloping recreational programs and re
sources in the Corridor; 

(4) assisting the State and local govern
mental entities or regional planning organi
zations, and non-profit organizations in in
creasing public awareness of and apprecia
tion for the historical and architectural re
sources and sites in the Corridor; 

(5) assisting the State and local govern
mental or regional planning organizations 
and nonprofit organizations in the restora
tion of any historic building in the Corridor; 

(6) encouraging by appropriate means en
hanced economic and industrial development 
in the Corridor consistent with the goals of 

' the Plan; 
(7) encouraging local governments to adopt 

land use policies consistent with the man
agement of the Corridor and the goals of the 
Plan, and to ensure appropriate use of lands 
and structures throughout the Corridor; and 

(8) assisting the State and local govern
mental entities or regional planning organi
zations to ensure that clear, consistent signs 
identifying access points and sites of interest 
are put in place throughout the Corridor. 
SEC. 9. TERMINATION OF COMMISSION. 

(a) TERMINATION.-Except as provided in 
subsection (b), the Commission shall termi
nate on the day occurring 5 years after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) EXTENSION.-The Commission may be 
extended for a period of not more than 5 
years beginning on the day of termination 
referred to in subsection (a) if, not later than 
180 days before such day-

(1) the Commission determines such exten
sion is necessary in order to carry out the 
purposes of this Act; 

(2) the Commission submits such proposed 
extension to the Committee on Natural Re
sources of the United States House of Rep
resentatives and the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources of the United States 
Senate; and 

(3) the Secretary, in consultation with the 
Governor of Connecticut, approves such ex
tension. 
SEC. 10. DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY. 

(a) APPROVAL OF PLAN.-The Secretary of 
the Interior, in consultation with the Gov
ernor of Connecticut, shall approve or dis
approve a Plan submitted under this Act by 
the Commission not later than 60 days after 
receiving such Plan. The Secretary, in con
sultation with the Governor, shall approve a 
Plan submitted if-

(1) they find the Plan, if implemented, 
would adequately protect significant histori
cal and cultural resources of the Corridor 
while providing adequate and appropriate 
outdoor recreational opportunities and eco
nomic activities within the Corridor; 

(2) they determine that the Commission 
held public hearings and provided adequate 
opportunity for public and governmental in
volvement in the preparation of the Plan; 
and 

(3) the Secretary receives adequate assur
ances from appropriate State officials that 
the recommended implementation program 
identified in the Plan will be initiated within 
a reasonable time after date of approval of 
the Plan, and that such implementation pro
gram will ensure effective implementation of 
the State and local aspects of the Plan. 

(b) DISAPPROVAL OF PLAN.-If the Sec
retary disapproves a Plan submitted to him 
by the Commission, he shall advise the Com-

mission in writing of the reasons therefor 
and shall make recommendations for revi
sions in the Plan. The Commission shall 
within 90 days of receipt of such notice of 
disapproval revise and resubmit the plan to 
the Secretary who shall approve or dis
approve a proposed revision within 60 days 
after the date it is submitted to him. 

(C) ASSISTANCE.-The Secretary of the Inte
rior shall, upon request of the Commission, 
assist the Commission in the preparation 
and implementation of Plan. 
SEC. 11. DUTIES OF OTHER FEDERAL ENTITIES. 

Any Federal entity conducting or support
ing activities directly affecting the Corridor 
shall-

(1) consult with the Secretary and the 
Commission with respect to such activities; 

(2) cooperate with the Secretary and the 
Commission with respect to such activities 
and, to the maximum extent practicable, co
ordinate such activities; and 

(3) to the maximum extent practicable, 
conduct or support such activities in a man
ner which the Commission determines will 
not have an adverse effect on the Corridor. 
SEC. 12. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) COMMISSION.-There is authorized to be 
appropriated $200,000 for fiscal year 1994 and 
$250,000 annually to the Commission to carry 
out its duties under this Act except that the 
Federal contributions to the Commission 
shall not exceed 50 percent of the annual 
costs to the Commission in carrying out 
those duties. 

(b) SECRETARY.-There are authorized to be 
appropriated annually to the Secretary such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out his 
duties under this Act. 
SEC. 13. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this Act-
(1) The term "Commission" means the 

Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers Valley Na
tional Heritage Corridor Commission estab
lished under section 5. 

(2) The term "State" means the State of 
Connecticut. 

(3) The term "Corridor" means the 
Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers Valley Na
tional Heritage Corridor established under 
section 3. 

(4) The term "Plan" means the Cultural 
Heritage and Corridor Management Plan to 
be prepared by the Commission pursuant to 
section 8. 

(5) The term " Governor" means the Gov
ernor of the State of Connecticut. 

(6) The term " Secretary" means the Sec
retary of the Interior. 

(7) The term "regional planning organiza
tion" means each of the 3 regional planning 
organizations established by Connecticut 
State statute chapter 127 and chapter 50 (the 
Northeast Council of Governments, the 
Windham Regional Planning Agency or its 
successor, arid the Southeastern Connecticut 
Regional Planning Agency or its successor). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] will be 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks, and 
include therein extraneous material, 

on H.R. 1348, the bill now under consid
eration. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1348 establishes 

the Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers 
Valley National Heritage Corridor 
which incorporates 25 local towns in 
the Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers 
Valley in Connecticut. 

The Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers 
Valley in northeastern Connecticut in
cludes natural landscapes, parks, and 
other open spaces as well as mill vil
lages, some native American and colo
nial archeological sites, and sites asso
ciated with the great awakening reli
gious revival in colonial New England. 

In January 1989, the National Park 
Service began a study of the feasibility 
and suitability of establishing the 
Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers Val
ley Heritage Corridor in northeastern 
Connecticut. The legislation before us 
is based on matters reviewed as part of 
that study. 

H.R. 1348 provides for a 19-member 
Commission which, with the assistance 
of the Secretary of the Interior, would 
develop and assist with the implemen
tation of a management plan for the 
corridor, the purpose of which would be 
to protect and preserve the cultural, 
historical, and recreational resources 
of the valley. This bill authorizes the 
appropriation of $200,000 for fiscal year 
1994 and $250,000 thereafter annually to 
the Commission; Federal contributions 
to the Commission could not exceed 50 
percent of the annual cost to the Com
mission for carrying out its duties. 

The Commission's primary purpose 
will be to prepare and assist in imple
menting a plan to assist appropriate 
Federal, State, and local agencies in 
preserving and interpreting the his
toric and recreational resources of the 
canal and surrounding area. This plan 
should enhance existing policies and 
programs within the corridor and pro
vide a focus to maximize preservation 
and interpretive efforts. 

The committee has worked with the 
National Park Service to craft a bill 
acceptable to both. Amendments ap
proved by the committee address the 
concerns of the National Park Service, 
and changes made in this substitute 
address the concerns voiced by the Jus
tice Department over the appointments 
to the Commission provided for in this 
bill. The amendment substitutes lan
guage addressing this concern by pro
viding for the appointment of members 
by the Secretary after consultation 
with the Governor, and requires the ap
pointment of individuals representing 
the interests of the three named Con
necticut agencies. 

I was able to visit this area recently, 
and was impressed both with the re
sources and with the amount of work 
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the local officials and citizens have 
done to develop this proposal. Obvi
ously, there is a great deal of support 
in the area for Federal assistance, but 
there is no indication that large-scale 
Federal involvement will be needed or 
even welcomed. H.R. 1348 provides for 
an appropriate and workable partner
ship between the National Park Serv
ice and State and local agencies and in
dividuals. I believe this bill will pro
tect and preserve the Quinebaug and 
Shetucket Rivers Valley resources, and 
I urge my colleagues' support. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in reluctant oppo
sition to H.R. 1348, the Quinebaug and 
Shetucket Rivers National Heritage 
Corridor bill. As fully explained by 
Chairman VENTO, this bill will create a 
heritage corridor in the State of Con
necticut. 

Mr. Speaker, the National Park Serv
ice issued a draft study in April 1993 
that found: 

The Quinebaug-Shetucket region is not 
recommended for inclusion in the National 
Park System. The historic, natural and 
recreation resources make the QSR distinct 
from other parts of Connecticut, but do not 
reflect national significance. 

I firmly believe that the National 
Park Service currently manages more 
than their resources can accommodate. 
We certainly should not be adding new 
areas when the Park Service itself does 
not recommend the area as a national 
heritage corridor. 

I recommend that this body take a 
closer look at heritage corridors and 
fully evaluate the policy of creating 
these corridors over vast areas that in
clude towns, cities, and industry. I am 
not opposed to these corridors but I do 
question whether it is a function of the 
National Park Service. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. Mr. 
Speaker, I take the words of my col
league as spoken with regard to the 
heritage corridor issue as one that I am 
extremely concerned about. I am con
cerned about the policy path that we 
have been on and I would hold out to 
him an ability and willingness to work 
with him to try and prescribe and de
fine exactly what our legislative policy 
should be. I certainly intend to do so 
with a number of other proposals, as 
the gentleman knows, of this nature. I 
think this one is appropriate, and I 
would ask for the Members' support 
today. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in strong support of the Quinebaug and 
Shetucket Rivers Valley National Heritage 
Corridor Act. This bill passed the House in the 
1 02d Congress and I urge my colleagues to 
support this important and long overdue legis
lation once again. 

National heritage corridor designation will 
establish a management framework that will 
assist local and State governments, Federal 
agencies and private groups in preserving and 

protecting one of the most culturally, 
recreationally, and environmentally unique and 
significant areas in the United States. 

Many of the resources that this legislation 
seeks to protect are under constant threat of 
degradation and destruction as a result of de
velopmental pressures. As the suburbs sur
rounding cities like Hartford, New York, and 
Boston expand, some of the last remaining 
tracts of open space in Connecticut as well as 
valuable archeological, historical, and rec
reational sites become vulnerable. I believe 
we have to take steps to safeguard these 
areas before they are lost forever. 

Mr. Speaker, the area surrounding the 
Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers is one of na
tional significance. The mill structures and vil
lages that can be found along the rivers 
chronicle the development of the textile indus
try in the United States. From the earliest and 
simplest mills to the grand structures of the 
late 19th and early 20th century, one can see 
the progression of an industry that was once 
one of this country's most important. The area 
also contains many discovered and undis
covered native American and colonial arche~ 
logical sites. These sites have provided us 
with valuable insight into the lives of the native 
peoples who populated the area before the ar
rival of the Pilgrims. We have also learned 
much about our colonial ancestors who were 
among the Founders of this great Nation. The 
Quinebaug and Shetucket River Valley rep
resents one of the most important areas of 
American cultural evolution during the pre
Revolutionary War era, leading the trans
formation from Puritan to Yankee and playing 
an important role in the "Great Awakening" re
ligious revival. 

For many years, I have been working with 
State and local governments and private 
groups in an effort to preserve and protect this 
unique area. In 1988, as chairman of the 
Oversight and Investigation Subcommittee of 
the House Interior and Insular Affairs Commit
tee, I conducted a field hearing to assess the 
need for additional parks, recreation areas, 
and open space in Connecticut. The hearing 
also examined options for preservation, wheth
er they be State efforts, private efforts, Fed
eral efforts, or some combination. 

In that hearing, we learned a great deal 
about the mood of the residents, the area's 
important resources and what preservation op
tions might work and their limitations both fi
nancially and technically. The most important 
thing we learned was that the residents were 
very concerned about the lack of parks, open 
space, and recreation areas as well as the 
disappearance of cultural and historical re
sources that give Connecticut its unique quali
ties. All 23 witnesses drawn from the environ
mental, government, and business commu
nities that appeared or submitted testimony, 
agreed that the potential loss of important, cul
tural, natural, and historic resources had to be 
addressed. 

We also learned that Connecticut lags far 
behind the rest of the northeast in the amount 
of land set aside for public recreation. The 
Northeastern States have an average of about 
300 acres of public recreation land per 1,000 
residents. In Connecticut, we have about 100 
acres per 1,000 residents. In addition, Con
necticut ranks last among the 50 States in the 

amount of Federal lands such as national 
parks, forests, and wilderness areas within its 
borders. Until 1991, when the Weir Farm in 
Wilton and Ridgefield was established as a 
national historic site, Connecticut had no na
tional park units. Today, with the existence of 
the Weir Farm, the National Park Service 
manages 2 acres in the entire State of Con
necticut. 

At the hearing, we also learned much about 
the management framework that the residents 
of Connecticut would be comfortable with. It 
became quite clear that people wanted to 
maintain as much local control as possible. 
This is much the same sentiment that was ex
pressed more than 20 years ago when Sen
ator Abraham Ribicoff proposed creating a na
tional recreation area at the mouth of the Con
necticut River. Residents' concern about the 
Federal Government taking control of the land 
defeated the project. Such concerns are as 
strong today as they were 20 odd years ago. 

However, Congress and the National Park 
Service have devised an innovative, cost ef
fective, and cooperative approach to natural 
resource protection called the national herit
age corridor. The Illinois and Michigan Canal 
National Heritage Corridor established in 
1984, the Blackstone River Valley National 
Heritage Corridor established in 1986, and the 
Delaware and Lehigh Navigation Canal Na
tional Heritage Corridor established in 1988, 
provide excellent models for cooperative Fed
eral, State, local, and private partnerships for 
protecting important cultural, historic, and nat
ural resources. 

This concept is even more appealing be
cause it does not call for the National Park 
Service to take title to the land. In today's 
budgetary climate, the creation of new national 
parks may be difficult to justify. In addition, 
many residents are opposed to such acquisi
tion. Under this concept, local residents retain 
control over the land and the National Park 
Service acts as a technical adviser to local 
governments and private groups. 

Mr. Speaker, this approach has overwhelm
ing local support. Officials in the towns that 
would be included in the corridor are enthu
siastic about the plan. Each of the three re
gional planning agencies in the area, the 
Northeast Council of Governments, the 
Windham Regional, and the Southeastern 
Connecticut Regional Planning Agencies, have 
expressed their support for national heritage 
corridor designation. The public interest and 
support has been simply overwhelming. Over 
Columbus Day weekend, 1991, we held a se
ries of walking tours along the rivers and of 
many of the historic sites, archeological digs 
and other interpretative events. Mr. Speaker, 
almost 4,000 people turned out over the 
course of the weekend to participate in these 
events. A similar event in 1992 drew equally 
impressive numbers and plans are already 
being formulated for this year and 1994. Dur
ing the more than 3 years of effort to establish 
a heritage corridor, interest and support in the 
community has never waned. 

During the course of investigating ways to 
protect the region's valuable assets, we 
looked at various local, State and Federal 
preservation programs, but found them to be 
unacceptable or lacking important compo
nents. In particular, we considered the Wild 
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and Scenic River Program, but found it to be 
inadequate and too restrictive for our needs. 
Due to the quarter-mile boundary require
ments associated with it, the program would 
have precluded much of the economic devel
opment opportunities near the rivers that are 
an important component of the area's current 
and future economy. Moreover, it would have 
given significant control of eastern Connecti
cut's lands and waters to the Federal Govern
ment at the expense of the local community. 

In pursuit of other options, I requested that 
the National Park Service conduct a study of 
the Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers Valley to 
determine whether the area was suitable for 
heritage corridor designation. Staff toured the 
area and determined that it had great potential 
for recreation and site interpretation due to the 
presence of historic mill structures, mill vil
lages, and scenic landscapes, but that further 
study was required to adequately determine 
the area's potential for further designation. A 
draft study was completed by the North Atlan
tic Region office of the National Park Service 
in March 1991, and it was submitted to the 
Service's Washington office. 

In April 1993 the Park Service released the 
report which recognized the unique combina
tion of cultural, historic, and natural resources 
found in the Quinebaug and Shetucket area. 
The report described the national significance 
of the region in the following manner: 

This region represents a cross section of 
much of New England history-and, as so 
much of New England's history set the pat
tern and laid the foundation for the nation 
as a whole, it is a 24-town laboratory where 
one can observe the major trends of Amer
ican development. 

The report further concluded that the region 
was among the last in all of New England to 
retain the evidence of historical development 
clearly on the landscape. The report made it 
clear that the area contains important re
sources that chronicle American development 
which have disappeared in other areas. I be
lieve heritage corridor designation will prevent 
the valuable resources in this area from being 
destroyed like they have been in so many 
other parts of the country. 

During a hearing before the Natural Re
sources Subcommittee on National Parks, For
ests, and Public Lands, National Park Service 
Associate Director Denis Galvin expressed the 
Service's support for this legislation. Associate 
Director Galvin stressed that the partnerships 
established in this bill would assist local com
munities and residents preserve and protect 
the resources around them. He went on to 
comment that the other heritage corridors 
across the country were accomplishing their 
multifaceted goals of preservation, recreational 
and economic development, and education. I 
had the pleasure of giving Secretary of the In
terior Bruce Babbitt a tour of the area. He was 
impressed with the combination of cultural and 
natural resources. He also expressed strong 
support for the local, State, Federal, and pri
vate partnerships which this bill will create. He 
is very much in favor of these innovative con
cepts which show that preservation and eco
nomic development can go hand in hand. 

Mr. Speaker, my legislation would establish 
the Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers Valley 
National Heritage Corridor covering 600 

square miles in 25 towns in eastern Connecti
cut. The bill would create a Quinebaug and 
Shetucket Rivers Valley National Heritage 
Corridor Commission. The Commission would 
be made up of 19 people including the Direc
tor of the National Park Service, State and 
local government officials, and individuals from 
the general public representing conservation, 
business, tourism, and recreational interests. 
The Commission would have 2 years to de
velop a cultural heritage and corridor manage
ment plan for the area that would coordinate 
existing Federal, State, and local plans for 
preserving and protecting cultural, natural, and 
historic resources. The plan would include an 
inventory of the cultural, historic, and natural 
resources sites to be preserved and protected, 
and set standards for the construction, preser
vation, restoration, and use of the resources 
within the corridor. The plan would also pro
vide an inventory of the existing and potential 
recreational sites along the rivers and detail 
ways in which Federal, State, and local pro
grams could be coordinated. Throughout the 
planning process, the Commission could draw 
on the technical expertise of the National Park 
Service or any other Federal agency. 

The cultural heritage and corridor manage
ment plan must be approved by the Secretary 
of Interior after consultation with the Governor 
of Connecticut. Once approved, the Commis
sion will take steps to implement the plan. The 
Commission can assist State and local gov
ernment, and regional planning agencies in 
developing plans for appropriate use of land 
and structures. Visitor and interpretation cen
ters will be established and recreational pro
grams will be set up. Efforts will be under
taken to increase public awareness of the his
torical and archaeological resources and sites 
in the corridor. 

The Commission will also encourage eco
nomic development consistent with the goals 
of the plan. We now realize that economic de
velopment and natural resource protection can 
go hand in hand. Also, in a time of defense 
cutbacks and lingering recession, we have 
been made painfully aware of the need for 
economic diversification. The recreational op
portunities along the rivers, as well as the his
toric sites, could play an important role in 
boosting the growing tourism industry in Con
necticut. New business could be attracted to 
the region due to the high quality of life af
forded the area's residents as a result of na
tional heritage corridor protection. By combin
ing the expertise of the National Park Service 
and the regional knowledge of the local partici
pants, I believe the Commission could estab
lish standards that balance environmental pro
tection and economic development. 

Mr. Speaker, some may contend that the 
area was not the first industrial area, that it is 
not the most important recreational area, and 
that it does not contain the most fascinating 
archaeological sites. While one can argue 
that, I believe what makes the Quinebaug and 
Shetucket Rivers Valley so important is the 
unique combination of resources found there. 

In addition, I would like to make a point that 
I believe many of my friends from the East, 
and the West, can appreciate. Because the 
Eastern part of this country was developed 
first, most of its open space has been devel
oped and population densities are among the 

highest in the Nation. We don't have hundreds 
of thousands of acres that can be set aside 
like the great national parks on the West. 
Moreover, as pointed out in a New York Times 
story in July 1992, many individuals and fami
lies on the east coast cannot afford to travel 
to crown jewel parks like Yellowstone and 
Grand Canyon. Some of the few parks located 
near urban centers, such as Gateway located 
in part of New York City and New Jersey, 
have seen attendance skyrocket over the last 
few years as Americans have taken vacations 
closer to home. The Quinebaug and Shetucket 
Rivers Valley National Heritage Corridor, lo
cated less than 2 hours from New York, Bos
ton, Providence, and Hartford, could provide 
another place of natural and historical signifi
cance for the people of the east coast to visit. 
The positive impacts of the designation extend 
well beyond the borders of Connecticut. 

I would like to comment again on the local 
support this proposal enjoys. As I mentioned 
earlier, Walking Weekends have been at
tended by thousands of people. Residents 
across eastern Connecticut enthusiastically 
support the creation of a national heritage cor
ridor and are anxious to make it a reality. A 
dedicated group of more than 50 people now 
sit on the Quinebaug and Shetucket National 
Heritage Corridor Committee. Committee 
members have been instrumental in develop
ing this legislation, planning for the area and 
bringing us to where we are today. This is 
truly a grassroots effort which has united the 
people of this area. 

Mr. Speaker, designation of the Quinebaug 
and Shetucket Rivers Valley National Heritage 
Corridor is an extremely important measure. 
Through this bill, we will be able to protect 
some of the last remaining open space in 
Connecticut as well as historic mill structures 
and other buildings that chronicle colonial and 
industrial history of the United States. This 
legislation will allow local communities the 
control they so strongly believe in and free the 
Federal Government from the burden of costly 
land acquisition. Furthermore, this legislation 
will promote economic development and diver
sification in conjunction with natural resource 
protection. Finally, it will establish a framework 
for local, State, and Federal partnerships that 
will become increasingly important as the re
sources of each becomes more limited. I am 
pleased to have this legislation come before 
the House and I urge my colleagues to sup
port it. 

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
VENTO] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1348, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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UTAH SCHOOLS AND LANDS 
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1993 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and concur in the 
Senate amendments to the House 
amendment to the Senate bill (S. 184) 
"to provide for the exchange of certain 
lands within the State of Utah, and for 
other purposes." 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendments to House amendment: 
Page 6, line 16 of the House engrossed 

amendment, strike out ($25,000,000) and in
sert: $50,000,000 

Page 10, after line 24 of the House en
grossed amendment, insert: 

(3) Transfer of any mineral interests to the 
State of Utah shall be subject to such conditions 
as the Secretary shall prescribe to ensure due 
diligence on the part of the State of Utah to 
achieve the timely development of such re-
sources. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] will be 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks, and 
include therein extraneous material, 
on S. 184, the Senate bill now under 
consideration. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, S. 184, the Utah Schools 

and Lands Improvement Act, is the 
companion bill to one sponsored in the 
House by the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. HANSEN] and the gentlewoman 
from Utah [Ms. SHEPHERD]. 

The bill would make it possible for 
the United States to acquire most 
State-owned inholdings in the Utah 
units of the National Park System and 
the National Forest System and in two 
Indian reservations, in exchange for a 
combination of lands, minerals, and 
money. The effect would be to improve 
the management of the Federal and In
dian lands, while assisting the State to 
increase funding for its public schools. 

As originally passed by the Senate, 
the bill was similar but not identical to 
a version that the House passed last 
year. Last month, the Natural Re
sources Cammi ttee approved the bill 
with several amendments in tended to 
bring it closer to the 1992 House bill, 
and the House passed the bill with 
those amendments just before the Au
gust break. 

After the House action, Ms. SHEP
HERD interceded to resolve the remain
ing differences between the House and 
Senate on this matter, and to achieve 

final passage of this very important 
bill. 

Because of such efforts, we were able 
to reach an agreement, and the Senate 
has since returned the bill to us with 
two further amendments, which we are 
proposing to accept so that the bill can 
be sent to President Clinton for signa
ture and enacted. 

The first Senate amendment would 
revise the limits on the total amount 
of royal ties, from existing mineral 
leases, that could be received by the 
State as part of the overall exchange. 
Under this Senate amendment, these 
royal ties could not exceed either 50 
percent of the total value of the State 
lands that are transferred to the Na
tional Government, or $50 million, 
whichever is less. The House had pro
vided for a limit of $25 million. 

The bill requires the Secretary of the 
Interior to offer the State some addi
tional royal ties from existing mineral 
leases, as part of the overall exchange, 
but the total amount of such royalties 
to be offered is left to the discretion of 
the Secretary. The limit on that dis
cretion is a ceiling, not a floor. The ef
fect of the first Senate amendment we 
are agreeing to here is merely to raise 
that ceiling, and to give the Secretary 
an additional measure of discretion in 
fashioning the offer to be made to the 
State. 

The second amendment would add to 
the bill a requirement that the transfer 
to the State of mineral interests-that 
is, the specified coal deposits-would 
be subject to due diligence require
ments to assure that there will be a 
timely development of those minerals. 
I believe these changes are acceptable. 

Adding an explicit due diligence re
quirement is significant because under 
the bill there is a requirement for in
terest payments by the United States 
with respect to any outstanding bal
ance owed to the State until the State 
has received the full value of the lands 
and interests transferred to the United 
States and any mineral rights revert to 
the United States. Thus, it is impor
tant that the State proceed with due 
diligence to develop any minerals it re
ceives under the exchange, so as to 
avoid any unnecessary duration of any 
interest payments that might be relat
ed to those minerals, if in fact any 
should be. 

The Secretary will prescribe the 
terms of the due diligence require
ments, including the effects of non
compliance. Certainly, if interest pay
ments would otherwise be relevant, 
suspension of such interest payments 
might well be a most appropriate re
sult of any failure by the State to exer
cise the required due diligence, and it 
is my expectation that the Secretary 
will take this into consideration in im
plementing this provision. 

Mr. Speaker, I greatly appreciate the 
leadership and hard work of the gentle
woman from Utah [Ms. SHEPHERD] on 

this bill. Her dedication and persist
ence were indispensable. She enabled 
us to reach an agreement that will be 
in the best interests of both the State 
of Utah-especially its school
children-and the Nation. I also want 
to thank the ranking member of our 
subcommittee. Mr. HANSEN, for his val
uable help and cooperation on this 
matter. 

I urge the House to concur in the 
Senate amendments and thus send the 
bill to President Clinton for signature 
into law. 

D 1300 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 

support of S. 184, the Utah school trust 
lands bill. Our action today represents 
final passage of this important legisla
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, S. 184 is not perfect in 
everyone's eyes but it does represent 
compromise by many divergent groups. 
I want · the citizens of Utah and the 
Members of this body to know that S. 
184 is a value for value land exchange. 
Regardless of what some critics might 
say, the State of Utah will receive full 
value for the school trust lands it is 
trading to the Federal Government. 
Whether it be through cash royalty 
payments or through exchanged land, 
the school children will receive full 
value for their land with the assurance 
that these lands will bring greater fu
ture returns for the schools of our 
State. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been working on 
this issue for years and I am proud that 
we have finally found a solution that 
helps guarantee the future of Utah's 
schoolchildren. I want to thank the 
present Utah delegation for their work 
but I especially want to thank those 
who have worked since the 1970's to 
provide for the profitable management 
of our school trust lands. 

Mr. Speaker, years ago, when I was 
in the State legislature, and later, as 
speaker of the house, I remember the 
Governor of the State was a Democrat 
by the name of Scott Mathison, and 
Governor Mathison came to us and 
said, "There's got to be some way. We 
have got to put these lands together." 
As most people who understand the 
West know, it is a checkerboard type of 
land, and we called that project "bold." 
It truly was a project bold, to try to 
work together and take all these 
pieces, put State in one area, and Fed
eral in another area, and private in an
other. Unfortunately Scott did not live 
to see this come to pass, but in his 
memory we are grateful that we were 
able to do this. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues' 
support of S. 184 and look forward to 
its final passage. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 
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Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I note that the gentle

woman from Utah [Ms. SHEPHERD] has 
passed along her statement to me. I 
know she is attending the same pro
gram we did at the White House in 
terms of recognizing the momentous 
signing and first step towards peace be
tween Israel and the Palestinian na
tionals, and I know that she will be 
back. I will submit her statement for 
the RECORD and again commend my 
colleagues, the gentlewoman from 
Utah [Ms. SHEPHERD] and the gen
tleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN]. 

Ms. SHEPHERD. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
this opportunity to speak in support of the 
Utah Schools and Lands Improvement Act of 
1993. I would like to thank the chairman for 
his instrumental help in bringing this bill to the 
floor today. The kind of bi-partisan and bi
cameral unity that has worked creatively and 
diligently to bring this legislation before us 
today is nothing short of inspirational. It would 
be my hope that this harmony could be re
peated again and again both in matters 
uniquely related to the people of Utah but also 
on some of the pressing concerns of our Na
tion. 

This is an important and historic bill for the 
State of Utah. It will translate into many mil
lions of dollars for Utah's school children and 
consistent, integrated management of our 
wondrous national parks. 

Mr. Speaker, Utah has waited a long time 
for a solution to this difficult and often polariz
ing dilemma. I look forward to final passage 
for this bill today. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TAYLOR of Mississippi). The question is 
on the motion offered by the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] 
that the House suspend the rules and 
concur in the Senate amendments to 
the House amendment to the Senate 
bill, S. 184. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereoO 
the rules were suspended, and the Sen
ate amendments to the House amend
ment were concurred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GALLATIN RANGE CONSOLIDATION 
AND PROTECTION ACT OF 1993 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and concur in the 
Senate amendment to the bill (H.R. 
873) to provide for the consolidation 
and protection of the Gallatin Range. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment: Strike out all after 

the enacting clause and insert: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be ref erred to as the "Gallatin 
Range Consolidation and Protection Act of 
1993". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that-
(1) the lands north of Yellowstone National 

Park possess outstanding natural characteris-

tics and wildlife habitats that give the lands 
high value as lands added to the National For
est System; and 

(2) it is in the interest of the United States for 
the Secretary, acting through the Forest Service, 
to enter into an option agreement with Big Sky 
Lumber Company and Louisiana Pacific Cor
poration to fulfill the purposes of this Act. 
SEC. 3. BIG SKY LUMBER LAND EXCHANGE-GAL· 

LATIN AREA. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any other 

provision of law, the Secretary of Agriculture 
(referred to in this Act as the "Secretary'', un
less the context otherwise requires) shall acquire 
by exchange certain lands and interests in lands 
of the Big Sky Lumber Company (ref erred to in 
this Act as the "Company"), in and adjacent to 
the Hyalite-Porcupine-Buffalo Horn Wilderness 
Study Area, the Scapegoat Wilderness Area, and 
other lands in the Gallatin National Forest in 
accordance with this section. 

(b) DESCRIPTION OF LANDS.-
(1) OFFER AND ACCEPTANCE OF LAND.-If the 

Company offers to the United States acceptable 
fee title, including mineral interests, to approxi
mately 37,752 acres of land owned by the Com
pany and available for exchange, as depicted on 
two maps entitled " Proposed ESL Land Acquisi
tions", East Half and West Half Gallatin Na
tional Forest, dated February 1993 the Secretary 
shall accept a warranty deed to the land. 

(2) EXCHANGE.-In exchange for the lands de
scribed in paragraph (1) and subject to valid ex
isting rights, the Secretary of the Interior shall 
convey, by patent, the fee title to approximately 
16,278 acres of National Forest System lands 
available for exchange as depicted on the maps 
referred to in par.agraph (1), and the five maps 
entitled "H.R. 873, the Gallatin Range Consoli
dation and Protection Act of 1993", Lalo and 
Flathead National Forest , subject to-

(A) the reservation of ditches and canals re
quired by the first section of the Act entitled 
"An Act rrtaking appropriations for sundry civil 
expenses of the Government for the fiscal year 
ending June thirtieth , eighteen hundred and 
ninety-one, and for other purposes", approved 
August 30, 1890 (26 Stat. 371 , chapter 837; 43 
u.s.c. 945); 

(B) the reservation of rights under Federal Oil 
and Gas Lease numbers 49739, 55610, 40389, 
53670, 40215, 33385, 53736, and 38684; and 

(C) such other terms, conditions, reservations, 
and exceptions as may be agreed upon by the 
Secretary and the Company. 

(3) TERMINATION OF LEASES.-
( A) VESTING OF RIGHTS AND INTERESTS.-Upon 

termination or relinquishment of the leases re
ferred to in paragraph (2)(B), all the rights and 
interests in such leases reserved under para
graph (2)(B) shall immediately vest in the Com
pany and its successors and assigns. 

(B) NOTICE.-The Secretary shall provide no
tice of the termination or relinquishment of the 
leases referred to in paragraph (2)(B) by a docu
ment suitable for recording in the county in 
which the leased lands are located. 

(C) EASEMENTS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Reciprocal easements in ac

cordance with this subsection shall be conveyed 
at the time of the exchange authorized by this 
section. 

(2) CONVEYANCE BY THE SECRETARY.- The Sec
retary shall, in consideration of the easements 
conveyed by the Company under paragraph (3) , 
and under the authority of Section 2 of Public 
Law 88-257 (commonly known as the "National 
Forest Roads and Trails Act") (16 U.S.C. 533), 
or the Federal Lands Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), execute and 
deliver to the Company such easements or other 
rights-of-way over federally owned lands as 
may be agreed to by the Secretary and the Com
pany. 

(3) CONVEYANCE BY THE COMPANY.-The Com
pany shall , in consideration of the easements 
conveyed by the Secretary under paragraph (2), 
execute and deliver to the United States such 
easements or other rights-of-way across Com
pany-owned lands included in this exchange as 
may be agreed to by the Secretary and the Com
pany. 

(d) NORTH BRIDGER RANGE.-
(1) COVENANTS AND OTHER RESTRICTIONS.-As 

a condition of the exchange, with respect to 
such lands depicted on the map entitled "North 
Bridger Range", dated May 1993, the Company 
shall agree that-

( A) the holders, or their successors or assigns, 
of grazing leases on such lands on the date of 
enactment of this Act shall be permitted to con
tinue to use such lands for grazing under terms 
acceptable to the Company and the permitees 
for so long as the Company owns such lands 
and for two years after the Company has sold or 
disposed of such lands; and 

(B) the timber harvest practices used on such 
lands shall be conducted in accordance with 
Montana Forestry Best Management Practices, 
the Montana Streamside Zone Management 
Law (Mont. Code Ann. sec. 77-5-301 et seq.), 
and all other applicable laws of the State of 
Montana. 

(2) FUTURE ACQUISITJON.- The Secretary shall 
consider the desirability of possible acquisition, 
through exchange under existing law, of any of 
the lands described in paragraph (1), and shall, 
not later than one year after the date of enact
ment of this Act, report to the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources of the Senate and 
the Committee on Natural Resources of the 
House of Representatives concerning the desir
ability of an exchange. 

(e) TIMING OF TRANSACT/ON.-
(1) DETERMINATION.-The Secretary shall re

view the title for the non-Federal lands de
scribed in subsection (b), and the appraisal and 
titles for the non-Federal lands described in sec
tions 4 and 5, and, within sixty days after re
ceipt of all applicable appraisal and title docu
ments from the Company, determine whether-

( A) the applicable title standards for Federal 
land acquisition have been satisfied or the qual
ity of title is otherwise acceptable to the Sec
retary; 

(B) all draft conveyances and closing docu
ments have been received and approved; 

(C) a current title commitment verifying com
pliance with applicable title standards has been 
issued to the Secretary ; 

(D) the appraisals comply with applicable 
Forest Service standards; and 

(E) except as provided in section (8)(b), the 
title includes both the surface and subsurface 
estates without reservation or exception (except 
by the United States or the State of Montana, 
by patent), including 

(i) minerals or mineral rights; 
(ii) timber or timber rights; and 
(iii) any other interest in the property . 
(2) CONVEY ANGE OF TITLE.-ln the event the 

appraisal and/or quality of · title do not meet 
Federal standards or are otherwise determined 
unacceptable to the Secretary, the Secretary 
shall advise the Company regarding corrective 
actions necessary to make an affirmative deter
mination under paragraph (1). The Secretary, 
acting through the Chief of the Forest Service, 
shall effect the conveyance of lands described in 
subsection (b)(2) not later than sixty days after 
the Secretary has made an affirmative deter
mination under paragraph (1). 

(f) COMPLIANCE WITH OPTION.-Notwith
standing section (3)(e)(2), the Secretary shall 
not consummate the conveyance of lands de
scribed in subsection (b)(2) until the Secretary 
has determined that title to the lands described 
in sections 4 and 5 have been escrowed as re
quired by the document entitled "Option Agree
ment for the Exchange and/or Purchase of Real 
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Property Pursuant to the Gallatin Range Con
solidation and Protection Act of 1993" (referred 
to in this Act as "the Option"), executed by the 
Company , as seller. 

(g) REFERENCES.-References in this Act to the 
Company shall include references to the succes
sors and assigns of the Company. 
SEC. 4. LAND CONSOUDATION-PORCUPINE 

AREA. 
(a) ACQUISITION OF PORCUPINE PROPERTY.

The Secretary is authorized and directed to ac
quire, by purchase or exchange, lands and in
terests in lands listed as "Exhibit A, Porcupine 
Area", in the Option, in accordance with the 
terms and conditions of the Option for the fair 
market value of such lands and interests, deter
mined at the time of acquisition, in accordance 
with the appraisal standards specified in the 
Option. 

(b) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.-The Secretary 
shall report annually to the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources of the Senate and 
the Committee on Natural Resources of the 
House of Representatives, on the status of the 
acquisition authorized by this section. 
SEC. 5. LAND CONSOUDATION-TAYLOR FORK 

AREA. 

(a) ACQUISITION OF TAYLOR FORK PROP
ERTY.-The Secretary is authorized and directed 
to acquire, by purchase or exchange, lands and 
interests in lands as listed as " Exhibit A. Taylor 
Fork Area", in the Option, in accordance with 
the terms and conditions of the Option for the 
fair market value of such lands and interests, 
determined at the time of acquisition, in accord
ance with the appraisal standards specified in 
the Option. 

(b) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.-The Secretary 
shall report annually to the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources of the Senate and 
the Committee on Natural Resources of the 
House of Representatives, on the status of the 
pending acquisition authorized by this section. 
SEC. 6. LAND CONSOUDATION-GALLATIN 

ROADED AREA. 
(a) ACQUISITION OF GALLATIN ROADED PROP

ERTY.-The Secretary is authorized and directed 
to acquire , by purchase or exchange, lands and 
interests in lands as listed as "Exhibit A, Gal
latin Roaded", in the Option, in accordance 
with the terms and conditions of the Option not 
otherwise acquired, purchased, or exchanged 
under section 3, 4, or 5. 

(b) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.-The Secretary 
shall report annually to the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources of the Senate and 
the Committee on Natural Resources of the 
House of Representatives, on the status of the 
acquisition authorized by this section. 
SEC. 7. SEVERED MINERAL EXCHANGE. 

(a) FINDINGS.---Congress finds that-
(1) underlying certain areas in Montana de

scribed in subsection (b) are mineral rights 
owned by subsidiaries of Burlington Resources, 
Incorporated and its successors and assigns (re
f erred to in this Act as "Burlington " ); 

(2) there are federally owned minerals under
lying lands of Burlington lying outside those 
areas; 

(3) Burlington has agreed in principle with 
the Secretary to an exchange of mineral rights 
to consolidate surface and subsurface owner
ships and to avoid potential conf7,icts with the 
surface management of the areas; and 

(4) it is desirable that an exchange of lands be 
completed not later than two years after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) MINERAL [NTERESTS. -
(1) ACQUISITION.-Pursuant to an exchange 

agreement between the Secretary and Bur
lington, the Secretary may acquire mineral in
terests owned by Burlington or an affiliate of 
Burli ngton underlying surface lands owned by 
the Uni ted States located in the areas depicted 

on the maps entitled "Severed Minerals Ex
change, Clearwater-Monture Area", dated Sep
tember 1988, and "Severed Mineral Exchanges. 
Gallatin Area" , dated September 1988, or in 
fractional sections adjacent to the areas de
picted on the maps. 

(2) EXCHANGE.-ln exchange for the mineral 
interests conveyed to the Secretary pursuant to 
paragraph (1), the Secretary of the Interior 
shall convey, subject to valid existing rights, 
such federally owned mineral interests as the 
Secretary and Burlington may agree upon. 

(C) EQUAL VALUE.-
(1) IN GENERAL.- The value of the mineral in

terests exchanged under subsection (b) shall be 
approximately equal in value based upon avail
able information. 

(2) APPRAISAL.-To ensure that the wilderness 
or other natural values of the area are not af
fected by the exchange, a formal appraisal 
based upon drilling or other surface disturbing 
activities shall not be required for any mineral 
interest proposed for exchange, except that the 
Secretary and Burlington shall fully share all 
available information on the quality and quan
tity of mineral interests proposed for exchange. 

(3) INADEQUATE INFORMATION.-ln the absence 
of adequate information regarding values of 
minerals proposed for exchange, the Secretary 
and Burlington may agree to an exchange on 
the basis of mineral interests of similar develop
ment potential, geologic character. and similar 
factors. 

(d) IDENTIFICATION OF FEDERALLY OWNED 
MINERAL [NTERESTS.-

(1) IN GENERAL-Subject to paragraph (2), 
mineral interests conveyed by the United States 
pursuant to this section shall underlie lands the 
surface of which are owned by Burlington. 

(2) OTHER INTERESTS.-lf there are not suffi
cient federally owned mineral interests of ap
proximately equal value underlying lands 
owned by Burlington, the Secretary and the 
Secretary of the Interior may identify for ex
change other federally owned mineral interests 
in lands in the State of Montana of which the 
surface estate is in private ownership. 

(e) CONSULTATION WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF 
THE lNTERIOR.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall consult 
with the Secretary of the Interior in the negotia
tion of the exchange agreement authorized by 
subsection (b), particularly with respect to the 
inclusion in the agreement of a provision au
thorizing the exchange off ederally owned min
eral interests lying outside the boundaries of 
units of the National Forest System. 

(2) CONVEYANCE.-Notwithstanding any other 
law, the Secretary of the Interior shall convey 
the federally owned mineral interests identified 
in a final exchange agreement between the Sec
retary of Agriculture and Burlington and affili
ates of Burlington. 

(f) MINERAL INTEREST DEFINED.-For pur
poses of this section, the term "mineral inter
ests " includes all locatable and leasable min
erals, including oil and gas, geothermal re
sources, and other subsurface rights. 
SEC. 8. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

(a) MAPS.-The maps referred to in sections 3, 
4. 5, 6 and 7 are subject to such minor correc
tions as may be agreed upon by the Secretary 
and the Company . The Secretary shall notify 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
of the United States Senate and the Committee 
on Natural Resources of the United States 
House of Representatives of any corrections 
made pursuant to the subsection. The maps 
shall be on file and available for public inspec
tion in the office of Chief. Forest Service, 
USDA . 

(b) TITLE OF LANDS CONVEYED TO THE UNITED 
STATES.-

(1) QUALITY OF TITLE AND R/GHTS.-Subject to 
paragraph (2), the rights , t i tle, and interests to . 

lands conveyed to the United States under sec
tions 4, 5 and 6 shall, at a minimum, consist of 
the surface estate and the subsurface rights 
owned by the Company or Burlington where ap
plicable. 

(2) EXCEPTION.-The Secretary may accept 
title subject to outstanding or reserved oil and 
gas and geothermal rights, except that there 
shall be no surface occupancy permitted on the 
lands acquired by the United States under sec
tions 4, 5, and 6 for access to reserved or out
standing rights or exploration or development of 
such lands. 

(3) ACCESS.-No portion of lands acquired by 
the United States under this Act shall be avail
able for access to, or exploration or development 
of, any reserved or outstanding oil, gas. geo
thermal, or other non-Federal property interest. 

(c) NATIONAL FOREST LANDS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-All lands conveyed to the 

United States under this Act shall be added to 
and administered as part of the Gallatin Na
tional Forest of the National Forest System by 
the Secretary in accordance with the laws and 
regulations pertaining to the National Forest 
System. 

(2) HYALITE-PORCUPINE-BUFFALO HORN WIL
DERNESS STUDY AREA.-Lands acquired within 
the Hyalite-Porcupine-Buffalo Horn Wilderness 
Study Area shall be managed to maintain their 
presently existing wilderness character and po
tential for inclusion in the National Wilderness 
Preservation System in accordance with the 
Montana Wilderness Study Act of 1977 (16 
U.S.C. 1132 note). 
SEC. 9. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this Act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] will be 
recognized for 20 minutes 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re
vise and extend their remarks on the 
Senate amendment to H.R. 873, the leg
islation presently under consideration. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, H.R. 874, the Gallatin 

Range Consolidation Act, was intro
duced by my friend and colleague on 
the Natural Resources Committee, Mr. 
WILLIAMS. The House passed this bill 
last spring and the Senate has sent it 
back to us with amendments. I rec
ommend that the House concur with 
the Senate amendments. 

The purpose of this bill is to block up 
checkerboard land ownership in the 
Galla tin Range of the Galla tin Na
tional Forest in Montana established 
as a result of railroad right of way 
grants over 100 years ago. Through a 
series of exchanges between the Big 
Sky Lumber Co. and the Forest Serv
ice, approximately 80,000 acres would 
be added to the national forest. These 
lands are of great ecological impor
tance and there is widespread support 
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for the measure. Big Sky Lumber Co., 
the administration, and the environ
mental community all testified in 
favor of the bill at our hearing on 
March 23, 1993. 

Furthermore, this bill promotes more 
efficient government and ultimately 
could and should save the taxpayer 
money. It blocks up a checkerboard 
ownership pattern that has been ham
pering land managers since the turn of 
the century. It is in the economic in
terest of both the adjacent private 
landowner and the Federal Government 
to consolidate land ownership so that 
the land can be managed properly. The 
bill also authorizes a severed minerals 
exchange. Currently, the Federal Gov
ernment owns the subsurface rights, 
but not the surface rights on some 
lands and the surface rights, but not 
the subsurface on other lands. This sit
uation greatly complicates land man
agement. The bill corrects this ineffi
ciency by consolidating Federal owner
ship so that the Federal Government 
owns both the surface and subsurface. 
If we do not pass this legislation, the 
difficulties involved in managing the 
checkerboard landownership and the 
severed minerals will continue to be a 
drain on the Treasury. 

The Senate amendments update the 
House-passed language to reflect the 
fact that the Forest Service and not 
the nature conservancy now hold the 
options to acquire these lands. They 
also eliminate the $3.4 million cash 
equalization prov1s10n and provide 
guidelines on how lands in the North 
Bridger Range are to be managed. 

These amendments are acceptable 
and reflect the changed ownership of 
the option and I urge my colleagues to 
support this measure and help bring 
resolution to an issue that the Con
gress and the Forest Service have been 
trying to resolve since the 1920's. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support the 
intent of H.R. 873 which is to consoli
date the onerous checkerboard land 
ownership pattern on the Gallatin Na
tional Forest. 

I believe the Senate made several im
portant improvements in H.R. 873 as 
passed by the House. The $3.4 million 
cash equalization payment to Big Sky 
Lumber in section 3. has been elimi
nated. Moreover, the role of nonprofit 
land trusts in facilitating these ex
changes has been deleted. 

I do remain concerned that over time 
this legislation will result in a net in
crease in Federal ownership of 60,000 
acres. Although H.R. 873 gives the For
est Service the option of acquiring 
these lands through exchange, I fear 
environmental groups will not allow 
any of this land to be removed from 
Federal ownership because of its prox
imity to Yellowstone National Park. 

Despite these reservations, I am 
painfully aware of the difficult task 

Mr. WILLIAMS had in trying to accom
modate many diverse interests at once. 
As a result, I support this legislation 
H.R. 873. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Montana [Mr. WIL
LIAMS] and I take this opportunity to 
thank him for his hard work on this 
measure. 

0 1310 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the committee chairman and I thank 
the chairman of the subcommittee and 
the other members of our committee 
for working for so many months with 
me on this legislation. This has been a 
dream of the public in this country and 
particularly in Montana since 1925, and 
the dream has been to consolidate 
these lands north of Yellowstone Park 
into private ownership. 

These lands are the home of the Na
tion's largest elk herd. Along with Yel
lowstone Park, the mountains of these 
lands are the last stands of countless 
endangered species, including the griz
zly. This mountain range is the birth
place of some of the Nation's most im
portant rivers, including the only long 
critically wild river left in this coun
try, and that is the Yellowstone. 

The Senate did an admirable job in 
keeping this legislation on track, and 
with only minor changes it has re
turned my bill for agreement to send to 
the President. The only significant 
change in the bill is the removal of ap
propriate funding that the House had 
requested. That was approximately $3.4 
million. As my colleagues remember, 
that funding was the subject of some 
debate here in the House. I took seri
ously the reservations of some folks, 
and although it was the eleventh hour, 
I worked with the Senate and the land
owners toward a no appropriation solu
tion. 

This change, I must say, did harm 
our ability to accomplish all that we 
had hoped for in consolidation of lands 
and making commitments to folks, 
particularly those along the North 
Bridger Mountains. These folks are 
still not satisfied entirely with this 
Federal policy in this matter. 

In spite of those real concerns, this 
legislation does not ask for any of this 
Nation's funds to complete the consoli
dation. The trade, by the way, is sup
ported by the Forest Service, most 
local landowners, the State of Mon
tana, local and national conservation 
groups, the Senate, and, I hope today, 
the House of Representatives. I sin
cerely ask that we add our voice to this 
chorus and all vote for the passage of 
H.R. 873. This could be the single most 
important step this Nation can make 
this year in the protection of the Yel
lowstone National Park and the values 
that led to the creation of the park so 
long ago. 

There is one more comment I would 
like to address directly to those folks 
along the North Bridger Range near 
Flathead Pass: 

With regard to your concerns, this legisla
tion was not the solution I had hoped for . I 
believed that we did have some options 
which would have identified lands to sub
stitute for the critical watershed lands that 
concern you. The Senate did provide strong 
direction to the Forest Service to continue 
to work on a possible trade of lands, and 
they did provide some greater protection for 
any possible timber harvest. 

I worked with both of our Senators to 
develop that language. I know, how
ever, that folks in the North Bridgers 
want more than that, and I want them 
to know that we do not consider this a 
closed issue. I am committed to con
tinue to see that their backyard near 
Flathead Pass, a beautiful area, one 
that is important environmentally as 
well as economically, does not become 
the sacrifice area that many of the peo
ple fear. 

Mr. Speaker, again I want to thank 
the chairman for working with us for 
the realization of this issue which, as I 
say, has been a dream for folks in Mon
tana since the 1920's. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I commend 
the gentleman from Montana [Mr. WIL
LIAMS] on his statement, and I ask for 
the support of the Members for this 
measure. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TAYLOR of Mississippi). The question is 
on the motion offered by the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] 
that the House suspend the rules and 
concur in the Senate amendment to 
the bill, H.R. 873. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the Sen
ate amendment was concurred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

NATIONAL HISTORICAL PUBLICA
TIONS AND RECORDS COMMIS
SION AUTHORIZATION 
Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Speaker, I move to 

suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 2139) to amend title 44, United 
States Code, to authorize appropria
tions for the National Historical Publi
cations and Records Commission. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 2139 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That section 2504(f) of 
title 44, United States Code is amended by 
striking " (f)(l)" and all that follows through 
the end of paragraph (1) and inserting the 
following: 

" (f)(l) There are authorized to be appro
priated to the National Historical Publica
tions and Records Commission such amounts 
as may be necessary to carry out this chap
ter for each of fiscal years 1994, 1995, 1996, 
1997, and 1998." . 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. CONDIT] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF] 
will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. CONDIT]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2139 authorizes ap
propriations for the National Histori
cal Publications and Records Commis
sion for fiscal years 1994 through 1998. 

The Commission is an agency that 
gives grants for the preservation, pub
lication, and editing of historical ma
terials. Since its founding in 1934, the 
Commission has supported hundreds of 
documentary publication projects cov
ering the history of the United States 
from colonial times to the present. Re
cent projects have resulted in new vol
umes of the Black Abolitionist Papers, 
Papers of the Founding Fathers, 
George C. Marshall, Susan B. Anthony, 
and many others. 

The Commission's program for the 
preservation of historical records is 
generally aimed at the collection and 
preservation of important records of 
State and local governments, non
governmental institutions, societies, 
and individuals. 

Although the Commission only re
ceives a few million Federal dollars, it 
gets a lot of mileage out of the money. 
It uses Federal funds in partnership 
with private funds to increase overall 
support for historical programs. The 
Commission is able to generate private 
support equal to the Federal appropria
tion. 

The Commission is small. Over the 
last 5 years, its appropriations have 
ranged between $4 million and $5.5 mil
lion. In the Treasury-Postal appropria
tions bill recently passed by the House, 
the Commission was given $4 million 
for 1994. The Senate Appropriations 
Committee has recommended $6 mil
lion. H.R. 2139 authorizes such sums as 
many be necessary for the next 5 years. 

The Commission is administratively 
part of the National Archives and 
Records Administration. The reauthor
ization is strongly supported by the 
National Archives and by many histor
ical and other organizations. I do not 
know of anyone who opposes reauthor
izing the Commission. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, the ranking member of 
this subcommittee, the Subcommittee 
on Information, Justice, Transpor
tation and Agriculture of the Commit
tee on Government Operations, our col
league, the gentleman from Wyoming 
[Mr. THOMAS], is unable to be on the 
House floor at this moment because of 
another matter to which he is obli
gated. As the ranking member of an-

other subcommittee, the Subcommit
tee on Human Resources and Intergov
ernmental Relations of the Committee 
on Government Operations, I am 
pleased to stand in the stead of the 
gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. THOM
AS], today and to endorse the passage 
of H.R. 2139, which authorizes the Na
tional Historical Publications and 
Records Commission. 

Mr. Speaker, I would simply join in 
the remarks made by the subcommit
tee chairman, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. CONDIT] and thank him 
for his leadership and his work on this 
bill. 

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

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to 
speak on behalf of the reauthorization of the 
National Historical Publications and Records 
Commission [NHPRC]. As you know, this 
Commission includes by law a Member from 
the House and one from the Senate as well as 
a member of the Supreme Court. It is in the 
capacity as the Speaker's appointee to the 
Commission that I rise today. 

The National Historical Publications and 
Records Commission is a small agency within 
the National Archives. But its small size is no 
indication of the large work it does in preserv
ing and making available the historical mem
ory of this Nation through a series of grants in 
support of documentary publications and pres
ervation programs in all 50 States. 

The work of the NHPRC goes a long way 
toward guaranteeing that the fundamental doc
uments of our Nation's history, at the Federal, 
State, and local levels are preserved for future 
generations, as well as for use today by schol
ars, government officials, school teachers, and 
the general public. The NHPRC supports such 
projects as the papers of the Founders of this 
country, George Washington, Thomas Jeffer
son, Benjamin Franklin, and others. The list 
also includes James Adams, Martin Luther 
King, Jr., Thomas Edison, and Booker T. 
Washington. In the area of documentary pres
ervation, grants from the NHPRC support 
projects and programs to save from ravages 
of time a wide range of valuable records that 
are vital to understanding the history and de
velopment of each State and region in the Na
tion. 

The NHPRC goes about its mission with ef
ficiency and relatively little fanfare. Naturally it 
has the support of a broad spectrum of asso
ciations representing professional historians, li
brarians, and archivists, such as the American 
Historical Association and the Society of 
American Archivists, those most directly con
cerned with the preservation and use of histor
ical records. But the support for the work of 
this agency comes from many other groups as 
well, such as the Veterans of Foreign Wars, 
the National Association of Counties, the 
American Family Records Association, the 
American Library Association, the Association 
of American University Presses, and the Fed
eration of Genealogical Societies to name just 
a few of the organizations who support reau
thorization of the NHPRC. 

Mr. Speaker, many of these organizations 
stress the urgency of the mission of the 
NHPRC in light of existing challenges and new 

ones on the horizon. Funds in support of doc
umentary preservation, and the publication of 
important historical records at all levels of gov
ernment have not kept pace with the demand 
to maintain valuable information that is slip
ping away from us for want of proper preser
vation. Furthermore, many of the records of 
the present and the future will be created, 
used, and preserved in electronic format. We 
have no national standards for the preserva
tion of electronic data, and no easy solutions 
to the many problems attendant to the long
range preservation and use of electronic 
records. The NHPRC has spearheaded the 
search for solutions in these important areas. 
Reauthorization of the NHPRC is an important 
step toward ensuring that the Nation's memory 
is properly kept and made available for all 
Americans to use. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of H.R. 2139, which reauthor
izes the National Historical Publications and 
Records Commission [NHPRC]. This Commis
sion plays a vital role in our effort to preserve 
our heritage and allow future generations to 
have access to this important data. The 
NHPRC provides scholars, legislators, journal
ists, and others with precise, accessible 
records regarding our Nation's history. 

The NHPRC was established by Congress 
in 1934 and is part of the National Archives 
and Records Administration. It is designed to 
give grants for promoting the publication and 
preservation of historical documents. This has 
resulted in hundreds of documentary projects 
that record the history of national, State, and 
local governments. 

I want to thank Chairman CONDIT for moving 
this bill expeditiously to the floor. As ranking 
member of the Information, Justice, Transpor
tation, and Agriculture Subcommittee on Gov
ernment Operations, I am pleased to see the 
NHPRC reauthorized for the next 5 years. 

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
CONDIT] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2139. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereoO 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
H.R. 2139, the bill just passed. 

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

There was no objection. 

RECESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to the provisions of clause 12, rule 
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I, the House will stand in recess subject 
to the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 1 o'clock and 19 min
utes p.m.) the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 

AFTER RECESS 
The recess having expired at 3 

o'clock and 3 minutes p.m., the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore [Mr. COLEMAN]. 

ELECTION OF THE HONORABLE 
G.V. (SONNY) MONTGOMERY AS 
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE UNTIL 
SEPTEMBER 15, 1993 
Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

privileged resolution and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 249 
Resolved, That the Honorable G. V. (Sonny) 

Montgomery, a Representative from the 
State of Mississippi , be, and be is hereby, 
elected Speaker pro tempore during any ab
sence of the Speaker, such authority to con
tinue not later than September 15, 1993. 

Resolved , That the President and the Sen
ate be notified by the Clerk of the election of 
the Honorable G. V. (Sonny) Montgomery as 
Speaker pro tempore during the absence of 
the Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or
dered on the resolution. 

There was no objection. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

SWEARING IN OF HON. G.V. 
(SONNY) MONTGOMERY AS 
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE DURING 
ABSENCE OF THE SPEAKER 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 

COLEMAN). The Chair will now admin
ister the oath of office to the gen
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT
GOMERY] as Speaker pro tempore. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY appeared at the 
bar of the House and took the oath of 
office administered to him by the 
Speaker pro tempore, as follows: Do 
you solemnly swear that you will sup
port and defend the Constitution of the 
United States against all enemies, for
eign and domestic; that you will bear 
true faith and allegiance to the same; 
that you take this obligation freely, 
without any mental reservation or pur
pose of evasion, and that you will well 
and faithfully discharge the duties of 
the office on which you are about to 
enter. So help you God. 

PROVIDING FOR FURTHER CONSID
ERATION OF HOUSE RESOLUTION 
248, NATIONAL DEFENSE AU
THORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 1994 
Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 

up House Resolution 248 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 248 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause l(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 2401) 
to authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
1994 for military activities of the Depart
ment of Defense, to prescribe military per
sonnel strengths for fiscal year 1994, and for 
other purposes. No further amendment to 
the committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute shall be in order except the 
amendments printed in the report of the 
Cammi ttee on Rules accompanying this res
olution and amendments en bloc described in 
section 2 of this resolution. Pro forma 
amendments for the purpose of debate may 
be offered only by the chairman or ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Armed Services. Except as specified in sec
tion 2 or 3 of this resolution, each amend
ment may be offered only in the order print
ed in the report, may be offered only by a 
Member designated in the report, shall be 
considered as read, shall be debatable for ten 
minutes equally divided and controlled by 
the proponent and an opponent, shall not be 
subject to amendment, and shall not be sub
ject to a demand for division of the question 
in the House or in the Committee of the 
Whole. All points of order against amend
ments printed in the report are waived. 

SEC. 2. It shall be in order at any time for 
the chairman of the Committee on Armed 
Services or his designee to offer amendments 
en bloc consisting of amendments printed in 
the report of the Committee on Rules or ger
mane modifications thereof. Amendments en 
bloc shall be considered as read except that 
modification shall be reported. Amendments 
en bloc shall be debatable for twenty min
utes equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Armed Services, shall not 
be subject to amendment, and shall not be 
subject to a demand for division of the ques
tion in the House or in the Cammi ttee of the 
Whole. For the purpose of inclusion in 
amendments en bloc, and amendment print
ed in the form of a motion to strike may be 
modified to the form of a germane perfecting 
amendment to the text originally proposed 
to be stricken. All points of order against 
amendments en bloc are waived. The original 
proponent of an amendment included in 
amendments en bloc may insert a statement 
in the Congressional Record immediately be
fore the disposition of the amendments en 
bloc. 

SEC. 3. The chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may postpone until a time during 
further consideration in the Committee of 
the Whole a request for a recorded vote on 
any amendment made in order by this reso
lution. The chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may reduce to not less than five 
minutes the time for voting by electronic de
vice on any postponed question that imme
diately follows another vote by electronic 
device without intervening business: Pro
vided, That the time for voting by electronic 
device on the first in any series of questions 
shall be not less than fifteen minutes. The 
chairman of the Committee of the Whole 
may recognize for consideration of an 
amendment printed in the report of the Com
mittee on Rules out of the order printed, but 

not sooner than one hour after the chairman 
of the Committee on Armed Services an
nounces from the floor a request to that ef
fect . 

SEC. 4. After disposition of the amend
ments printed in the repot of the Committee 
on Rules, the Committee shall rise without 
motion. No further consideration of the bill 
shall be in order except pursuant to a subse
quent order of the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. DER
RICK] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] pending 
which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. All time yielded during 
the consideration of House Resolution 
248 is for the purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 248 is 
the third rule recommended by the 
Committee on Rules providing for the 
consideration of H.R. 2401, the Depart
ment of Defense authorization for fis
cal year 1994. This rule provides for the 
orderly consideration of 54 amend
ments to the bill; it does not, however, 
dispose of all the amendments which 
have been proposed to H.R. 2401. The 
Committee on Rules anticipates that a 
fourth rule will be reported today and 
at the meeting the committee will dis
pose of the amendments still pending 
before the committee. 

House Resolution 248 provides that 
only those amendments printed in the 
report accompanying the rule will be 
eligible for consideration. The rule also 
provides that en bloc amendments de
scribed in section 2 of the rule are also 
eligible for consideration. In addition, 
the rule prohibits the offering of pro 
forma amendments by any Member but 
the chairman or ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

Except as specified in sections 2 and 
3 of House Resolution 248, the amend
ments made in order are to be consid
ered only in the order they are printed 
in the accompanying report and are to 
be offered only by the Member des
ignated in the report. Each of these 
amendments are to be considered as 
having been read, shall be debatable for 
10 minutes, equally divided and con
trolled by the proponent and opponent, 
shall not be subject to amendment, 
and, finally, shall not be subject to a 
demand for a division of the question 
in the House or in the Committee of 
the Whole. The rule also waives all 
points of order against the amend
ments printed in the report. 

Section 2 of House Resolution 248 
grants the chairman of the Committee 
on Armed Services the authority to 
offer, at any point, amendments en 
bloc consisting of amendments printed 
in the report, or germane modifications 
of those amendments. The Committee 
on Rules has recommended this proce
dure in order to expedite the consider
ation of amendments which have been 
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generally accepted by the Committee 
on Armed Services. These en bloc 
amendments shall be considered as 
read, except that if the chairman offers 
a germane modification of the amend
ment originally proposed, that modi
fication shall be read. 

The en bloc amendments shall be de
batable for 20 minutes which shall be 
equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority mem
ber of the Armed Services Committee, 
shall not be subject to amendment, and 
shall not be subject to a demand for a 
division of the question in the House or 
in the Committee of the Whole. And, 
because the debate time is so limited 
on the en bloc amendments, the rule 
permits the original proponent of the 
amendment to insert a statement in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD imme
diately before the disposition of the 
amendment. 

Section 3 permits the Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole to reduce 
to 5 minutes any postponed votes 
taken immediately after a 15-minute 
vote. The Chair is also authorized to 
take amendments out of the order they 
are found in the report accompanying 
this rule, but only if the chairman of 
the Committee on Armed Services 
gives at least 1 hour's notice of such a 
request. 

Finally, the rule provides that after 
the disposition of the amendments 
printed in the report, the c'ommittee 
shall rise and no further consideration 
of the bill shall be in order except pur
suant to a subsequent order of the 
House. Mr. Speaker, this rule provides 
for the orderly consideration of a large 
number of amendments and was devel
oped in close consultation with the mi
nority. 

I urge support of the rule in order 
that the House may proceed to the con
sideration of these amendments to the 
fiscal year 1994 Defense authorization. 

0 1510 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 

for yielding us half the time. 
Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from 

South Carolina has just indicated, we 
have before us now the third rule pro
viding for the consideration of amend
ments to the National Defense Author
ization Act. 

At 4:30 this afternoon, the Committee 
on Rules will be meeting again to grant 
one more rule for this bill. This is un
precedented in the 15 years, at least, 
that I have been here. Hopefully, it will 
be the last one. 

And so Members can anticipate fin
ishing up on this important defense bill 
tomorrow, depending on how late we 
work Tuesday, because I believe that 
the House will not be in session on 
Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday, be
cause of the Jewish religious observ
ances. 

Turning now to the rule presently be
fore us, I must say at the outset that 
this rule represents an improvement 
over the two rules that preceded it, 
since the previous rule was jerry-rigged 
to produce certain results before the 
votes were even taken. 

This present rule is at least the prod
uct of bipartisan discussion, even 
though it is not an open rule allowing 
all Members to participate in writing 
this important piece of legislation. 

However, the present rule does con
tain a fair and proper balance of 
amendments to be made in order, and I 
would thank the Democrat majority 
for that. 

And Mr. Speaker, this rule is, I hope, 
indicative of a return to the traditional 
method of considering defense author
ization bills on a bipartisan basis. 

That is the most important issue 
that ever comes before this body each 
year. It has always been bipartisan in 
nature and I hope we are going to go 
back to that. 

Having said all of that, however, I am 
constrained to oppose this rule. 

I oppose this rule because Members 
are still being denied an opportunity to 
debate two of the most important and 
controversial issues of the day. 

I am referring to the question of 
whether or not homosexuals should be 
permitted to serve in the military and 
to the presence of United States troops 
in Somalia for what now appears to be 
a mission that goes far beyond the hu
manitarian purposes for which they 
were originally sent. 

Over in the other body, these two 
controversial issues were not blocked 
from floor consideration, and Members 
realize by now that the Senate debated 
both of these issues at great length and 
reached positions on both that have 
broad, bipartisan support. That is ex
actly the way it should be. That is 
what these two bodies are here for. But 
for the House to do anything less, Mr. 
Speaker, would be a dereliction of our 
duty, and we certainly would not be 
representing our constituents back 
home. 

Mr. Speaker, you know we Repub
licans requested a debate on the Soma
lia issue prior to the August district 
work period. That was 6 weeks ago; but 
here we are again, some 6 weeks later, 
and the House is still being denied this 
debate. 

Mr. Speaker, since United States 
troops were first deployed in Somalia 
10 months ago, 11 of our soldiers have 
been killed and more than 50 have been 
wounded. At least 4 have been wounded 
just since Friday, as violence in the 
streets of Mogadishu has escalated to 
new heights, in a locale where there is 
not even a government in place. 

There is no judiciary system. There 
is no anything there. 

Mr. Speaker, what began 10 months 
ago as a strictly humanitarian oper
ation of very limited scope and dura-

tion has gradually been transformed 
into a wide-ranging commitment of 
virtually unlimited scope and indefi
nite duration. That is not right. 

Moreover, the Clinton administration 
has abdicated control-and this is what 
really gets me, they have abdicated 
control over this operation to such an 
extent that the Secretary-General of 
the United Nations is now calling the 
shots concerning what American 
troops are supposed to be doing and for 
how long they will continue doing it. 
The United Nations is telling us, Mr. 
Speaker, what to do. 

Mr. Speaker, the House should not 
let another day pass without having a 
full, frank, and fair debate on this 
issue. 

The Democrat leadership should not 
deny rank-and-file Members from ei
ther side of the aisle, Democrats or Re
publicans, from debating this issue 
that is so terribly important to the 
American people. 

Mr. Speaker, when the vote is taken 
on this rule, I will ask all Members to 
vote down the previous question, vote 
against the previous question. 

If the previous question is defeated, 
we will immediately bring back a rule 
that allows three amendments covering 
all sides of the "gays in the military" 
issue, so all sides can be heard in a fair 
and open debate, and we would also 
make in order an amendment by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. GIL
MAN] on Somalia. 

A similar amendment to Mr. GIL
MAN's was the catalyst for debate in 
the Senate, and we must conduct the 
same kind of debate here in the House. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, does the 
gentleman have other speakers? 

Mr. SOLOMON. We do have other 
speakers. They are not here on the 
floor. If the gentleman has no further 
requests, I would be glad to sum up for 
the minority and go on with the vote. 

Mr. DERRICK. That is fine. 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself the balance of the time. 
Mr. Speaker, I just want to dwell 

again on the issue of Somalia. We have 
a situation in which we now have 
troops in a place called Macedonia, 
which is not really a country, but those 
troops are under a foreign command. 
Those troops have been told by their 
commander, who is a foreign com
mander-the first time that American 
troops have ever served under a foreign 
command-that even if they are fired 
upon they are not allowed to defend 
themselves. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the first time in 
the history of our armed services that 
this have ever happened. 

We now have a similar situation tak
ing place in Somalia. When we put our 
troops over there, it was to save some 
starving people. Now the situation has 
deteriorated such that there is not 
even a government in Somalia. There 
is nothing there for us to be defending, 
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and yet our troops are still there with 
no mission. Such policy, as there may 
be, is being set by the United Nations, 
not the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, that is wrong. We ought 
to be debating this issue on the floor. 
We were not allowed to debate it here 
on the floor 6 weeks ago. Since that 
time, American soldiers have died. 
American soldiers have been wounded, 
and the situation continues to worsen 
day by day. 

D 1520 
Mr. Speaker, we should bring those 

troops home, and we should have that 
debate on this floor today, not tomor
row, or not next week or the weeks 
after, but we ought to be here today 
doing it. That is why I ask the Mem
bers to vote down the previous ques
tion, so that we would have that oppor
tunity on the floor of this House. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, let me 
say something before I move the pre
vious question. I agree with the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 
As the gentleman knows, I went to So
malia about a month or two before we 
sent troops there, and I came back, and 
my observation was that our problem 
was not being able to feed these people, 
but our problem was going to be when 
we got them fed, what were we going to 
do, and that is as it has turned out. 

My colleagues, I, like the rest of our 
countrymen, am embarrassed that this 
ragtag warlord over there is running 
all over the place and we cannot seem 
to do anything with him. We are not 
equipped and have no business fighting 
a war over there. We went over there as 
a humanitarian exercise, and I agree 
with that. 

Having said that, Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
move the previous question on the res
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MONTGOMERY). The question is on or
dering the previous question. 

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to clause 5 of rule I, further pro
ceedings on this question will be post
poned. 

D 1522 
RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to clause 12, rule I, the House will 
stand in recess subject to the call of 
the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 3 o'clock and 22 min
utes p.m.) the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 
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AFTER RECESS 
The recess having expired, at 4 

o'clock and 3 minutes p.m. the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore [Mr. MONTGOMERY]. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A. message in writing from the Presi

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

PROVIDING FOR FURTHER CONSID
ERATION OF H.R. 2401, NATIONAL 
DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

pending business is the question de 
novo on ordering the previous question 
on House Resolution 248, on which fur
ther proceedings were postponed ear
lier today. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

Pursuant to clause 5(b)(l) of rule XV, 
the Chair may reduce to not less than 
5 minutes the time for any recorded 
vote that may be ordered on adoption 
of the resolution without intervening 
business. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 237, nays 
169, not voting 27, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 

[Roll No. 424] 
YEAS-237 

Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Condit 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 

Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 

Geren 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Hutto 
Inslee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Matsui 
Mazzo Ii 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Cooper 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
De Lay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
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McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 

NAYS-169 

Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 

Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
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Moorhead 
Morella 
Myers 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pombo 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 

Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Skeen 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 

Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

NOT VOTING--27 
Andrews (TX) 
Barton 
Brooks 
Chapman 
Conyers 
Cox 
DeFazio 
Farr 
Frost 

Hoke 
Hughes 
Johnson (SD) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Lehman 
Lipinski' 
Martinez 
Miller (CA) 

0 1627 

Owens 
Pickle 
Porter 
Rose 
Sharp 
Shuster 
Washington 
Young (AK) 
Zimmer 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Kleczka for, with Mr. Kingston 

against. 
Mr. Conyers for, with Mr. Porter against. 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The Speaker pro tempore (Mr. FIELDS 

of Louisiana). The question is on the 
resolution. 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

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

vice, and there were-ayes 234, noes 169, 
not voting 30, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Applegate 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Clay 

[Roll No. 425] 
AYES-234 

Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Condit 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 

Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Frank (MA) 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Hoyer 

Hughes 
Hutto 
Inslee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
Mc Curdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Mineta 
Minge 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Cooper 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 

Mink 
Moak!ey 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shepherd 

NOES-169 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Gunderson 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
lnhofe 
Istook 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 

Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Ky! 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKean 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Myers 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pombo 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Skeen 

Andrews (TX) 
Bacchus (FL) 
Brooks 
Chapman 
Conyers 
De Fazio 
Farr 
Ford (TN) 
Frost 
Greenwood 

Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Taylor(NC) 

Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING--30 
Gutierrez 
Hoke 
Johnson (SD) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Lehman 
Lipinski 
Martinez 
Miller (CA) 
Neal (MA) 
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Owens 
Pickle 
Porter 
Rose 
Sharp 
Shuster 
Washington 
Young (AK) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Kleczka for, with Mr. Kingston 

against. 
Mr. Conyers for, with Mr. Porter against. 
So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

BUDGET AMENDMENT REQUESTS 
OF DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FOR 
1994 AND 1993-MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 103-136) 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

FIELDS of Louisiana) laid before the 
House the following message from the 
President of the United States; which 
was read and, together with the accom
panying papers, without objection, re
ferred to the Committee on Appropria
tions and ordered to be printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In accordance with the District of 

Columbia Self-Government and Gov
ernmental Reorganization Act, I am 
transmitting the District of Columbia 
Government's fiscal year 1994 budget 
amendment request and fiscal year 1993 
supplemental budget amendment re
quest. 

The District of Columbia Govern
ment has submitted a request to de
crease its fiscal year 1994 general fund 
spending authority by $36.968 million 
with a reduction of 832 FTE positions. 
In addition, the District's fiscal year 
1993 supplemental amendment request 
includes an increase of $7.367 million in 
general fund spending authority. The 
amendments are needed to address a 
projected operating deficit for fiscal 
year 1993 and fiscal year 1994 that was 
not addressed in the District's original 
budget submission pending congres
sional action. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 13, 1993. 
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RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF 

COMMITTEE ON POST OFFICE 
AND CIVIL SERV~CE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

FIELDS of Louisiana) laid before the 
House the following resignation as a 
member of the Committee on Post Of
fice and Civil Service: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, February 19, 1993. 

Hon. TOM FOLEY, 
The Speaker of the House, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SPEAKER FOLEY: Please be advised 
that I hereby resign from the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service effective Sep
tember 13, 1993. 

Sincerely, 
JIM SAXTON, 

Member of Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the resignation is accepted. 

There was no objection. 

RESIGNATION AS 
COMMITTEE ON 
OPERATIONS 

MEMBER OF 
GOVERNMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be
fore the House the fallowing resigna
tion as a member of the Committee on 
Government Operations: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, September 13, 1993. 

Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY, Speaker, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Please be advised that 
I hereby resign my seat on the Committee on 
Government Operations effective imme
diately. 

Sincerely, 
RONALD K. MACHTLEY, 

Member of Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the resignation is accepted. 

There was no objection. 

MODIFICATION TO SISISKY 
AMENDMENT TO H.R. 2401, NA
TIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 
Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that during further 
consideration of the bill H.R. 2401, pur
suant to House Resolution 248, the 
amendment numbered 1 in House Re
port 103-236 by Mr. SISISKY be modified 
in the form that I have placed at the 
desk. 

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

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, would the gen
tleman from California please explain 
the purpose of the modification. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, I would be happy 
to explain the modification. Mr. Srsr
SKY's defense response fund amend
ment, printed in House Report 103-236, 
strikes section 1005 from the defense 
authorization bill. That section has al
ready been stricken by a previous 
amendment and the modification that I 
placed at the desk is a technical cor-

rection that saves section 1005 from 
being stricken twice. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the amendment, as 
modified. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Modification to the Amendment offered by 

Mr. SISISKY of Virginia: The amendment as 
modified is as follows: 

At the end of subtitle A of title X (page 329, 
after line 25), insert the following new sec
tion: 
SEC. 1008. DEFENSE RESPONSE FUND. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-(1) Chapter 3 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 127 the following new section: 
"§ 127a. Expenses for response operations; 

Defense Response Fund 
" (a) AUTHORITY To USE RESPONSE FUND.

In any case in which the armed forces are 
used to carry out an operation described in 
subsection (c), the Secretary of Defense may 
provide funds for the cost of such operation, 
subject to the limitations in this section, 
from the Defense Response Fund. Such funds 
shall be available only for the incremental 
costs to the Department of Defense of carry
ing out such operation. 

"(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF FUND.--(1) There is 
established in the Treasury a fund to be 
known as the 'Defense Response Fund' . 
Amounts in the fund shall be available, sub
ject to the limitations in this section, for 
transfer to the operation and maintenance 
and military personnel accounts of the De
partment of Defense. 

"(2) Amounts appropriated to the fund 
shall remain available until expended. 

"(3) Transfers from the fund shall not be 
charged against the maximum amount of 
transfer that may be made under any provi
sion in an annual defense authorization or 
appropriations Act providing general author
ity for the transfer of funds among accounts 
and funds of the Department of Defense. 

" (C) AUTHORIZED PURPOSES OF FUND.
Amounts in the fund may be used, at the dis
cretion of the Secretary of Defense, only in 
connection with an operation required of the 
Department of Defense by the President 
which is one of the following: 

"(1) A foreign disaster relief operation. 
"(2) A peacekeeping operation carried out 

under the auspices of the United Nations or 
another international organization. 

" (3) A peace enforcement operation carried 
out under the auspices of the United Nations 
or another international organization. 

"(4) An operation to provide support to do
mestic civil authority. 

" (5) A noncombatant evacuation operation. 
" (d) FINANCIAL PLAN FOR OPERATIONS EX

PECTED To EXHAUST FUND.-In the case of 
any operation for which funds are provided 
under this section which the Secretary of 
Defense determines may exhaust the balance 
in the fund, the Secretary shall promptly 
submit to Congress a financial plan for the 
operation that sets forth the manner by 
which it is proposed by the executive branch 
to obtain funds for the total incremental 
cost to the United States of the operation. 

" (e) PROHIBITION AGAINST USE FOR ONGOING 
AND SMALL-SCALE OPERATIONS.-(1) Amounts 
in the fund are not available-

" (A) for ongoing operations (except as pro
vided in paragraph (2)(B)); or 

" (B) for small-scale operations. 
" (2)(A) For purposes of this subsection, an 

ongoing operation is an operation that was 

underway while the budget of the Depart
ment of Defense for the fiscal year during 
which the operation is to be funded was 
being prepared for submission to Congress. 

" (B) The prohibition in paragraph (l)(A) 
does not apply in the case of an ongoing op
eration that was expected (as of the time 
such budget was being prepared) to be com
pleted by the beginning of the fiscal year for 
which such budget was prepared but which 
(for reasons that could not be anticipated at 
the time of such preparation) continued into 
that fiscal year. 

"(3) For purposes of this subsection, a 
small-scale operation is one for which the 
total incremental cost to the Department of 
Defense is expected to be less than $1,000,000. 

" (f) NOTICE TO CONGRESS.- Obligations for 
the incremental costs for any operation de
scribed in subsection (c) may not be made in 
excess of $20,000,000 until the Secretary of 
Defense submits to Congress notification of 
the intention to make such obligations in ex
cess of such amount and a period of 20 days 
has elapsed. 

"(g) INCREMENTAL COSTS.-For purposes of 
this section, incremental costs of the De
partment of Defense with respect to an oper
ation are the costs that are directly attrib
utable to the operation and that are other
wise chargeable to accounts available for op
eration and maintenance or for military per
sonnel. Any costs which are otherwise 
chargeable to accounts available for procure
ment may not be considered to be incremen
tal costs for purposes of this section. 

"(h) GAO AUDITS.-In addition to the fi
nancial statements and audits required by 
section 3515 and 3521 of title 31, United States 
Code, the Comptroller General of the United 
States shall from time to time carry out ex
aminations of the fund to ensure that proper 
accounting procedures are followed and to 
determine whether the requirements and 
limitations in this section are being com
plied with.". 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
such chapter is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 127 the following 
new item: 
"127a. Expenses for response operations; De

fense Response Fund.'. 
(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR 

FISCAL YEAR 1994.-There is authorized to be 
appropriated for fiscal year 1994 to the De
fense Response Fund established under sec
tion 127a of title 10, United States Code, as 
added by subsection (a), the sum of 
$30 '000' 000. 

(c) TRANSITION PROVISION.-In the case of 
any operation described in subsection (c) of 
section 127a of title 10, United States Code, 
as added by subsection (a), that is ongoing as 
of the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
limitation in subsection (e)(l)(A) of such sec
tion shall not apply with respect to expendi
tures during fiscal year 1994. 

Mr. DELLUMS (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment, as modified, be 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California that the 
amendment be modified? 

There was no objection. 
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TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to House Resolution 248 and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2401. 

0 1643 
IN THE COMMITl'EE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved it
self in to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
2401) to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal year 1994 for military activities 
of the Department of Defense, to pre
scribe military personnel strengths for 
fiscal year 1994, and for other purposes, 
with Mr. DURBIN (Chairman pro tem
pore) in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu

ant to House Resolution 248, no further 
amendment to the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute is in 
order except the amendments printed 
in House Report 103-236 and amend
ments en bloc described in section 2 of 
House Resolution 248. Pro forma 
amendments for purpose of debate may 
be offered only by the chairman or 
ranking minority member of the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

Except as specified in section 2 or 3 of 
House Resolution 248, each amendment 
may be offered only in the order print
ed in the report, may be offered only by 
a member designated in the report, 
shall be considered as read, shall be de
batable for 10 minutes, equally divided 
and controlled by the proponent and an 
opponent of the amendment, shall not 
be subject to amendment and shall not 
be subject to a demand for a division of 
the question. 

It shall be in order at any time for 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services, or his designee, to 
offer amendments en bloc consisting of 
amendments printed in the report or 
germane modifications thereof. 
Amendments en bloc shall be consid
ered as read, except that the modifica
tions shall be reported. 

Amendments en bloc shall be debat
able for 20 minutes, equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and rank
ing minority member of the Committee 
on Armed Services, shall not be subject 
to amendment and shall not be subject 
to a demand for a division of the ques
tfon. 

For the purpose of inclusion in 
amendments en bloc, an amendment 
printed in the form of a motion to 
strike may be modified to the form of 
a germane perfecting amendment to 
the text originally proposed to be 
stricken. 

The original proponent of an amend
ment included in amendments en bloc 
may insert a statement in the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD immediately be-

fore disposition of the amendments en 
bloc. 

The Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may postpone until a time 
during further consideration in the 
Committee of the Whole a request for a 
recorded vote on any amendment made 
in order by House Resolution 248. 

The Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may reduce to not less than 
5 minutes the time for voting by elec
tronic device on any postponed ques
tion that immediately follows another 
vote by electronic device without in
tervening business, provided that the 
time for voting by electronic device on 
the first in any series of questions shall 
not be less than 15 minutes. 

The Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may recognize for the con
sideration of an amendment printed in 
the report out of the order printed, but 
not sooner than 1 hour after the chair
man of the Committee on Armed Serv
ices announces from the floor a request 
to that effect. 

After disposition of the amendments 
printed in the report, the committee 
shall rise without motion. No further 
consideration of the bill shall be in 
order except pursuant to a subsequent 
order of the House. 

The Chair will announce the number 
of the amendment made in order by the 
rule and the name of its sponsor in 
order to give notice to the Committee 
of the Whole as to the order of recogni
tion. 

AMENDMENTS EN BLOC OFFERED BY MR. 
DELLUMS 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, pursu
ant to section 3 of House Resolution 
248, I offer the following en bloc amend
ments printed in House Report 103-236: 

Amendment No. 3, as modified; 
Amendment No. 4, as modified; 
Amendment No. 12, as modified; 
Amendments Nos. 13, 14; 
Amendment No. 15, as modified; 
Amendments Nos. 16, 17, 18; 
Amendment No. 19, as modified; 
Amendment No. 20; 
Amendment No. 21, as modified; 
Amendments Nos. 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 

~.fil.~.~.M,3~~.~.~.~.~; 
Amendments Nos. 41 and 42, as modified; 
Amendments Nos. 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49; 
Amendment No. 50, as modified; and 
Amendments Nos. 51, 52, 53, and 54. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendments 
and report the modified amendments. 

The Clerk proceeded to read amend
ment No. 3, as modified, offered by Mr. 
TRAFICANT. 

Mr. DELLUMS (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the en bloc amendments, as 
modified, be considered as read, and 
that the en bloc amendments, as des
ignated and as modified, be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

The texts of the en bloc amendments 
offered by Mr. DELLUMS are as follows: 
MODIFICATION TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY 

MR. TRAFICANT OF OHIO 
The amendment as modified is as follows: 
At the end of title VIII (page 293, before 

line 17), add the following new sections: 
SEC. 825. COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMERICAN 

ACT. 
No funds authorized pursuant to this Act 

may be expended by an entity unless the en
tity agrees that in expending the assistance 
the entity will comply with sections 2 
through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1933 (41 
U.S.C. lOa-lOc, popularly known as the "Buy 
American Act"). 
SEC. 826. SENSE OF CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT 

REGARDING NOTICE. 
(a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIP

MENT AND PRODUCTS.-ln the case of any 
equipment or products that may be author
ized under this Act, it is the sense of the 
Congress that entities receiving such assist
ance should, in expending the assistance, 
purchase only American-made equipment 
and· products. 

(b) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.
In providing financial assistance under this 
Act, the Secretary of Defense shall provide 
to each recipient of the assistance a notice 
describing the statement made in subsection 
(a) by the Congress. 
SEC. 827. PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS. 

If it has been finally determined by a court 
or Federal agency that any person inten
tionally affixed a fraudulent label bearing a 
"Made in America" inscription, or any in
scription with the same meaning, to any 
product sold in or shipped to the United 
States, that was not made in the United 
States, such person shall pe ineligible to re
ceive any contract or subcontract made with 
funds provided pursuant to this Act, pursu
ant to the debarment, suspension, and ineli
gibility procedures described in sections 9.400 
through 9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Reg
ulations. 
MODIFICATION TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY 

MR. TRAFICANT OF OHIO 
The amendment as modified is as follows: 
At the end of title VIII (page 293, before 

17), add the following new section: 
SEC. 825. RECIPROCITY. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.-Except as provided in 
subsection (b), no contract or subcontract 
may be made with funds authorized under 
this Act to a company organized under the 
laws of a foreign country unless the Admin
istrator finds that such country affords com
parable opportunities to companies orga
nized under the laws of the United States. 

(b) EXCEPTION.-(1) The Administrator may 
waive the rule stated under subsection (a) if 
the products or services required are not rea
sonably available from companies organized 
under the laws of the United States. Any 
such waiver shall be reported to the Con
gress. 

(2) Subsection (a) shall not apply to the ex
tent that to do so would violate the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade or any other 
international agreement to which the United 
States is a party. 
MODIFICATION TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY 

MS. DANNER OF MISSOURI 
The amendment as modified is as follows: 
At the end of title XXXI (page 589, after 

line 17), insert the following new section: 
SEC. 3139. PROHIBmON ON CONDUCT OF SAFE

GUARD C PROGRAM. 
None of the funds appropriated pursuant to 

this Act or any other Act for any fiscal year 
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may be available to conduct the Safeguard C 
program or any other program to maintain 
the capability of the United States to con
duct atmospheric testing of a nuclear weap
on. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BILBRA Y OF 
NEVADA 

At the end of title VIII (page . after line 
), insert the following new section: 
SEC. 825. CLARIFICATION OF EXCLUSION OF 

MILITARY ARCHITECTURAL AND EN
GINEERING CONTRACTS UNDER 
SMALL BUSINESS COMPETITIVE· 
NESS DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM. 

(a) CLARIFICATON OF EXCLUSION.- Section 
717(d) of the Small Business Competitiveness 
Demonstration Program Act of 1988 (title VII 
of Public Law 100-656) is amended by striking 
out " and such contract was" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "but only if such contracts 
were". 

(b) CLARIFICATION OF APPLICABILITY OF 
FREEZE ON NUMERICAL SIZE STANDARD.-Sec
tion 732 of such Act (15 U.S.C. 632 note) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
" As provided in section 717(d), the preceding 
sentence does not apply to architectural and 
engineering services assigned to standard in
dustrial classification code 8711 and per
formed under contracts awarded under the 
qualification-based selection procedures re
quired by title IX of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 
U.S.C. 541 et seq.)". 

(c) REQUIREMENT To LIFT FREEZE ON NU
MERICAL SIZE STANDARD AND MILITARY AR
CHITECTURAL AND ENGINEERING SERVICES CON
TRACTS.-N ot later than 60 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Ad
ministrator of the Small Business Adminis
tration shall remove any numerical size 
standard pertaining to contract awards as
signed to standard industrial classification 
code 8711 that are made by the Department 
of Defense, in conformance with section 732 
of the Small Business Competitiveness Dem
onstration Program Act of 1988 (15 U.S.C . 632 
note) , as amended by subsection (b). 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. ROS-LEHTINEN 
At the end of title I of the bill , insert the 

following section: 
SEC •• CONVEYANCE OF OBSERVATION AIR

CRAFT. 
(a) AUTHORITY To CONVEY.- (1) The Sec

retary of Defense may convey without con
sideration all right, title, and interest of the 
United States in not more than four light ob
servation aircraft to the organization known 
as Hermanos al Rescate, a nonprofit organi
zation in the State of Florida consisting of 
volunteer pilots who fly search and rescue 
missions from southern Florida over the 
Florida Straits (hereinafter in this section 
referred to as the " recipient" ). 

(2) For purposes of paragraph (1), light ob
servation aircraft are the OV- 2, the OV-10, or 
any comparable observation aircraft. 

(b) CONDITION.-As a condition of convey
ing an aircraft to the recipient pursuant to 
the authority provided in subsection (a), the 
Secretary shall enter into an agreement with 
the recipient under which the recipient 
agree&-

(1) to use that aircraft solely for search 
and rescue missions and related activities; 

(2) to use that aircraft solely for nonprofit 
activities; and 

(3) to hold the United States harmless for 
any claim arising with respect to that air
craft after the conveyance of that aircraft. 

(C) LIMITATION ON FUTURE TRANSFERS.-ln 
the case of an aircraft conveyed under the 
authority provided in subsection (a) , the in
struments provided for the conveyance shall 

require that any further conveyance of an in
terest in that aircraft may not be made 
without the approval in advance of the Sec
retary of Defense. If the Secretary deter
mines that an interest in an aircraft was 
conveyed without such approval, then all 
right , title, and interest in that aircraft 
shall revert to the United States and the 
United States shall have the right to imme
diate possession of the aircraft. The recipi
ent shall pay the United States for its costs 
incurred in recovering the aircraft for such a 
violation. 

(d) FORFEITURE UPON VIOLATION OF 
TERMS.-If the Secretary determines that 
the recipient violated subsection (b)(l) or 
(b)(2) with respect to any aircraft conveyed 
under subsection (a), then all right, title, 
and interest in each such aircraft shall re
vert to the United States and the United 
States shall have the right to immediate 
possession of all of the aircraft. The recipi
ent shall pay the United States for its costs 
incurred in recovering the aircraft for a vio
lation of those conditions. 

(e) DELIVERY OF AIRCRAFT.-The Secretary 
shall deliver each aircraft conveyed under 
subsection (a)--

(1) at the place where the aircraft is lo-
cated on the date of the conveyance; 

(2) in its condition on that date ; and 
(3) without cost to the United States. 
(f) EXPIRATION OF AUTHORITY TO CONVEY.

The authority of the Secretary under sub
section (a) to convey aircraft shall expire on 
the date that is two years after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 
MODIFICATION TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY 

MR. IN SLEE OF WASHING TON 
The amendment as modified is as follows: 
At the end of title X (page 346, after line 

23), insert the following new section: 
SEC. 1043. REDESIGNATION OF HANFORD ARID 

LANDS ECOLOGY RESERVE. 
(a) REDESIGNATION.- The Hanford Arid 

Lands Ecology Reserve in Richland, Wash
ington, is redesignated as the " Fitzner/ 
Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve". 

(b) LEGAL REFERENCES.-Any reference in 
any law, regulation, document, record, map, 
or other paper of the United States to the 
ecology reserve referred to in subsection (a) 
is deemed to be a reference to the "Fitzner/ 
Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve". 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HUNTER 
At the end of subtitle B of title III (page , 

after line ). insert the following new sec
tion: 
SEC. 324. LIMITATION ON USE OF GOVERNMENT 

FACILITIES FOR CERTAIN MASTER 
SHIP REPAIR AGREEMENTS. 

(a) LIMITATION.-The only non-Federal 
Government entity who may include the use 
of facilities owned, operated, or under the ju
risdiction of the Department of Defense in a 
bid or solicitation for ship repair activities 
with the Department of Defense is an entity 
referred to in subsection (b). 

(b) COVERED ENTITIES.-An entity referred 
to in subsection (a) is a person who, on or 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
holds a master ship repair agreement with 
the Department of Defense in the relevant 
homeport area. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HUNTER 
In section 1332 of the bill, after subsection 

(c) of such section (page 405, after line 16), in
sert the following new subsection (and redes
ignate the subsequent subsection accord
ingly): 

(d) STUDY ON EXPANSION OF THE LAW EN
FORCEMENT PLACEMENT PROGRAM TO INCLUDE 
THE BORDER PATROL.-(1) The Secretary of 

Defense, in consultation with the Commis
sioner of the Immigration and Naturaliza
tion Service, shall conduct a study regarding 
the feasibility of expanding the law enforce
ment placement program established under 
section 1152 of title 10, United States Code, 
as added by subsection (a), to include the 
placement of members of the Armed Forces 
who are discharged or released from active 
duty with the Border Patrol of the Immigra
tion and Naturalization Service. 

(2) Not later than March 1, 1994, the Sec
retary shall submit a report to Congress con
taining the results of the study required by 
this subsection. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KASICH OF OHIO 
At the end of division A, add the following 

new title: 
TITLE XV-NATIONAL COMMISSION ON 

ARMS CONTROL 
SEC. 1501. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the " National 
Commission on Arms Control Act". 
SEC. 1502. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that---
(1) the global proliferation of strategic and 

conventional military weapons and related 
equipment and the technology necessary to 
produce such weapons and equipment under
mines regional security and international 
stability; 

(2) regional arms races involving such mili
tary weapons and related equipment diverts 
vital resources from economic development 
and increases the risk of aggressive and pre
emptive war; 

(3) national self-restraint in the export of 
such military weapons and related equip
ment requires multilateral cooperation; and 

(4) as a world leader, the United States has 
a responsibility to help stop such global pro
liferation and guide all countries toward a 
safer world. 
SEC. 1503. ESTABLISHMENT. 

There is established a commission to be 
known as the " National Commission on 
Arms Control" (in this title referred to as 
the " Commission"). 
SEC. 1504. DUTIES. 

(a) STUDY.-The Commission shall conduct 
a study of the factors which contribute to 
the global proliferation of strategic and con
ventional military weapons and related 
equipment and the technology necessary to 
produce such weapons and equipment. 

(b) CONDUCT OF STUDY.-In carrying out 
the study under subsection (a), the Commis
sion shall-

(1) identify those factors contributing to 
global weapons proliferation which can be 
most effectively regulated; 

(2) study the factors essential to promoting 
and implementing a policy of redirecting and 
converting existing foreign and domestic de
fense industries from the production of stra
tegic and conventional military weapons and 
related equipment to the production and dis
tribution of non-military goods and services; 

(3) examine the training program options 
required for defense industry personnel like
ly to be directly affected by any program 
aimed at conversion of defense industries to 
civilian purposes; 

(4) identify and assess policy approaches 
the United States could utilize to discourage 
transfers of strategic and conventional mili
tary weapons and related equipment and the 
technology necessary to produce such weap
ons and equipment to developing nations; 

(5) assess the effectiveness of current mul
tilateral efforts to control transfers of such 
military weapons and related equipment and 
the technology necessary to produce such 
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weapons and equipment to developing na
tions; and 

(6) identify and examine methods by which 
the United States could independently dis
courage transfers of such military weapons 
and related equipment and the technology 
necessary to produce such weapons and 
equipment to developing nations, including 
placing conditions on assistance provided by 
the United States to such developing na
tions. 
SEC. 1505. MEMBERSHIP. 

(a) VOTING MEMBERS.-
(!) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT.-The Com

mission may be composed of 12 voting mem
bers, to be appointed not later than 60 days 
after the d1te of the enactment of this Act, 
as follows: 

(A) 4 members appointed by the President. 
(B) 2 members appointed by the majority 

leader of the Senate. 
(C) 2 members appointed by the minority 

leader of the Senate. 
(D) 2 members appointed by the Speaker of 

the House of Representatives. 
(E) 2 members appoihted by the minority 

leader of the House of Representatives. 
(2) QUALIFICATIONS.-The voting members 

shall be chosen from among individuals with 
expertise in defense issues, defense conver
sion, worker training, arms control, diplo
macy or international affairs, business, and 
international economics. 

(b) NONVOTING MEMBERS.-The Commission 
may appoint not more than 6 nonvoting 
members who shall be chosen from among

(1) individuals with expertise in defense 
conversion and worker training; and 

(2) executives from the defense industry, fi
nancial institutions, and entities organized 
for the purpose of conducting interdiscipli
nary research in political, economic, and so
cial issues. 

(c) TERMS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Each member shall be ap

pointed for the life of the Commission. 
(2) V ACANCIES.-A vacancy in the Commis

sion shall be filled in the manner in which 
the original appointment was made. 

(d) BASIC PAY.-
(1) RATES OF PAY.-Except as provided in 

paragraph 92), each member may be paid at 
a rate not to exceed the daily equivalent of 
the annual rate of basic pay payable for 
grade GS-17 of the General Schedule under 
section 5332 of title 5, United States Code, for 
each day during which such member is en
gaged in the actual performance of duties of 
the Commission. 

(2) PROHIBITION OF COMPENSATION OF FED
ERAL EMPLOYEES.-Except as provided in sub
section (e), members of the Commission who 
are full-time officers or employees of the 
United States may not receive additional 
pay, allowances, or benefits, by reason of 
their service on the Commission. 

(e) TRAVEL EXPENSES.- Each member may 
receive travel expenses, including per diem 
in lieu of subsistence, in accordance with 
sections 5702 and 5703 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(f) QUORUM.-A majority of the voting 
members of the Commission shall constitute 
a quorum, but a lesser number may hold 
hearings. 

(g) CHAIRPERSON.-The Chairperson of the 
Commission shall be elected by a majority of 
the voting members. 

(h) MEETINGS.-The Commission shall meet 
at the call of the Chairperson. 
SEC. 1506. DIRECTOR AND STAFF; EXPERTS AND 

CONSULTANTS. 
(a) DIRECTOR.-The Commission may have 

a Director, who shall be appointed by the 

Chairperson. The Director may be paid at a 
rate not to exceed the maximum rate of 
basic pay payable for GS-16 of the General 
Schedule under section 5332 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(b) STAFF.-Subject to rules prescribed by 
the commission, the Chairperson may ap
point a fix the pay of additional personnel as 
the Chairperson considers appropriate. 

(c) APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN CIVIL SERV
ICE LAWS.-The Director and staff of the 
Commission may be appointed without re
gard to the provisions of title 5, United 
States Code, governing appointment in the 
competitive service, and may be paid with
out regard to the provisions of chapter 51 and 
subchapter III of chapter 53 of that title re
lating to classification and General Schedule 
pay rates, except that an individual so ap
pointed may not receive pay in excess of the 
annual rate of basic pay payable for GS-16 of 
the General Schedule. 

(d) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.-The Com
mission may procure temporary and inter
mittent services under section 3109(b) of title 
5, United States Code, .at rates for individ
uals not to exceed the maximum annual rate 
of basic pay payable for GS-17 of the General 
Schedule. 

(e) STAFF OF FEDERAL AGENCIES.-Upon re
quest of the Commission, the head of any 
Federal agency may detail, on a reimburs
able basis, any of the personnel of the agency 
to the Commission to assist the Commission 
in carrying out its duties under section 1504. 
SEC. 1507. POWERS. 

(a) HEARINGS AND SESSIONS.-The Commis
sion may, for the purpose of carrying out 
section 1504, hold hearings, sit and act at 
times and places, take testimony, and re
ceive evidence as the Commission considers 
appropriate. The Commission may admin
ister oaths or affirmations to witnesses ap
pearing before it. 

(b) POWERS OF MEMBERS AND AGENTS.-Any 
member or agent of the Commission may, if 
authorized by the Commission, take any ac
tion which the Commission is authorized to 
take by this section. 

(c) OBTAINING OFFICIAL DATA.-The Com
mission may secure directly from any Fed
eral agency any information necessary to en
able the Commission to carry out section 
1504. Upon request of the Chairperson of the 
Commission, the head of the agency shall 
furnish such information to the Commission 
to the extent such information is not prohib
ited from disclosure by law. 

(d) MAILS.-The Commission may use the 
United States mails in the same manner and 
under the same conditions as other Federal 
agencies. 

(e) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES.
Upon the request of the Commission, the Ad
ministrator of General Services shall provide 
to the Commission, on a reimbursable basis, 
the administrative support services nec
essary for the Commission to carry out its 
responsibilities under this Act. 

(f) CONTRACT AUTHORITY.-The Commission 
may contract with and compensate govern
ment and private agencies or persons for the 
purpose of conducting research or surveys 
necessary to enable the Commission to carry 
out its duties under section 1504, and for 
other services. 
SEC. 1508. REPORT. 

Not later than 18 months after the date on 
which the initial members of the Commis
sion have been appointed under section 
1505(a), the Commission shall submit a re
port to the President and the Congress which 
shall contain-

(!) a detailed statement of the findings and 
conclusions of the study conducted under 
section 1504; and 

(2) recommendations to support and under
take both unilateral and multilateral initia
tives to-

(A) stop the global proliferation of strate
gic and conventional military weapons and 
related equipment and the technology nec
essary to produce such weapons and equip
ment; and 

(B) promote and implement the conversion 
of existing foreign and domestic defense in
dustries from the production of strategic and 
conventional military weapons and related 
equipment to the production of non-military 
goods and services. 
SEC. 1509. TERMINATION. 

The Commission shall terminate 30 days 
after submitting its report pursuant to sec
tion 1508. 
SEC. 1510. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There is authorized to be appropriated for 
fiscal years 1993 and 1994 such sums as may 
be necessary to carry out this title. 
MODIFICATION TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY 

MR. WISE 
The amendment as modified is as follows: 
At the end of subtitle B of title X (page 332, 

after line 5), add the following new section: 
SEC. 1023. REQUIREMENT TO ESTABLISH PROCE

DURES FOR STATE AND LOCAL GOV
ERNMENTS TO BUY LAW ENFORCE
MENT EQUIPMENT IN CONJUNCTION 
WITH DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-(!) Chapter 18 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 
"§381. PROCUREMENT BY STATE AND LOCAL 

GOVERNMENTS OF LAW ENFORCEMENT EQUIP
MENT IN CONJUNCTION WITH DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE 
"(a) PROCEDURES.-(!) The Secretary of De

fense shall establish procedures in accord
ance with this subsection under which States 
and units of local government may purchase 
certain equipment in conjunction with the 
Department of Defense. The procedures shall 
require the following: 

"(A) Each State desiring to participate in 
a procurement of equipment in conjunction 
with the Department of Defense shall submit 
to the Department, in such form and manner 
and at such times as the Secretary pre
scribes (i) a request for law enforcement 
equipment, and (ii) advance payment for 
such equipment, in an amount determined by 
the Secretary based on estimated or actual 
costs of the equipment. Requests shall be 
submitted annually or at another frequency 
determined appropriate by the Secretary. 

"(B) A request for law enforcement equip
ment shall consist of an enumeration of the 
law enforcement equipment that is desired 
by the State and units of local government 
within the State. 

"(C) A State requesting law enforcement 
equipment shall be responsible for arranging 
and paying for shipment of the equipment to 
the State and localities within the State. 

"(2) In establishing the procedures, the 
Secretary of Defense shall coordinate with 
the General Services Administration and 
other Federal agencies for purposes of avoid
ing duplication of effort. 

"(b) REIMBURSEMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE 
CosTs.-In the case of any purchase made by 
a State or unit of local government under 
the procedures established under subsection 
(a), the Secretary of Defense shall require 
the State or unit of local government to re
imburse the Department of Defense for the 
administrative costs to the Department of 
su.ch purchase. 

"(c) GSA CATALOG.-The Administrator of 
General Services shall produce and maint~in 
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a catalog of law enforcement equipment 
suitable for purchase by States and units of 
local government under the procedures es
tablished by the Secretary under this sec
tion. 

"(d) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion: 

"(1) The term 'State' means any State of 
the United States, the District of Columbia, 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Com
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 
and any territory or possession of the United 
States. 

"(2) The term 'unit of local government' 
means any city, county, township, town, bor
ough, parish, village, or other general pur
pose political subdivision of a State; an In
dian tribe which performs law enforcement 
functions as determined by the Secretary of 
the Interior; or any agency of the District of 
Columbia government or the United States 
Government performing law enforcement 
functions in and for the District of Columbia 
or the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands. 

"(3) The term 'law enforcement equipment' 
has the meaning given such term in regula
tions prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 
Such term includes, at a minimum, hand
guns, bulletproof vests, and communication 
equipment.". 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end the following new i tern: 
"381. Procurement by State and local gov

ernments of law enforcement 
equipment in conjunction with 
Department of Defense.". 

(b) DEADLINE.-The Secretary of Defense 
shall establish procedures under section 
381(a) of title 10, United States Code, as 
added by subsection (a), not later than six 
months after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

(c) REPORT.-Not later than 6 months after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Defense shall submit to the 
Congress a report on the procedures estab
lished pursuant to section 381 of title 10, 
United States Code, as added by subsection 
(a). The report shall include, at a minimum, 
a list of the law enforcement equipment that 
will be covered under such procedures. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HANSEN 
At the end of subtitle B of title XXVIII of 

the bill (page 516, after line 6), add the fol
lowing new section: 
SEC. 2819. LIMITATIONS ON THE REMOVAL OR 

DISPOSAL OF PERSONAL PROPERTY 
AND EQUIPMENT IN CONNECTION 
WITH THE CLOSURE OR MAJOR RE
ALIGNMENT OF MILITARY INSTALLA
TIONS. 

(a) LIMITATION.-Except as provided in this 
section, in connection with the closure or 
major realignment of a military installation 
pursuant to a base closure law, the Secretary 
of Defense shall not permit the removal or 
disposal of any related personal property 
that-

(1) is located at the installation; and 
(2) would be suitable for use by a govern

mental or private entity obtaining real prop
erty at the installation. 

(b) AUTHORIZED REMOVALS AND DISPOS
ALS.-The limitation specified in subsection 
(a) shall not apply with respect to the re
moval or disposal of related personal prop
erty from a military installation if-

(1) the property is regularly transferred or 
removed from the installation, such as in the 
case of military vehicles and aircraft; 

(2) the property is unique to the military 
and its removal is required to support a spe
cific mission of the Armed Forces; or 

(3) the removal or disposal is pursuant to a 
reuse plan for the installation that is ap
proved by the Secretary and consistent with 
the inventory requirements specified in sub
sections (c) and (d). 

(c) INVENTORY OF RELATED PERSONAL PROP
ERTY .-As soon as practicable following the 
selection of a military installation for clo
sure or major realignment pursuant to a 
base closure law, the Secretary of the mili
tary department exercising jurisdiction over 
the installation shall order an inventory to 
be taken of related personal property at the 
installation. 

(d) SELECTION OF PERSONAL PROPERTY FOR 
RETENTION AT lNSTALLATION.-Upon comple
tion of the inventory under subsection (c) for 
a military installation, the entity recognized 
by the Secretary of Defense as developing 
the community base reuse plan for the in
stallation shall be given not less than 12 
months within which to decide whether or 
not to retain all or a portion of the related 
personal property at the installation. 

(e) DISPOSAL AUTHORITY.-As consideration 
for the property selected by the entity under 
subsection (d) to be retained at the installa
tion, the Secretary of Defense may require 
the entity to pay to the United States such 
amount, not to exceed the fair market value 
of the retained property, as the Secretary 
considers to be appropriate. Related personal 
property that is not retained by the entity at 
the installation shall be removed or disposed 
of by the Secretary pursuant to subsection 
(b)(3). 

(f) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion. 

(1) BASE CLOSURE LAW DEFINED.-The term 
"base closure law'; means each of the follow
ing: 

(A) The Defense Base Closure and Realign
ment Act of 1990 (part A of title XXIX of 
Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 

(B) Title II of the Defense Authorization 
Amendments and Base Closure and Realign
ment Act (Public Law 100-526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 
note). 

(C) Section 2687 of title 10, United States 
Code. 

(D) Any other similar law enacted after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(2) RELATED PERSONAL PROPERTY DE
FINED.-The term "related personal prop
erty" means any personal property owned by 
the United States that-

(A) is an integral part of real property at 
a military installation or is related to, des
ignated for, or specially adapted to the func
tional or productive capacity of the real 
property. and the removal of this personal 
property would significantly diminish the 
economic value of the real property; or 

(B) is essential to implement a community 
base reuse plan and to make the installation 
fully functional for civilian operations, in
cluding such personal property as office fur
niture and equipment, machine tools and in
dustrial production equipment, dormitory 
and food service equipment, airport operat-. 
ing equipment, educational and instruc
tional equipment, and spare parts for such 
personal property sufficient to cover the ini
tial three years of civilian operations. 

(3) MAJOR REALIGNMENT.-The term "major 
realignment" means any action under a base 
closure law that-

(A) reduces and relocates functions and ci
vilian personnel positions at a military in
stallation; and 

(B) affects 500 or more employees at the in
stallation. 
MODIFICATION TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY 

MS. SNOWE 
The amendment as modified is as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title XXVII 
(page 516, after line 6), insert the following 
new section: 
SEC. 2819. PREFERENCE FOR LOCAL AND SMALL 

BUSINESSES. 
(a) PREFERENCE REQUIRED.-ln entering 

into contracts with private entities as part 
of the closure or realignment of a military 
installation under a base closure law, the 
Secretary of Defense shall give preference, to 
the greatest extent practicable, to qualified 
businesses located in the vicinity of the in
stallation and small business concerns. Con
tracts for which this preference shall be 
given shall include contracts to carry our ac
tivities for the environmental restoration 
and mitigation at a military installation to 
be closed or realigned. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion: 

(1) The term "small business concern" has 
the meaning given such term in section 3 of 
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632). 

(2) The term "base closure law" means the 
following: 

(A) The Defense Base Closure and Realign
ment Act of 1990 (part A of title XXIX of 
Public Law 101-510; 104 Stat. 1808; 10 U.S.C. 
2687 note). 

(B) Title II of the Defense Authorization 
Amendments and Base Closure and Realign
ment Act (Public Law 100-526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 
note). 

(C) Section 2687 of title 10, United States 
Code. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROWDER 
At the end of title XX! (page 464, after line 

13) insert the following new section: 
SEC. . CONSTRUCTION OF CHEMICAL MUNI· 

TIONS DISPOSAL FACILITIES. 
(a) LIMITATION ON CONSTRUCTION.-None of 

the amounts appropriated pursuant to the 
authorization of appropriations in section 
2104(a) may be obligated for the construction 
of a new chemical munitions disposal facil
ity at Anniston Army Depot, Alabama, until 
the Secretary of Defense submits a certifi
cation described in subsection (b). 

(b) CERTIFICATION.-A certification referred 
to in subsection (a) is a certification submit
ted by the Secretary of Defense to Congress 
that-

(1) the Johnston Atoll Chemical Agent Dis
posal System has been fully operational for a 
period of six consecutive months, has met all 
required environmental and safety stand
ards, and has proven to be operationally ef
fective; and 

(2) if the Secretary of the Army awards a 
construction contract for the chemical mu
nitions disposal facility at Anniston Army 
Depot, Alabama, the Secretary of the Army 
will schedule the award of a construction 
contract for a chemical munitions disposal 
facility at another non-low-volume chemical 
weapons storage site in the continental Unit
ed States during the same 12-month period in 
which the construction contract for the fa
cility at the Anniston Army Deport is 
awarded. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STUPAK 
At the end of section 1321 of the bill (page 

386, after line 20), insert the following new 
subsection: 

(C) FEASIBILITY STUDY TO GUARANTEE AS
SISTANCE TO ADVERSELY AFFECTED COMMU
NITIES.-(1) The Secretary of Defense shall 
conduct a study to determine the feasibility 
of assisting local communities recovering 
from the adverse economic impact of the clo
sure or major realignment of a military in
stallation under a base closure law by reserv
ing for grants to the communities under sec
tion 2391(b) of title 10, United States Code, 
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an amount equal to not less than 10 percent 
of the total projected savings to be realized 
by the Department of Defense in the first 10 
years after the closure or major realignment 
of the installation as a result of the closure 
or realignment. 

(2) Not later than March 1, 1994, the Sec
retary shall submit a report to Congress con
taining the results of the study required by 
this subsection. The report shall include-

(A) an estimate' of the amount of the pro
jected savings described in paragraph (1) to 
be realized by the Department of Defense as 
a result of each base closure or major re
alignment underway or announced as of the 
date of the enactment of this Act; and 

(B) a recommendation regarding the fund
ing sources within the budget for the Depart
ment of Defense from which amounts for the 
grants described in paragraph (1) could be de
rived. 

(3) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term " base closure law" means each of the 
following: 

(A) The Defense Base Closure and Realign
ment Act of 1990 (part A of title XXIX of 
Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 

(B) Title II of the Defense Authorization 
Amendments and Base Closure and Realign
ment Act (Public Law 100-526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 
note). 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOLDEN 
At the end of title II (page , after line ), 

insert the following new section: 
SEC .. AUTHORIZED USE FOR FACILITY CON

STRUCTED WITH PRIOR DEFENSE 
GRANT FUNDS. 

The plasma are facilities constructed using 
funds provided under grants made to the 
South Carolina Research Authority from 
amounts appropriated in the Department of 
Defense Appropriations Act, 1988 (Public Law 
100-463), and the Department of Defense Ap
propriations Act, 1991 (Public Law 101- 511), 
may be equipped and operated as prototype 
materials processing facilities. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DELLUMS 
Page 274, starting on line 9, strike out 

" Paragraph" and all that follows through 
the end of line 11 and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: " Section 2302 of title 10, Unit
ed States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph:". 

Page 274, line 12, strike out "(7)" and insert 
in lieu thereof "(8)". 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MACHTLEY 
At the end of title VIII (page , after line 
), insert the following section: 

"SEC. 825. AtrrHORITY TO DISPOSE OF EQUIP
MENT WHOSE OPERATION AND SUP
PORT COSTS EXCEED COSTS OF 
PROCURING REPLACEMENT EQUIP
MENT. 

"(a ) AUTHORITY.-(1) Chapter 433 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 
§4543. Disposal of property: authority to dispose of 

certain equipment 
" (a) AUTHORITY.-The Secretary of the 

Army may dispose of equipment that-
" (l ) at the discretion of the Secretary, is 

needed, but whose continued operation and 
support costs exceed costs of procuring ap
proved replacement equipment; or 

"(2) is a major end item and still has com
mercial utility, such as trucks, trailers, and 
communications equipment. 

"(b) READINESS REQUIREMENTS.-In dispos
ing of equipment under this section, the Sec
retary shall not compromise the readiness 
requirements of the Army. 

"(c ) SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING PRO
CUREMENT OF REPLACEMENT EQUIPMENT.-lt 

is the sense of Congress that the Secretary cif 
the Army should make every effort to in
crease the procurement of equipment of the 
type needed to replace the equipment dis
posed of under the authority provided by this 
section.". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections at the beginning of such chapter is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new item: 
"4543. Disposal of property: authority to dis

pose of certain equipment. ". 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SKELTON 

Strike section 571 (page &-46, line 2, 
through page &-47, line 20). 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MONTGOMERY 
Page 19, line 2, insert "(a) AUTHORIZATION 

OF APPROPRIATIONS.-" before " Funds". 
Page 19, after line 11, add the following 

new subsection: 
(b) MULTIPLE-LAUNCH ROCKET SYSTEM.-Of 

the total number of Multiple-Launch Rocket 
System units acquired with funds appro
priated pursuant to the authorization of ap
propriations in section 101 for the Army, the 
Secretary of the Army shall ensure that one 
battalion set shall be authorized for and 
made available to the Army National Guard. 

Page 487, line 15, insert "(a) AUTHORIZATION 
OF APPROPRIATIONS.-" before " There". 

Page 488, after line 7, add the following 
new subsections: 

(b) INCREASE IN ARMY NATIONAL GUARD Au
THORIZATION.-The amount provided in sub
section (a)(l )(A) for the Army National 
Guard of the United States is hereby in
creased by $4,867 ,000. 

( C) OFFSETTING REDUCTION.-The amount 
provided in section 2104(a) for military con
struction, land acquisition, and military 
family housing functions of the Department 
of the Army, and the amount provided in 
paragraph (3) of such section for construc
tion of the Chemical Demilitarization Facil
ity, Anniston Army Depot, Alabama, are 
each hereby reduced by $4,867,000. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WELDON 
Strike out section 1355 (page 436, lines 4 

through 8) and insert in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: 
SEC. 13M. ELIGIBLE SHIPYARDS. 

(a) ELIGIBILITY.-To be eligible to receive 
any assistance or otherwise to participate in 
any program carried out under the National 
Shipbuilding Initiative, a shipyard must be 
located in the United States and, in the case 
of a private shipyard, must be owned and op
erated by a United States company. 

(b) DEFINITION OF UNITED ST A TES COM
P ANY .-For the purposes of this section, the 
term "United States company" means a 
company that is not owned or controlled, di
rectly or indirectly, by citizens or nationals 
of a foreign country. For purposes of the pre
ceding sentence, a company is owned or con
trolled directed or indirectly by citizens or 
nationals of a foreign country if-

(1) 50 percent or more of the voting stock 
of the company is owned by one or more citi
zens or nationals of the foreign country; 

(2 ) the title to 50 percent or more of the 
stock of the company is held subject to trust 
or fiduciary obligations in favor of one or 
more citizens or nationals of the foreign 
country; 

(3) 50 percent or more of the voting stock 
of the company is vested in or exercisable on 
behalf of one or more citizens or nationals of 
the foreign country; or 

(4) in the case of a corporation-
(A) the number of its directors necessary 

to constitute a quorum are citizens or na
tional of the foreign country; or 

(B) the corporation is organized under the 
laws of the foreign country or any subdivi
sion, territory, or possession thereof. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SISISKY 
Strike out section 1005 (page 329, lines 1 

through 5) and insert in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: 
SEC. 1005. HUMANITARIAN AND CIVIC ASSIST· 

ANCE. 
(a) REGULATIONS.-The regulations re

quired to be prescribed under section 401 of 
title 10, United States Code, shall be pre
scribed not later than March 1, 1994. In pre
scribing such regulations, the Secretary of 
Defense shall consult with the Secretary of 
State. 

(b) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS.- Section 
40l(c)(2) of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting before the period the 
following: ", except that funds appropriated 
to the Department of Defense for operation 
and maintenance other than funds appro
priated pursuant to such paragraph may be 
obligated for humanitarian and civic assist
ance under this section only for incidental 
costs of carrying out such assistance". 

(C) NOTIFICATIONS REGARDING HUMANI
TARIAN RELIEF.-Any notification provided 
to the appropriate congressional committees 
with respect to assistance activities under 
section 2551 of title 10, United States Code, 
shall include a detailed description of any 
items for which transportation is provided 
that are excess nonlethal supplies of the De
partment of Defense, including the quantity, 
acquisition value, and value at the time of 
the transportation, of such items. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
Funds are hereby authorized to be appro
priated to carry out humanitarian and civic 
assistance activities under sections 401, 402, 
and 2551 of title 10, United States Code, in 
the amount of $48,000,000 for fiscal year 1994. 

(e) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT
TEES.-In this section, the term " appropriate 
congressional committees" means-

(1) the Committee on Appropriations, the 
Committee on Armed Services, and the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs of the House of 
Representatives; and 

(2) the Committee on Appropriations, the 
Committee on Armed Services, and the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ORTIZ 
Strike out section 822 (page , line and all 

that follows through page , line ), and in
sert in lieu thereof the following: 

(a) IN GENERAL.- (1) Chapter 137 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 2304 the following new section: 
"§ 2304a. Contracts: prohibition on competi-

tion between Department of Defense and 
small businesses and certain other entities 
" (a) EXCLUSION.-In any case in which the 

Secretary of Defense plans to use competi
tive procedures for a procurement, if the pro
curement is to be conducted as described in 
subsection (b), then the Secretary shall ex
clude the Department of Defense from com
peting in the procurement. 

" (b) PROCUREMENT DESCRIPTION.-The re
quirement to exclude the Department of De
fense under subsection (a) applies in the case 
of a procurement to be conducted by exclud
ing from competition entities in the private 
sector other than-

"(l ) small business concerns in furtherance 
of section 8 or 15 of the Small Business Act 
(15 U.S.C. 637 or 644); or 

" (2) entities described in subsection (a )( l ) 
of section 2323 of this title in furtherance of 
the goal specified in that subsection. " . 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
such chapter is amended by inserting after 
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the item relating to section 2304 the follow
ing new item: 
"2304a. Contracts: prohibition on competi

tion between Department of De
fense and small businesses and 
certain other entities." . 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Section 2304a of title 
10, United States Code, as added by sub
section (a), shall take effect on the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KLEIN 
At the end of subtitle D of title I (page 29, 

after line 9), insert the following new sec
tion: 
SEC. 133. USE OF F-16 AIRCRAFT ADVANCE PRO· 

CUREMENT FUNDS FOR PROGRAM 
TERMINATION COSTS. 

(a) FUNDS FOR PROGRAM TERMINATION 
CosTs.-Of the amount provided in section 
103 for procurement of aircraft for the Air 
Force, the amount of $70,800,000 shall be 
available only for program termination costs 
for the F-16 aircraft program. 

(b) PROHIBITION OF FUNDS FOR ADVANCE 
PROCUREMENT.-None of the amount provided 
in section 103 for procurement of aircraft for 
the Air Force shall be available for advance 
procurement of F-16 aircraft for fiscal year 
1995. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PORTER 
In section 373 (page , line ), delete sub

section (a)(l) and insert the following: 
(a) REPORT.-Not later than February 28, 

1994, the Secretary of Defense shall submit 
to the congressional committees referred to 
in paragraph (2) a report on any educational 
arrangement referred to in subsection (b) 
that is made by the Secretary of Defense for 
children residing on military installations in 
the United States. The report shall include 
the following: 

(A) the assessment and recommendations 
of the Secretary of Defense regarding the 
justification of the continuing need for 
school facilities under any such educational 
·arrangement; 

(B) A comprehensive review of the Depart
ment of Education Impact Aid program to 
determine whether the program is meeting 
its objectives with regard to militarily im
pacted school districts. The review shall ad
dress structural as well as funding concerns. 

(C) A review of all militarily-impacted 
school districts which are experiencing fi
nancial difficulties to determine whether 
those districts are experiencing financial dif
ficulty in whole or in part as a result of their 
responsibility for educating military depend
ents. The study should focus on students 
under section 3(a) of the Act of September 30, 
1950 (20 U.S.C. 238) and include , at a mini
mum, a review of all militarily-impacted 
school districts which are on a State's finan
cial watch list. The study should specifically 
analyze the effect of the financial difficulty 
on the students served, including social and 
educational impacts. 

(D) An analysis of, and recommendations 
regarding, how the Impact Aid program may 
be structurally improved to better meet the 
educational needs of military dependents 
and the schools that serve them. The analy
sis should specifically address whether the 
Department of Defense should assume a larg
er responsibility for the education of mili
tary dependents. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BAESLER 
At the end of title I (page 41 , after line 5), 

insert the following new section: 
SEC. 174. CHEMICAL DEMILITARIZATION PRO· 

GRAM. 
(a) SUBMISSION OF REPORTS ON ALTER

NATIVE TECHNOLOGIES.-Section 173(b)(l) of 

the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1993 (Public Law 102--484; 106 
Stat. 2343) is amended by striking out the pe
riod at the end and inserting in lieu thereof 
"and a period of 90 days has passed following 
the submission of the report. During such 90-
day period, each Chemical Demilitarization 
Citizens' Advisory Commission in existence 
on the date of the enactment of the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
1994 may submit such comments on the re
port as it considers appropriate to the Com
mittees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
House of Represen ta ti ves.''. 

(b) EXTENSION OF DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION 
OF REVISED CONCEPT PLAN.-Section 175(d) of 
such Act (106 Stat. 2344) is amended by strik
ing out " not later than 180 days" and all 
that follows and inserting in lieu thereof 
"during the 180-day period beginning at the 
end of the 90-day period following the sub
mission of the report of the Secretary re
quired under section 173." . 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KENNEDY 
At the end of subtitle C of title X (page 346, 

after line 23), insert the following new sec
tion: 
SEC. 1043. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING 

UNITED STATES POLICY ON PLUTO
NIUM. 

It is the sense of the Congress that the 
start-up or continued operation of any pluto
nium separation plant presents serious envi
ronmental hazards and increases the risk of 
proliferation of weapons-usable plutonium 
and therefore should be suspended until the 
related environmental and proliferation con
cerns have been addressed and resolved. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STARK 
At the end of subtitle C of title X (page 346, 

after line 23), insert the following new sec
tion: 
SEC. 1043. NORTH KOREA AND THE TREATY ON 

THE NONPROLIFERATION OF NU
CLEAR WEAPONS. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds the fol
lowing: 

(1) The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons, to which 156 states are 
party, is the cornerstone of the international 
nuclear non-proliferation regime. 

(2) Any nonnuclear weapon state that is a 
party to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons is obligated to accept 
International Atomic Energy Agency safe
guards on all source or special fissionable 
material that is within its territory, under 
its jurisdiction, or carried out under its con
trol anywhere. 

(3) The International Atomic Energy Agen
cy is permitted to conduct inspections in a 
nonnuclear weapon state that is a party to 
the Treaty at any site, whether or not de
clared by that state, to ensure that all 
source or special fissionable material in that 
state is under safeguards. 

(4) North Korea acceded to the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons as 
a non-nuclear weapons state in December 
1985. 

(5) North Korea, after acceding to that 
treaty, refused until 1992 to accept Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency safeguards 
as required under the treaty. 

(6) Inspections of North Korea's nuclear 
materials by the International Atomic En
ergy Agency suggested discrepancies in 
North Korea's declarations regarding special 
nuclear materials. 

(7) North Korea has not given a scientif
ically satisfactory explanation for those dis
crepancies. 

(8) North Korea refused to provide Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency inspectors 

with full access to two sites for the purposes 
of verifying its compliance with the Treaty 
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weap
ons. 

(9) When called upon by the International 
Atomic Energy Agency to provide such full 
access as required by the Treaty, North 
Korea announced its intention to withdraw 
from the Treaty, effective after the required 
three months notice. 

(10) After intensive negotiations with the 
United States, North Korea agreed to sus
pend its intention to withdraw from the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons and begin consultations with the 
International Atomic Energy Agency on pro
viding access to its suspect sites. 

(b) CONGRESSIONAL STATEMENTS.-The Con
gress--

(1) notes that the continued refusal of 
North Korea nearly eight years after ratifi
cation of the Treaty on the Non-Prolifera
tion of Nuclear Weapons to fully accept 
International Atomic Energy Agency safe
guards raises serious questions regarding a 
possible North Korean nuclear weapons pro
gram; 

(2) notes that possession by North Korea of 
nuclear weapons (A) would threaten peace 
and stability in Asia, (B) would jeopardize 
the existing nuclear non-proliferation re
gime, and (C) would undermine the goal of 
the United States to extend the Treaty on 
the Non-Proiiferation of Nuclear Weapons at 
the 1995 review conference; 

(3) urges continued pressure from the 
President, United States allies, and the Unit
ed Nations Security Council on North Korea 
to adhere to the Treaty and provide full ac
cess to the International Atomic Energy 
Agency in the shortest time possible; 

(4) urges that no trade, financial, or other 
economic benefits be provided to North 
Korea by the United States or United States 
allies until North Korea has (A) provided full 
access to the International Atomic Energy 
Agency, (B) satisfactorily explained any dis
crepancies in its declarations of bomb-grade 
material, and (C) fully demonstrated that it 
does not have or seek a nuclear weapons ca
pability; and 

(5) calls on the President and the inter
national community to take steps to 
strengthen the international nuclear non
proliferation regime. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FARR 
At the end of subtitle C of title XXVIII 

(page 544, after line 3), insert the following 
new section: 
SEC. 2836. CONVEYANCE OF SURPLUS REAL 

PROPERTY, FORT ORD, CALIFORNIA. 
(a) CONVEYANCE.-The Secretary of the 

Army shall convey to the Regents of the 
University of California and the Trustees of 
the California State University (in this sec
tion referred to as the " recipient institu
tions" ) all right, title, and interest of the 
United States in and to certain parcels of 
real property located at Fort Ord, California, 
and described in subsection (b). The convey
ance shall include all land and water rights 
applicable to the parcels, all air quality per
mits to operate facilities and air emission 
reduction credits applicable to the parcels, 
and all infrastructure and improvements on 
the parcels. 

(b) DESCRIPTION OF PARCELS.-The parcels 
to be conveyed under subsection (a) shall ei
ther-

(1) substantially conform to the descrip
tion of the land and facilities in the Edu
cational Public Benefit Transfer Applica
tions submitted by the recipient institutions 
with regard to Ford Ord on or before March 
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8, 1993, as supplemented or amended through 
September 30, 1993; or 

(2) consist of such alternative parcels as 
shall, after negotiation, be mutually accept
able to the Secretary and the recipient insti
tutions. 

(c) CoNDITIONS.-The conveyance required 
by subsection (a) shall be subject to the fol
lowing conditions: 

(1) The recipient institutions shall accept 
the conveyed parcels as is. 

(2) The recipient institutions shall agree to 
provide the United States, its agents and as
signs, access to Fort Ord in order to conduct 
the ongoing Fort Ord Installation Restora
tion Program and to comply with the respon
sibilities of the United States under the 
amendments enacted by the Federal Facility 
Compliance Act of 1992 (Public Law 102-386; 
106 Stat. 1505). 

(3) The recipient institutions shall agree to 
ensure that they and their successors, 
agents, and assigns do not disrupt, destroy, 
or impede the remedial actions performed at 
Fort Ord by the United States, its agents or 
assigns. 

(d) LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS AND SURVEYS.
The exact acreage and legal description of 
the parcels to be conveyed under subsection 
(a) shall be determined by surveys satisfac
tory to the Secretary. The cost of such sur
veys shall be borne by the recipient institu
tions. 

(e) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.
The Secretary may require such additional 
terms and conditions in connection with the 
conveyance under subsection (a) as the Sec
retary determines appropriate to protect the 
interests of the United States. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DELLUMS 
At the end of title subtitle C of title I 

(page 26, after line 16), insert the following 
new section: 
SEC. 124. LONG-TERM LEASE AUTHORITY FOR 

CERTAIN ROLL-ON/ROLL-OFF VES
SELS. 

(a) AUTHORITY.-The Secretary of the Navy 
may enter into a long-term lease or charter 
for not more than five vessels described in 
subsection (b) without regard to the provi
sions of section 2401 of title 10, United States 
Code, or section 9081 of the Department of 
Defense Appropriations Act, 1990 (10 U.S.C. 
2401 note) . 

(b) COVERED VESSELS.-Subsection (a) ap
plies to roll-on/roll-off (RO/RO) vessels which 
are required by the Department of Defense 
for prepositioning or related point-to-point 
service and which, in the case of vessels for 
which work is required to make the vessel el
igible for such service and for documentation 
under the laws of the United States, have 
such work performed in a United States ship
yard. 

(c) LIMITATION ON SOURCE OF FUNDS.-The 
Secretary may not use funds appropriated 
for the National Defense Sealift program 
that are available for construction of vessels 
to enter into a contract for a lease or charter 
pursuant to subsection (a). 

(d) CONDITIONS ON OBLIGATION OF FUNDS.
The Secretary may not enter into a contract 
for a lease or charter pursuant to subsection 
(a) unless the contract includes the following 
provisions: 

(1) A statement that the obligation of the 
United States to make payments under the 
contract in any fiscal year is subject to ap
propriations being provided specifically for 
that fiscal year and specifically for that 
lease or charter. 

(2) A commitment to obligate the nec
essary amount for each fiscal year covered 
by the contract when and to the extent that 
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funds are appropriated for that lease or char
ter for that fiscal year. 

(3) A statement that such a commitment 
given under paragraph (2) does not con
stitute an obligation of the United States. 

(e) DEFINITION.-For purposes of subsection 
(a), the term "long-term lease or charter" 
has the meaning given that term in section 
2401(d)(l)(A) of title 10, United States Code 
(without regard to subparagraph (B) of that 
section). 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ZIMMER 
At the end of title subtitle C of title II 

(page 70, after line 19), insert the following 
new section: 
SEC. 244. CLEMENTINE SATELµTE PROGRAM. 

(a) FINDING.-The Congress finds that the 
program of the Ballistic Missile Defense Or
ganization within the Follow-on programs 
program element that is know as the "Clem
entine" program, consisting of a satellite 
space project that will, among other mat
ters, provide valuable information about as
teroids in the vicinity of Earth, represents 
an important opportunity for transfer of De
partment of Defense technology for civilian 
purposes and should be supported. 

(b) CONGRESSIONAL VIEWS.-The Congress 
urges the Secretary of Defense-

(1) to consider funding for the Clementine 
program to be a priority within the Ballistic 
Missile Defense Organization Follow-on pro
grams program element and to provide funds 
for that program at appropriate levels; and 

(2) to identify and appropriate manage
ment structure within either the Advanced 
Research Projects Agency or one of the mili
tary departments to which the Clementine 
program and related programs of general ap
plicability to civilian, commercial, and mili
tary space programs might be transferred. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WALKER 
Page 380, strike out line 14 through 18, and 

insert in lieu thereof the following: 
" (2) The Secretary may increase the Fed

eral share of the costs of partnership activi
ties to not more than 70 percent of such costs 
in the case of a partnership in which the en
tity proposing the partnership and a major
ity of the non-Government participants-

" (A) are small business concerns; and 
" (B) are determined by the Secretary to 

have individually contributed a significant 
equity percentage toward the non-Federal 
contribution in relation, if applicable, to the 
participants that are not small business con
cerns. 

Page 381, line 3, insert after " such costs" 
the following: ", unless the small business 
concern is participating in a partnership re
ceiving the financial commitment arrange
ment authorized in paragraph (2) of the Sec
retary determines that the small business 
concern has not made a significant equity 
percentage contribution in the partnership 
from non-Federal sources" . 

Page 381, strike out lines 12 through 16, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"(2) The Secretary may increase the Fed
eral share of the costs of partnership activi
ties to not more than 70 percent of such costs 
in the case of a partnership in which the en
tity proposing the partnership and a major
ity of the non-Government participants-

" (A) are small business concerns; and 
" (B) are determined by the Secretary to 

have individually contributed a significant 
equity percentage toward the non-Federal 
contribution in relation, if applicable, to the 
participants that are not small business con
cerns. 

Page 382, line 2, insert after " such costs" 
the following: " , unless the small business 

concern is participating in a partnership re
ceiving the financial commitment arrange
ment authorized in paragraph (2) and the 
Secretary determines that the small busi
ness concern has not made a significant eq
uity percentage contribution in the partner
ship from non-Federal sources" . 

Page 382, strike out lines 7 through 13, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

" ( 4) The Secretary may increase the 
amount of assistance provide under para
graph (1) up to an amount not exceeding 70 
percent of the cost of the activities of a re
gional technology alliance in the case of a 
regional technology alliance in which the en
tity proposing the alliance and a majority of 
the non-Government participants-

"(A) are small business concerns; and 
"(B) are determined by the Secretary to 

have individually contributed a significant 
equity percentage toward the non-Federal 
contribution in relation, if applicable, to the 
participants that are not small business con
cerns."; and 

Page 383, line 5, insert after " such costs" 
the following: " , unless the small business 
concern is participating in an alliance re
ceiving the financial commitment arrange
ment authorized in subsection (d)(4) and the 
Secretary determines that the small busi
ness concern has not made a significant eq
uity percentage contribution in the alliance 
from non-Federal sources". 

Page 383, line 17, strike out "business con
cerns." and insert in lieu thereof the follow
ing "business concerns and are determined 
by the Secretary to have individually con
tributed a significant equity percentage to
ward the non-Federal contribution in rela
tion, if applicable, to the participants that 
are not small business concerns.". 

Page 384, line 13, insert after " such costs" 
the following: ", unless the small business 
concern is participating in a program receiv
ing the increased Federal share arrangement 
authorized in subparagraph (A) and the Sec
retary determines that the small business 
concern has not made a significant equity 
percentage contribution in the program from 
non-Federal sources" . 

Page 384, strike out line 23 and all that fol
lows through line 2 on page 385, and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

"(2) The Secretary may increase the Fed
eral share of the costs of a program under 
this section to not more than 70 percent of 
such costs in the case of a program in which 
the entity proposing the program and a ma
jority of the non-Government participants-

"(A) are small business concerns; and 
"(B) are determined by the Secretary to 

have individually contributed a significant 
equity percentage toward the non-Federal 
contribution in relation, if applicable, to the 
participants that are not small business con
cerns.'' 

Page 385, line 13, insert after "such costs" 
the following: " , unless the small business 
concern is participating in a program receiv
ing the financial commitment arrangement 
authorized in paragraph (2) and the Sec
retary determines that the small business 
concern has not made a significant equity 
percentage contribution in the program from 
non-Federal sources" . 

Page 386, line 3, strike out the close 
quotation marks and the final period. 

Page 386, after line 3, insert the following 
new paragraph: 

" (15) The term 'significant equity percent
age ' means--

"(A) a level of contribution and participa
tion determined, when compared to the other 
non-Federal participants, to demonstrate a 
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comparable long-term financial commitment 
to the product or process development in
volved; and 

"(B) any other criteria the Secretary may 
consider necessary to ensure an appropriate 
equity mix among the participants.". 
MODIFICATION TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY 

MR. PICKETT 
The amendment as modified is as follows: 
At the end of subtitle F of title III (page 

134, after line 16), insert the following new 
section: 
SEC. 375. SIDPS' STORES. 

(a) CONVERSION TO OPERATION AS NON
APPROPRIATED FUND INSTRUMENTALITIES.
Not later than 180 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of the 
Navy shall convert the operation of all ships' 
stores from operation as an activity funded 
by direct appropriations to operation by the 
Navy Exchange Command as an activity 
funded from sources other than appropriated 
funds. 

(b) TRANSFER OF FUNDS.-To facilitate the 
conversion required under subsection (a), the 
Secretary of the Navy shall transfer to the 
Navy Exchange Command from-

(1) the Navy Stock Fund, an amount equal 
to the value of existing ships' stores assets 
in that Fund; and 

(2) the Ships' Stores Profits, Navy Fund, 
residual cash in that Fund. 

(C) CODIFICATION.-Section 7604 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended-

(A) by inserting "(a) IN GENERAL.-" before 
"Under such regulations"; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
subsections: 

"(b) INCIDENTAL SERVICES.-The Secretary 
of the Navy may provide financial services, 
space, utilities, and labor to ships' stores on 
a nonreimbursable basis. 

"(c) ITEMS SOLD.-Merchandise sold by ship 
stores afloat shall include items in the fol
lowing categories: 

"(l) Health, beauty, and barber items. 
"(2) Prerecorded music and videos. 
"(3) Photographic batteries and related 

supplies. 
"( 4) Appliances and accessories. 
"(5) Uniform items, emblematic and ath

letic clothing, and equipment. 
"(6) Luggage and leather goods. 
"(7) Stationery, magazines, books, and sup-

plies. 
"(8) Sundry, games, and souvenirs. 
"(9) Beverages and related food and snacks. 
"(10) Tobacco products.". 
(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Subsections (b) and 

(c) of section 7604 of title 10, United States 
Code, as added by subsection (c), shall take 
effect on the date on which the Secretary of 
the Navy completes the conversion referred 
to in subsection (a). 

Page 295, line 15, insert "exchange, com
missary, and nonappropriated fund activi
ties," after "family matters,". 
MODIFICATION TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY 

MR. HUTTO 
The amendment as modified is as follows: 
At the end of title X (page 346, after line 

23), insert the following section: 
SEC. 1043. AVIATION LEADERSHIP PROGRAM. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds the fol
lowing: 

(1) the training of pilots from the air forces 
of friendly foreign nations in the United 
States furthers United States interests, pro
motes closer relations, and advances the na
tional security. 

(2) Many friendly foreign nations cannot 
afford to reimburse the United States for the 
cost of such training provided. 

(3) It is in the national interest to author
ize the Secretary of the Air Force to estab
lish a program of pilot trairting for personnel 
of the air forces of friendly, less developed 
foreign nations. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.-Part III 
of subtitle D of 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. Establishment of program. 
"9382. Supplies and clothing. 
"9383. Allowances. 

"§ 9381. 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. 
"§ 9382. Supplies and clothing 

"(a) The Secretary of the Air Force may, 
under such conditions as the Secretary may 
prescribe, provide to persons receiving train
ing under this chapter-

"(!) 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 health services. 
"(b) The Secretary may authorize such ex

penditures from the appropriations of the 
Air Force as the Secretary considers for the 
efficient and effective maintenance of the 
Program in accordance with this chapter. 
"§9383.Allo'Wances 

"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 the Secretary, taking into ac
count the amount of living allowances au
thorized by members of the armed forces 
under similar circumstances.". 

(C) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
chapters at the beginning of subtitle D of 
title 10, United States Code, and part III of 
such subtitle are amended by inserting after 
the items relating to chapter 903 the follow
ing new i tern: 
"905. Aviation Leadership Program ... 9381". 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KENNEDY 
At the end of title II (page 81, after line 23), 

insert the following section: 
SEC. 266. GRANT TO SUPPORT ESTABLISHMENT 

OF RESEARCH FACILITY TO STUDY 
LOW·LEVEL CHEMICAL SENSITIVI
TIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Defense, 
in consultation with the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, shall make a grant in 
the amount of Sl,200,000 to a medical re
search institution selected through estab
lished acquisition procedures for the purpose 
of constructing and equipping a specialized 
environmental medical facility at that insti
tution with the purpose of studying the pos
sible health effects of exposure to low levels 
of volatile organic chemicals and other sub
stances and the individual susceptibility of 
humans to such exposure under environ
mentally controlled conditions, especially 
among persons who served on active duty in 
the Southwest Asia theater of operation dur
ing the Persian War. 

(b) FUNDING SOURCE.-Funds for the grand 
under subsection (a) shall be made from 
amounts appropriated to the Department of 
Defense for fiscal year 1994 for research, de
velopment, test, and evaluation. 

(c) SELECTION CRITERIA.-To be eligible to 
be selected for a grant under subsection (a), 
an institution-

(!) must be affiliated with an accredited 
hospital and be affiliated with, and in close 
proximity to, a Department of Defense medi
cal center and a Department of Veterans Af
fairs medical center; 

(2) must enter into an agreement with the 
Secretary of Defense to ensure that research 
personnel of those affiliated medical facili
ties and other relevant Federal personnel 
may have access to the facility to carry out 
research; 

(3) must have demonstrated potential or 
ability to ensure the participation of sci
entific personnel with expertise in research 
on possible chemical sensitivities to low
level exposure to volatile organic chemicals 
and other substances; and 

(4) must have immediate access to sophis
ticated physiological imaging (including 
functional brain imaging) and other innova
tive research technology that could better 
define the possible health effects of low-level 
exposure to volatile organic chemicals and 
other substances and lead to new therapies. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HALL OF OHIO 
At the end of subtitle A of title XIII (page 

386, after line 3), insert the following new 
section: 
SEC. 1318. ADDmONAL CRITERIA FOR THE SE

LECTION OF REGIONAL TECH
NOLOGY ALLIANCES. 

Section 2513(h) of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended-

(1) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para
graph (7); and 

(2) by striking out paragraph (4) and in
serting in lieu thereof the following new 
paragraphs: 

"(4) The potential for the regional tech
nology alliance to combine financial assist
ance provided under this section with assist
ance available from other Federal, State, or 
local agencies, institutions of higher edu
cation, and private nonprofit entities. 

"(5) The potential for the regional tech
nology alliance to increase industrial com
petitiveness. 

"(6) The potential for the regional tech
nology alliance to meet the needs of small
and medium-sized defense-dependent compa
nies across multiple activity areas includ
ing-

"(A) outreach; 
"(B) manufacturing education and train-

ing; 
"(C) technology development; 
"(D) technology deployment; and 
"(E) business counseling.". 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CONYERS 
At the end of subtitle G of title III (page 

143, after line 16), insert the following new 
section: 
SEC. 383. ANNUAL REPORT ON REIMBURSEMENT 

OF CONTRACTOR ENVIRONMENTAL 
RESPONSE COSTS FOR OTHER THAN 
RESPONSE ACTION CONTRACTORS. 

(a) ANNUAL REPORT.-Section 2706 of title 
10, United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

"(C) REPORT ON REIMBURSEMENT OF CON
TRACTOR COSTS.-(1) Each year, at the same 
time the President submits to the Congress 
the budget for a fiscal year (pursuant to sec
tion 1105 of title 31), the Secretary of Defense 
shall submit to the committees named in 
paragraph (3) a report on payments made by 
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the Secretary of Defense for defense contrac
tor environmental response costs. 

"(2) Each report required by paragraph (1) 
shall include, for the recently completed fis
cal year-

"(A) estimated payments made by the Sec
retary of Defense to a defense contractor 
(other than a response action contractor) for 
environmental response costs at facilities 
owned or operated by the defense contractor 
or at which the defense contractor is liable 
in whole or in part for the environmental re
sponse action; and 

"(B) the amount and current status of any 
pending requests by a defense contractor 
(other than a response action contractor) for 
payment of environmental response costs at 
facilities owned or operated by the defense 
contractor or at which the defense contrac
tor is liable in whole or in part for the envi
ronmental response action. 

"(3) The committees of Congress to which 
a report under paragraph (1) is to be submit
ted are the following: 

"(A) The Committee on Armed Services of 
the House of Representatives. 

"(B) The Committee on Armed Services of 
the Senate. 

"(C) The Committee on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives. 

"(D) The Committee on Appropriations of 
the Senate. 

"(E) The Committee on Government Oper
ations of the House of Representatives. 

"(F) The Committee on Governmental Af
fairs of the Senate.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re
spect to fiscal years beginning with fiscal 
year 1992, except that for fiscal years 1992 
and 1993, the Secretary of Defense shall sub
mit a report required by such amendment to 
the committees named in subsection (c) not 
later than 180 days after the date of enact
ment of this Act. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.-In this section: 
(1) The term "defense contractor"-
(A) means a company that is one of the top 

100 companies receiving the largest dollar 
volume of prime contract awards by the De
partment of Defense during the fiscal year 
covered by the report required by section 
2706(c) of title 10, United States Code, as 
amended by subsection (a); and 

(B) does not include small business con
cerns, commercial companies providing com
mercial items to the Department of Defense, 
or segments or commercial companies pro
viding commercial items to the Department 
of Defense. 

(2) The terms "facility", "response", and 
"response action contractor" have the mean
ing given such terms in paragraphs (9) and 
(25) of section 101, and in section 119(e)(2), re
spectively, of the Comprehensive Environ
mental Response, Compensation, and Liabil
ity Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601(9) and (25), 
9619(e)(2)). 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CONYERS 
At the end of subtitle D of title I (page 29, 

after line 9), insert the following new sec
tion: 
SEC •• C-17 AIRCRAFI' PROGRAM. 

(a) WITHHOLDING OF PAYMENTS FOR SOFT
WARE NONCOMPLIANCE.-In accepting further 
delivery of C-17 aircraft that in accordance 
with existing C-17 contracts require a waiver 
for software noncompliance, the Secretary of 
Defense shall withhold from the unliquidated 
portion of the progress payments for such 
aircraft an amount not less than 1 percent of 
the total cost of such aircraft. The withhold
ing shall continue until the Secretary sub
mits to each of the congressional commit-

tees named in subsection (e) a report in 
which the Secretary certifies each of the fol
lowing: 

(1) That C-17 software testing and avionics 
integration have been completed. 

(2) That the costs of waivers for software 
noncompliance have been identified and are 
in accordance with the terms of existing C-
17 contracts. 

(b) CORRECTION OF WING DEFECTS.-Within 
120 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of Defense shall sub
mit to each of the congressional committees 
named in subsection (e) a report in which the 
Secretary certifies that, in accordance with 
the terms of existing C-17 contracts, the con
tractor has identified and is bearing each of 
the following: 

(1) The costs related to wing structural de
ficiencies (including the costs of redesign, 
static wing failure repair, and retrofit for ex
isting wing sets). 

(2) The costs for required redesign, retest
ing, and manufacture of C-17 slats and flaps 
to correct identified deficiencies. 

(c) ANALYSIS OF . RANGE/PAYLOAD DEFl
CIENCY.-Within 180 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of De
fense shall submit to each of the congres
sional committees named in subsection (e) a 
report containing the following: 

(1) An analysis of the operational impacts 
caused by deficiencies in the range/payload 
specification, as defined by the C-17 Lot III 
production contract, including projected 
operational and maintenance costs, such as 
the costs of required airborne refueling due 
to range shortfalls. 

(2) A schedule for securing from the con
tractor, in accordance with the terms of ex
isting C-17 contracts, an equitable recovery 
for the operational impacts caused by defi
ciencies in the range/payload specification 
identified in the analysis required by this 
section. 

(d) REPORT CONTENTS.-Each report re
quired by this section shall include an item
ization of the estimated effect on total pro
duction costs caused by software noncompli
ance, wing defects, or range/payload defi
ciency, as applicable. 

(e) CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES.-The com
mittees of Congress to which a report re
quired by this section is to be submitted are 
the following: 

(1) The Committees on Armed Serves of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives. 

(2) The Committees on Appropriations of 
the Senate and the House of Representatives. 

(3) The Committee on Governmental Af
fairs of the Senate and the Committee on 
Government Operations of the House of Rep
resentatives. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ANDREWS OF 
MAINE 

At the end of section 102 (page 18, after line 
6), insert the following new subsection: 

(c) ADDITIONAL AMOUNT FOR PRODUCTION 
DESIGN SUPPORT FOR DDG-51 PROGRAM.
Within the amount provided in subsection 
(a)(3) for shipbuilding and conversion-

(!) the amount available for Production 
Design Support for the DDG-51 program is 
hereby increased by $38,459,000; and 

(2) the amount available for Outfitting is 
hereby reduced by $38,459,000. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. SCHROEDER 
At the end of subtitle C of title XIII (page 

after line ), insert the following new sec
tion: 
SEC. 1337. AMENDMENTS TO DEFENSE DIVER

SIFICATION PROGRAM UNDER JOB 
TRAINING PARTNERSIDP ACT. 

(a) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.-Section 
325A(k)(l) of the Job Training Partnership 
Act is amended-

(1) in subparagraph (B), by striking out 
"and" after the semicolon; 

(2) in subparagraph (C), by striking out the 
period and inserting in lieu thereof a semi
colon; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraphs: 

"(D) projects involving teams of transition 
assistance specialists from Federal, State, 
and local agencies to provide onsite services, 
including assisting affected communities in 
short-term and long-term planning and as
sisting affected individuals through counsel
ing and referrals to appropriate services, at 
the site of such reductions or closures within 
60 days of the announcement of such reduc
tions or closures; 

"(E) projects to assist in establishing tran
sition assistance centers at the installations 
where large dislocations occur to provide 
comprehensive services to individuals af
fected by such dislocations; 

"(F) projects involving the joint efforts of 
Federal agencies, such as the Department of 
Labor, the Department of Defense, the De
partment of Commerce, and the Small Busi
ness Administration, to assist communities 
affected by such reductions or closures in de
veloping integrated community planning 
processes to facilitate the retraining of af
fected individuals and the conversion of in
stallations to commercial uses; 

"(G) projects to develop new information 
and data systems to assist individuals and 
communities affected by such reductions or 
closures, including-

"(i) the development of data bases with the 
capability to provide an affected individual 
with a civilian economy skills profile which 
takes into account the skills acquired while 
working on defense-related matters; and 

"(H) projects to assist small- and medium
sized firms affected by such reductions or 
closures in the formation of learning consor
tia, which will promote joint efforts for staff 
training, human resource development, prod
uct development, and the marketing of prod
ucts.". 

(b) STAFF TRAINING, ADMINISTRATION, AND 
COORDINATION.-Section 325A of the Job 
Training Partnership Act is amended-

(!) by redesignating subsection (1) as sub
section (o); and 

(2) by adding the following new subsections 
after subsection (k): 

"(1) STAFF TRAINING AND TECHNICAL As
SISTANCE.-In carrying out the grant pro
gram established under subsection (a), the 
Secretary of Defense may provide staff train
ing and technical assistance services to 
States, communities, businesses, and labor 
organizations, and other entities involved in 
providing adjustment assistance to workers. 

"(m) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.-Not 
more than 2 percent of funds available to the 
Secretary of Defense to carry out this sec
tion for any fiscal year may be retained by 
the Secretary of Defense for the administra
tion of activities authorized under this sec
tion. 

"(n) COORDINATION WITH TECHNOLOGY REIN
VESTMENT PROJECTS.-The Secretary of de
fense, in consultation with the Secretary of 
Labor, shall ensure that activities carried 
out under this section are coordinated with 

• relevant activities carried out pursuant to 
title IV of the Department of Defense Appro
priations Act, 1993 (Public Law 102-396; 106 
Stat. 1890).". 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HANSEN 
At the end of subtitle A of title X (page 329, 

after line 25), insert the following new sec
tion: 
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SEC. 1008. FUNDING STRUCTURE FOR CONTIN

GENCY OPERATIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 3 of title 10, 

United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 127 the following new section: 
"§ 127a. Expenses for contingency operations 

"(a) DESIGNATION OF NATIONAL CONTIN
GENCY OPERATIONS.-The funding procedures 
prescribed by this section apply with respect 
to any operation involving the armed forces 
that is designated by the Secretary of De
fense as a National Contingency Operation. 
Whenever the Secretary designates an oper
ation as a National Contingency Operation, 
the Secretary shall prcmptly transmit no
tice of that designation in writing to Con
gress. This section does not provide author
ity for the President or the Secretary of De
fense to carry out an operation, but applies 
to the Department of Defense mechanisms 
by which funds are provided for operations 
that the armed forces are required to carry 
out under some other authority. 

"(b) WAIVER OF REQUIREMENT TO REIM
BURSE SUPPORT UNITS.-(1) When an operat
ing unit of the Armed Forces participating 
in a National Contingency Operation re
ceives support services from a support unit 
of the Armed Forces that operates through 
the Defense Business Operations Fund (or a 
successor fund), that operating unit need not 
reimburse that support unit for the incre
mental costs incurred by the support unit in 
providing such support, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law or Government ac
counting practice. 

"(2) The amounts which but for paragraph 
(1) would be required to be reimbursed to a 
support unit shall be recorded as an expense 
attributable to the operation and shall be ac
counted for separately. 

"(c) OBLIGATIONAL LIMITATIONS.-(1) Obli
gations attributable to a National Contin
gency Operation for which customary reim
bursement requirements are not applicable 
by reason of subsection (b) may not be made 
in excess of $20,000,000 until the President 
submits to Congress notice of the intention 
to make such obligations in excess of 
$20,000,000. 

"(2) Upon such notification under para
graph (1), an additional $20,000,000 in obliga
tions attributable to that operation for 
which customary reimbursement require
ments are not applicable by reason of sub
section (b) may be made. 

"(3) Obligations attributable to a National 
Contingency Operation for which customary 
reimbursement requirements are not appli
cable by reason of subsection (b) may be 
made in excess of $40,000,000--

"(A) only after the end of the 30-day period 
beginning on the date on which a presi
dential notification is submitted under para
graph (2); and 

"(B) only if during that 30-day period a 
joint resolution described in subsection (i) is 
not enacted into law. 

"(4) The President may waive the limita
tion in paragraph (3) in the case of any Na
tional Contingency Operation with respect 
to which the President has declared a na
tional emergency. 

"(d) NOTIFICATION AND PLAN FOR LARGE
SCALE OPERATIONS.-(1) Within two months 
of the beginning of any large-scale or long
term National Contingency Operation, the 
President shall submit to Congress a finan
cial plan for the operat1on that sets forth the 
manner by which the President proposes to 
obtain funds for the full cost to the United 
States of the operation. 

"(2) For purposes of this subsection, a 
large-scale or long-term National Cantin-

gency Operation is an operation designated 
as a National Contingency Operation that 
was not anticipated and programmed for in 
the budget for the current fiscal year and 
which is expected-

"(A) to have a duration in excess of three 
months; or 

"(B) to have an incremental cost to the De
partment of Defense in excess of $100,000,000. 

"(e) INCREMENTAL COSTS.-For purposes of 
this section, incremental costs of the De
partment of Defense with respect to an oper
ation are the costs that are directly attrib
utable to the operation and that are other
wise chargeable to accounts available for op
eration and maintenance or for military per
sonnel. Any costs which are otherwise 
chargeable to accounts available for procure
ment may not be considered to be incremen
tal costs for purposes of this section. 

"(f) INCREMENTAL PERSONNEL COSTS AC
COUNT.-(1) There is hereby established in 
the Department 0f Defense a reserve fund to 
be known as the 'National Contingency Oper
ation Personnel Fund'. Amounts in the fund 
shall be available for incremental military 
personnel costs attributable to a National 
Contingency Operation. Amounts in the fund 
remain available until expended. 

"(2) There is hereby authorized to be ap
propriated for fiscal year 1994 to the fund es
tablished under paragraph (2) the sum of 
$10,000,000. 

"(g) COORDINATION WITH WAR POWERS RES
OLUTION.-This section may not be construed 
as altering or superseding the War Powers 
Resolution. This section does not provide au
thority to conduct a National Contingency 
Operation or any other operation. 

"(h) GAO COMPLIANCE REVIEWS.-The 
Comptroller General of the United States 
shall from time to time, and when requested 
by a committee of Congress, conduct a re
view of the defense contingency funding 
structure under this section to determine 
whether the Department of Defense is com
plying with the requirements and limita
tions of this section. 

"(i) PROCEDURES FOR CONSIDERING RESOLU
TION OF DISAPPROVAL.-(1) For purposes of 
subsection (c)(3), the term 'joint resolution' 
means only a joint resolution that is intro
duced within the 10-day period beginning on 
the date on which the President transmits to 
Congress the notification under that sub
section and-

"(A) that does not have a preamble; 
"(B) the matter after the resolving clause 

of which is as follows: 'That the President 
may not incur obligations in excess of 
$40,000,000 as proposed in the notice of the 
President of ', the blank space being filled 
in with the appropriate date; and 

"(C) the title of which is as follows: 'Joint 
resolution limiting obligations by the Presi
dent.'. 

"(2) A resolution described in paragraph (1) 
that is introduced in the House of Represent
atives shall be referred jointly to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations and the Com
mittee on Armed Services of the House of 
Representatives. A resolution described in 
paragraph (1) that is introduced in the Sen
ate and the Committee on Armed Services of 
the Senate. 

"(3) If the committees to which a resolu
tion described in paragraph (1) is referred 
have not reported such resolution (or an 
identical resolution) by the end of the 15-day 
period beginning on the date on which the 
President transmits the applicable notice to 
Congress under subsection (c), such commit
tees shall be, at the end of such period, dis
charged from further consideration of such 

resolution, and such resolution shall be 
placed on the appropriate calendar of the 
House involved. 

"( 4)(A) On or after the third day after the 
date on which the committees to which such 
a resolution is referred have reported, or 
have been discharged (under paragraph (3)) 
from further consideration of, such a resolu
tion, it is in order (even though a previous 
motion to the same effect has been disagreed 
to) for any Member of the respective House 
to move to proceed to the consideration of 
the resolution. A Member may make the mo
tion only on the day after the calendar day 
on which the Member announces to the 
House concerned the Member's intention to 
make the motion, except that, in the case of 
the House of Representatives, if the motion 
is made by direction of the committee to 
which the resolution was referred. All points 
of order against the resolution (and against 
consideration of the resolution) are waived. 
The motion is highly privileged in the House 
of Representatives and is privileged in the 
Senate and is not debatable. The motion is 
not subject to amendment, or to a motion to 
postpone, or to a motion to proceed to the 
consideration of other pusiness. A motion to 
reconsider the vote by which the motion is 
agreed to or disagreed to shall not be in 
order. If a motion to proceed to the consider
ation of the resolution is agreed to, the re
spective House shall immediately proceed to 
consideration of the joint resolution without 
intervening motion, order, or other business, 
and the resolution shall remain the unfin
ished business of the respective House until 
disposed of. 

"(B) Debate on the resolution, and on all 
debatable motions and appeals in connection 
therewith, shall be limited to not more than 
10 hours, which shall be divided equally be
tween those favoring and those opposing the 
resolution. An amendment to the resolution 
is not in order. A motion further to limit de
bate is in order and not debatable. A motion 
to postpone, or a motion to proceed to the 
consideration of other business, or a motion 
to recommit the resolution is not in order. A 
motion to reconsider the vote by which the 
resolution is agreed to or disagreed to is not 
in order. 

"(C) Immediately following the conclusion 
of the debate on a resolution described in 
paragraph (1) and a single quorum call at the 
conclusion of the debate if requested in ac
cordance with the rules of the appropriate 
House, the vote on final passage of the reso
lution shall occur. 

"(D) Appeals from the decisions of the 
Chair relating to the application of the rules 
of the Senate or the House of Representa
tives, as the case may be, to the procedure 
relating to a resolution described in sub
section (a) shall be decided without debate. 

"(5)(A) If, before the passage by one House 
of a resolution of that House described in 
subsection (a), that House receives from the 
other House a resolution described in sub
section (a), then the following procedures 
shall apply: 

"(i) The resolution of the other House shall 
not be referred to a committee and may not 
be considered in the House receiving it ex
cept in the case of final passage as provided 
in clause (ii)(Il). 

"(ii) With respect to a resolution described 
in paragraph (1) of the House receiving the 
resolution-

"(!) the procedure in that House shall be 
the same as if no resolution had been re
ceived from the other House; but 

"(II) the vote on final passage shall be on 
the resolution of the other House. 
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"(B) Upon disposition of the resolution re

ceived from the other House, it shall no 
longer be in order to consider the resolution 
that originated in the receiving House. 

"(6) This subsection is enacted by Con
gress--

"(A) as an exercise of the rulemaking 
power of the Senate and House of Represent
atives, respectively, and as such it is deemed 
a part of the rules of each House, respec
tively, but applicable only with respect to 
the procedure to be followed in that House in 
the case of a resolution described in para
graph (1), and it supersedes other rules only 
to the extent that it is inconsistent with 
such rules; and · 

"(B) with full recognition of the constitu
tional right of either House to change the 
rules (so far as relating to the procedure of 
that House) at any time, in the same man
ner, and to the same extent as in the case of 
any other rule of that House." . 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections at the beginning of such chapter is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 127 the following new item: 
"127a. Expenses for contingency oper

ations.''. 
MODIFICATION TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY 

MR. DURBIN 
The amendment as modified is as follows: 
At the end of section 1206 (page 361, after 

line 8), add the following new subsection: 
(e) REMOVAL OF RUSSIAN FORCES FROM THE 

BALTIC STATES.-(1) Paragraph (5) of section 
498A(b) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
is amended to read as follows: 

"(5) for the Government of Russia until the 
President certifies to the Congress that the 
Government of Russia-

"(A) has made further significant progress 
since the President's certification of the 
Congress on May 31, 1993, on the removal of 
all of the armed forces of Russia and the 
Commonwealth of Independent States from 
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania (including 
any units of such forces that are demobi
lized), or has completed with the govern
ments of such countries negotiated agree
ments that include timetables for such re
moval; and 

"(B) bas undertaken good faith efforts, 
such as negotiations, to end other military 
practices by Russia and the Commonwealth 
of Independent States that violate the sov
ereignty of Estonia, Latvia, or Lithuania, in
cluding-

"(i) artillery or similar armed forces train
ing operations on the territories of Estonia, 
Latvia, or Lithuania without the permission 
of their governments; 

"(ii) interference in the air space or terri
torial waters of Estonia, Latvia, or Lithua
nia; 

"(iii) the introduction of additional armed 
forces, military equipment, or related civil
ian personnel onto the territories of Estonia, 
Latvia, or Lithuania without the permission 
of their governments; or 

"(iv) the imposition of an economic block
ade or interruption of energy supplies upon 
Estonia, Latvia, or Lithuania; 
except that this paragraph does not apply 
with respect to (I) housing assistance for of
ficers of the armed forces of Russia and the 
Commonwealth of Independent States who 
are withdrawn from the territories of Esto
nia, Latvia, and Lithuania, or (II) food, 
clothing, medicine, or other humanitarian 
assistance.". 

(2) The amendment made by paragraph (1) 
shall take effect on the later of (A) October 
1, 1993, or (B) the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

(3) The provisions of paragraph (1) shall 
not apply if an identical amendment to the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 is enacted in 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1993. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SPENCE 
In section 3103 of the bill (page 562, after 

line 15), add at the end the following new 
subsections: 

(e) ECONOMIC ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE.-Of 
the amount provided under subsection (a)(7) 
for worker training and adjustment, 
$6,000,000 shall be available for providing eco
nomic assistance and development funding 
for local counties or localities containing 
the property of the Department of Energy 
defense nuclear facility known as the Savan
nah River Site. To the extent practicable , 
the amount of assistance to be provided 
should be distributed as follows: 

(1) $1,000,000 to plan community adjust
ments and economic diversification. 

(2) $5,000,000 to carry out a community ad
justments and economic diversification pro
gram. 

(f) USE OF TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER FUNDS AT 
THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE.-Of amounts au
thorized to be appropriated in section 3101 
for research and development and in this sec
tion for nuclear materials support and other 
defense programs, there are hereby author
ized to be appropriated $4,000,000 for tech
nology transfer activities at the Department 
of Energy defense production facility at the 
Savannah River Site, South Carolina. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DELLUMS 
At the end of subtitle A of title II (page 42, 

after line 23), insert the following new sec
tion: 
SEC. 203. REENTRY VEIDCLE INDUSTRIAL BASE. 

Of the amount authorized to be appro
priated pursuant to section 201 for the Navy, 
$5,000,000 shall be available for the contribu
tion of the Navy for fiscal year 1994 to the 
Reentry Vehicle industrial base. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DELLUMS 
Strike out section 2833 (page 540, line 8, 

through line 2, page 541) and insert in lieu 
thereof the following new section: 
SEC. 2833. MODIFICATION OF LEASE AUTHORITY, 

NAVAL SUPPLY CENTER, OAKLAND, 
CALIFORNIA. 

(a) EXPANSION OF LEASE AUTHORITY.-Para
graph (1) of subsection (b) of section 2834 of 
the Military Construction Authorization Act 
of Fiscal Year 1993 (division B of Public Law 
102-484; 106 Stat. 2614) is amended by striking 
out " not more than 195 acres of real prop
erty" and all that follows through the period 
and inserting in lieu thereof " those portions 
of the Naval Supply Center, Oakland, Cali
fornia, that the Secretary determines to be 
available for lease.". 

(b) CONSIDERATION.-Paragraph (2) of such 
subsection is amended-

(1) by striking out "and" at the end of sub
paragraph (A); 

(2) by striking out the period at the end of 
subparagraph (B) and inserting in lieu there
of"; and"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

"(C) be for nominal consideration.". 
(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Such sub

section is further amended-
(1) by striking out paragraphs (3), (4) , and 

(5); and 
(2) by redesignating paragraph (6) as para

graph (3). 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CONYERS 

At the end of title X (page , after line ), 
add the following: 
SEC. . PUBLIC PURPOSE EXTENSIONS. 

Section 203 of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 
U.S.C. 484) is amended-

(1) in subsection (o) in the first sentence by 
inserting " or (q)" after "subsection (p)" ; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
"(q)(l) Under such regulations as the Ad

ministrator, after consultation with the Sec
retary of Defense, may prescribe, the Admin
istrator, or the Secretary of Defense in the 
case of property located at a military instal
lation closed or realigned pursuant to the 
Defense Authorization Amendments and 
Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public 
Law 100-526), the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), 
or section 2687 of title 10, United States 
Code, may, in his or her discretion, assign to 
the Secretary of Transportation for disposal 
such surplus real property, including build
ings, fixtures, and equipment situated there
on, as is recommended by the Secretary of 
Transportation as being needed for the devel
opment or operation of a port facility. 

"(2) Subject to the disapproval of the Ad
ministrator or the Secretary of Defense 
within 30 days after notice by the Secretary 
of Transportation of a proposed conveyance 
of property for any of the purposes described 
in paragraph (1), the Secretary of Transpor
tation, through such officers or employees of 
the Department of Transportation as he or 
she may designate, may convey, at no con
sideration to the United States, such surplus 
real property, including buildings, fixtures, 
and equipment situated thereon, for use in 
the development or operation of a port facil
ity to any State, the District of Columbia, 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, 
American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is
lands, or any political subdivision, munici
pality, or instrumentality thereof. 

"(3) No transfer of property may be made 
under this paragraph until the Secretary of 
Transportation has--

" (A) determined, after consultation with 
the Secretary of Labor, that the surplus real 
property to be conveyed is located in an area 
of serious economic disruption; 

" (B) received and, after consultation with 
the Secretary of Commerce, approved an eco
nomic development plan submitted by an eli
gible grantee and based on assured use of the 
property to be conveyed as part of a nec
essary economic development program; and 

"(C) provided an explanatory statement as 
specified in subsection (e)(6). 

" (4) The instrument of conveyance of any 
surplus real property and related personal 
property disposed of under this subsection 
shall-

" (A) provide that all such property shall be 
used and maintained in perpetuity for the 
purpose for which it was conveyed, and that 
if the property ceases to be used or main
tained for that purpose, all or any portion of 
the property shall, in its then existing condi
tion, at the option of the United States, re
vert to the United States; and 

"(B) contain such additional terms, res
ervations, restrictions, and conditions as the 
Secretary of Transportation shall by regula
tion require to assure use of the property for 
the purposes for which it was conveyed and 
to safeguard the interests of the United 
States. 

" (5) With respect to surplus real property 
and related personal property conveyed pur
suant to this subsection, the Secretary of 
Transportation shall-

"(A) determine and enforce compliance 
with the terms, conditions, reservations, and 
restrictions contained in any instrument by 
which such conveyance was made; 

" (B) reform, correct, or amend any such in
strument by the execution of a corrective, 
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reformative, or amendatory instrument if 
necessary to correct such instrument or to 
conform such conveyance to the require
ments of applicable law; and 

" (C)(i) grant releases from any of the 
terms, conditions, reservations, and restric
tions contained in, and (ii) convey, quit
claim, or release to the grantee any right or 
interest reserved to the United States by, 
any instrument by which such conveyance 
was made, if the Secretary of Transportation 
determines that the property so conveyed no 
longer serves the purpose for which it was 
conveyed, or that such release, conveyance, 
or quitclaim deed will not prevent accom
plishment of the purpose for which such 
property was so conveyed, except that any 
such release, conveyance, or quitclaim deed 
may be granted on, or made subject to, such 
terms and conditions as the Secretary of 
Transportation considers necessary to pro
tect or advance the interests of the United 
States.". 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DELLUMS] will be recog
nized for 10 minutes, and the gen
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
SPENCE] will be recognized for 10 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DELLUMS]. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
STARK]. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support for the Kennedy-Pelosi
Stark amendment expressing congres
sional concern about plutonium pro
duction overseas. 

With just a few pounds of plutonium, 
a rogue nation or a terrorist group can 
make a primitive, but extremely de
structive atomic bomb. Yet Britain, 
France, Japan, and Russia are planning 
to produce many tons of this highly 
toxic, bomb material for their civilian 
nuclear program, even as the United 
States and Russia struggle to dispose 
of the plutonium from their nuclear 
weapons. 

More than a decade ago, the United 
States wisely rejected the option of 
using plutonium in civilian power reac
tors. Since then, the economic ration
ale has only weakened, while North 
Korea has shown the hazards of this 
material in the hands of a rogue re
gime. 

Recent articles in the Economist and 
Foreign Affairs have emphasized the 
proliferation risks of plutonium. In a 
July 10 editorial, The New York Times 
said "President Clinton would be pru
dent to make a global ban on produc
tion of fissile material a centerpiece of 
his nonproliferation policy." 

This amendment urges Britain, 
France, Japan, and Russia not to start 
up or continue to operate plutonium 
reprocessing facilities until the out
standing proliferation and environ
mental concerns have been resolved. 
Britain especially is a concern, as the 
U .K. is scheduled to bring on line its 
thermal oxide reprocessing plant 

[THORP] later this year or early next 
year. THORP would add 59 tons to the 
existing worldwide glut of plutonium 
over the next decade. The plant would 
also produce a tenfold increase in ra
dioactive emissions into the Irish Sea. 
Once this plant begins opera ti on and is 
irradiated, the costs of shut down in
crease dramatically. 

The Irish Government has objected 
to the startup of THORP, citing the 
"additional and unnecessary risk to 
the health and safety of the Irish popu
lation." The United States should join 
Ireland in expressing concern about the 
environmental and proliferation risks 
associated with THORP. The U.K. is 
currently conducting an internal re
view on whether to startup THORP at 
all, given its poor economics and high 
cost of decommissioning. A U.S. ex
pression of concern could tip the scales 
on this debate. 

Let us send a strong message over
seas--no more plutonium production, 
it's a threat to our national security. I 
urge support for the Kennedy-Pelosi
Stark amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STARK. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, the 
United States has already suspended 
the production of military plutonium 
and abandoned civil reprocessing. With 
our amendment, we urge other nations 
like Russia, Japan, and France to fol
low this lead. 

This message is particularly impor
tant for Britain, which will decide soon 
about start up of a plutonium reproc
essing facility called THORP [Thermal 
Oxide Reprocessing Plant]. THORP 
could add 59 tons to plutonium stock
piles and further pollute the Irish Sea. 

Mr. Chairman, there are hundreds of 
tons of plutonium stockpiled around 
the world. Only a small fraction is sub
ject to strong international safeguards. 

It is essential that the United States 
take the lead in ending production of 
any new plutonium, and in bringing 
down the current deadly stockpiles. 

I will include in the RECORD a writ
ten statement and an editorial on the 
issue from the Boston Globe: 

STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE JOSEPH P. 
KENNEDY II 

The United States has suspended the pro
duction of military plutonium and aban
doned civil reprocessing and commercial 
breeder reaction development. Our amend
ment expresses the sense of Congress that 
the start-up or operation of any plutonium 
separation plant abroad presents a potential 
national security threat and therefore 
should be suspended until all outstanding 
proliferation concerns have been resolved. 

This message is particularly important for 
Britain, which will decide soon about start 
up of a plutonium reprocessing facility 
called THORP (Thermal Oxide Reprocessing 
Plant). THORP could add 59 tons to pluto
nium stockpiles and further pollute the Irish 
Sea. 

Plutonium is one of the most highly toxic 
substances known to humanity. It can be 

separated from uranium that has been used 
as nuclear fuel , and can be generated in 
breeder reactors. All grades of plutonium, 
whether called civil or military, can be used 
to make nuclear explosive devices. 

A fifteen pound sphere of plutonium, about 
the size of a large grapefruit, is enough to 
make a small nuclear device. While the eco
nomic viability of plutonium has taken a 
dramatic downtown over the past decade, the 
world is awash in this lethal material. Ex
perts estimate that at the end of 1990 there 
were 910 tons of plutonium stockpiled around 
the world. Only a small fraction is subject to 
international safeguards against prolifera
tion. The dismantling of Russian and U.S. 
warheads will add to those stockpiles. 

Continued plutonium separation in Russia, 
and reprocessing in the United Kingdom, 
France and Japan could put this deadly 
stockpile over 1,000 tons. 

Plutonium generation by declared nuclear 
states undermines our vital interest in keep
ing other countries from developing this ca
pacity. Growing stockpiles of plutonium, 
sometimes under uncertain control, pose an 
extraordinary risk that plutonium will be 
acquired by terrorists or rogue nations. The 
Department of Defense has stated its view 
that the proliferation risk posed by reproc
essing and separated plutonium under inter
national safeguards are unacceptably high. 

Mr. Chairman, security for the United 
States, is more than just a matter of well
trained forces in uniform and effective weap
ons. As President Clinton, and Armed Serv
ices Chairman Dellums have often stressed, 
our security will be fundamentally effected 
by the success or failure of our non-prolifera
tion efforts in the decades ahead. 

The Clinton Administration is crafting a 
plan that calls for a worldwide ban on the 
production of materials for nuclear weapons. 
Initial reports suggest that the plan will 
focus on plutonium that is designated for 
military purposes. Through passage of this 
amendment we offer a strong signal of sup
port to the Administration for a vigorous 
non-proliferation strategy, and would spur 
the Administration to go further, and seek 
the end of civil plutonium production as 
well. 

I thank Chairman Dellums for including 
this amendment en bloc, and for his contin
ued leadership against the proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction. 

[From the Boston Globe, Aug. 5, 1993) 
DOWN THE PLUTONIUM PATH 

Congress has an opportunity to caution the 
major nuclear powers, including the United 
States, on a significant danger in the post
Cold War world by expressing opposition to 
the reprocessing of spent fuel from power 
plants to obtain plutonium. 

In an amendment sponsored by Rep. Jo
seph P . Kennedy 2d to a broad bill, Congress 
would take the stand that continued oper
ation of plutonium separation plants or the . 
building of any new ones would be a threat 
to national security and should be sus
pended. 

While such plants in Britain, France and 
Russia supply fuel for power plants, the dis
quieting fact is that the plutonium can also 
be used to make nuclear weapons. Opponents 
of the technology are especially concerned 
that even relatively small quantities of plu
tonium are enough to create powerful weap
ons-and might fall into hostile hands. 

While those concerns may be exaggerated, 
there is a more important reason for exercis
ing self-restraint in the separation of pluto
nium: reinforcement of the Nuclear Non
proliferation Treaty, which constrains all 
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but the most reckless nations. The refusal by 
the United States and other countries to 
manufacture plutonium would enhance any 
countermeasures that might be taken 
against rogue governments suspected or 
known to have headed down the plutonium 
path. 

From a pragmatic point of view, the temp
tation to use plutonium as a power plant fuel 
has been reduced by discovery that natural 
uranium supplies are more than adequate for 
existing and projected power plant demands 
for the foreseeable future. Uranium only 
slightly enriched with fissionable atoms can
not be used for weapons. 

Suspension of plutonium separation makes 
sense. Congress can endorse the action in 
good conscience. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to briefly 
thank the chairman of the committee, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DELLUMS], for his willingness to work 
with this side of the aisle on amend
ments for the en bloc package. I would 
also like to recognize the help of my 
colleague, the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. DERRICK], for assisting 
me with my amendment to help allevi
ate the economic impact being caused 
by this administration's decision to 
shut down portions of the Savannah 
River site in South Carolina. 

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

0 1650 
Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
PELOSI]. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me 
and for his fine work in bringing this 
bill to the floor. 

I rise today to urge my colleagues to 
support the Kennedy-Pelosi-Stark 
amendment to express the sense of the 
Congress that no country should start 
up or continue to operate plutonium 
reprocessing facilities until the many 
outstanding proliferation and environ
mental concerns have been resolved. 

As little as 11 pounds of plutonium is 
needed for the construction of an ex
tremely destructive atomic bomb. 
Under the current plans for plutonium 
reprocessing facilities overseas, mate
rial will be produced by the ton that 
can be used by the pound in nuclear 
weapons. Production of this material 
must be limited. In 1988, the Depart
ment of Defense found that "opportuni
ties for terrorists acts, including at
tempts to steal civil plutonium, will 
increase substantially as a result of the 
increased commercial use of pluto
nium." Such a threat highlights the 
need to limit and control weapons
grade nuclear material. 

President Clinton may soon be con
sidering a plan for a worldwide ban on 
the production of highly enriched ura
nium and plutonium. One option for 
this plan may be to ban the production 
of only nuclear material which is des-

ignated for military purposes. By sup
porting this amendment, Congress will 
send a strong signal to the administra
tion and the international community 
that the production of additional plu
tonium for any use-whether civilian 
or military-has no place in today's 
world. 

Our amendment is consistent with 
successful efforts by the Congress to 
support the principles of nonprolifera
tion. Most recently, Congress played a 
significant role in influencing the ad
ministration on nuclear testing policy. 
I urge my colleagues to· support the 
pursuit of a world free from nuclear 
threat. Vote for the Pelosi-Kennedy
Stark amendment. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the committee for its cooperation in 
working to incorporate the amendment 
that I had offered into the en bloc 
amendment. 

The amendment ensures that the pro
vision enabling the Federal Govern
ment to provide a 70 percent share to 
small businesses in the various part
nership and extension programs of title 
XIII of the bill are truly limited to 
small businesses. 

The intent of the amendment is to 
prevent a defense contractor from tak
ing on small businesses as minority in
terests in the partnerships in order to 
avoid the current 50 percent matching 
requirement. This amendment retains 
the 30 percent cost share for genuine 
small business applicants and ensures 
that this assistance is really going to 
small business by requiring a control
ling equity interest in a partnership to 
be held by small businesses as opposed 
to entities which are not small busi
ness concerns. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from Missouri [Ms. 
DANNER], author of an important 
amendment that we embrace in the en 
bloc amendments. 

Ms. DANNER. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the opportunity to offer this 
amendment. 

The amendment I offer today is the 
final step in eliminating an outdated 
and costly program that continues to 
exist. 

The program, known as Safeguard C, 
was ins ti tu ted in 1963 as a part of the 
Limited Test Ban Treaty and exists 
just in case the United States resumes 
atmospheric or other prohibited nu
clear testing. The Departments of En
ergy and Defense are spending as much 
as $30 million per year, on the admit
tedly negligible chance that we may 
decide to resurrect the practice of det
onating nuclear bombs in the atmos
phere, in the ocean, or above ground. 

Earlier this summer, I offered a simi
lar amendment which eliminated the 
Department of Energy's funds for Safe-

guard C. That amendment was adopted. 
I urge my colleagues to join me once 
again to cut this expensive dinosaur 
from defense spending. 

This reduction will not affect the 
chemical weapon destruction facility 
which operates on the same South Pa
cific Island as Safeguard C. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of the 
en bloc amendment. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. BUYER]. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the en bloc amendment that 
was based on H.R. 2541. There were 
many veterans of the Persian Gulf war 
who have undiagnosed illnesses. The 
VA and the military medical commu
nities have given these illnesses a 
catchall diagnosis. Through the VA, we 
have set up to give priority here to the 
Gulf war veterans. We now, in the Com
mittee on Armed Services, seek to pro
vide funds for a study of an environ
mental unit on the effects of multiple 
chemical sensitivity. We will continue 
our oversight responsibilities, and I 
support this en bloc amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, first 
of all, I want to thank the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BUYER] for yielding 
tome. 

I want to acknowledge the tremen
dous contribution that he has made on 
this particular issue because of his own 
service in the Persian Gulf and the fact 
that while he was there he also has 
since felt the illnesses that so many of 
his fellow veterans faced in the Persian 
Gulf syndrome. 

We want to acknowledge the work 
that he has done and say that we want 
to thank the Chairman for the fine ef
forts he has made on including this 
amendment in the en bloc amendment. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to my distinguished col
league, the gentlewoman from Colo
rado [Mrs. SCHROEDER], chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Research and 
Technology. 

Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I would like to ask the gentle
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE
DER], who is the distinguished chair
woman of the Subcommittee on Re
search and Technology, if she would 
just clarify the report language con
cerning the Navy MANTECH program. 

The Navy has 5 centers of excellence 
that manage their defense critical 
technologies programs. One of these, 
the Center of Excellence for Compos
ites Manufacturing Technology, is op
erated by the Great Lakes Composites 
Consortium in my district. 
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The Strategic Investment Plan for 

the Navy fiscal year Manufacturing 
Technology Program for fiscal year 
1994 includes $27.9 million for this cen
ter in fiscal year 1994. Is it the commit
tee's intent that the Navy fund the im
portant work of the center at that 
level? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
the Committee substantially increased 
overall Navy MANTECH funding for 
fiscal year 1994 to $120 million. It is our 
intent that the Center of Excellence for 
Composites Manufacturing Technology 
be funded according to the Strategic 
Investment Plan for Navy Manufactur
ing Technology for fiscal year 1994. 

Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, if the gentlewoman will continue 
to yield, I thank the gentlewoman for 
her answer. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN]. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the en bloc amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, today I have introduced an 
amendment to H.R. 2401 which will provide 
needed assistance and protection to commu
nities impacted by a military base closure or 
major realignment. 

One of the lessons learned from past base 
closures is that once a base or installation has 
made the final list, or even before, much of its 
vital equipment or infrastructure begins to dis
appear out the gate. This can cause tremen
dous problems for the local community in try
ing to come up with a private reuse for the fa
cilities. This compounds the already difficult 
economic adjustment the community faces 
from the loss of jobs. 

For example, the - removal or disposal of 
groundskeeping equipment has left some 
communities in the past with a new and urgent 
financial burden of acquiring the same equip
ment just to maintain and keep the grounds 
and facilities in proper maintenance. In other 
cases, the closing of an air base has seen the 
radar and runway lighting equipment removed, 
which renders the base's reuse as a commer
cial aviation facility much more expensive and 
difficult for the community. 

There are many such examples which can 
be examined from the experiences of commu
nities affected by past closures. 

This was recognized as a problem by the 
current administration, and on July 2, 1993, 
Secretary of Defense Les Aspin issued a 5-
point policy statement signaling needed 
changes in dealing with future base closings. 
Point 5 stated that "DoD will no longer auto
matically remove personal property out of a 
closing base. Effective immediately, the new 
policy will strongly emphasize the needs of the 
community." 

While I was encouraged by this policy state
ment, it did not outline specifics and I was 
concerned that there were no Federal statu
tory provisions delegating the Secretary of De
fense needed disposal authority for related 
personal property. That is why this amend
ment is needed. 

This amendment requires that an invento1y 
of related personal property be taken by the 
affected military service as soon as practicable 

following the selection of a military base for 
closure or major realignment. Once that inven
tory is complete, the local base reuse develop
ment group, recognized by the Secretary of 
Defense as developing a base reuse plan, will 
be given a minimum of 12 months in which to 
decide whether or not to retain a portion or all 
of the listed personal property. It is possible 
that the community would be able to act much 
quicker than that. However, 12 months would 
seem to be a reasonable guaranteed minimum 
time period for the community to determine its 
needs. 

For purposes of the statute, related personal 
property is defined generally as property which 
is an integral part of real property or specially 
designed for or adapted to the functional or 
productive capacity of the real property, and 
the removal of which would significantly dimin
ish the economic value of the real property. 

The statute also specifically identifies office 
furniture and equipment, machine tools and in
dustrial production equipment, dormitory and 
food service equipment, airport operating 
equipment, and spare parts sufficient for 3 
years of civilian use, as personal property cov
ered under the statute. 

The statute is also careful to exclude mili
tary unique items, such as military aircraft, ve
hicles, ships, weapons systems, and muni
tions. It also preserves the discretion of the 
Secretary generally to remove items that are 
urgently needed to support the national secu
rity interest associated with a specific mission 
of the Armed Forces. It is also not the intent 
of this statute, in the case of military supply 
depots and warehouses, that line-item storage 
and routine inventory be covered. 

Personal property which is not selected by 
the community for retention is removed dis
posed of elsewhere within the Federal Gov
ernment or to State and local governments ac
cording to existing Federal property disposal 
statutes. 

Finally, my amendment grants the Secretary 
of Defense specific personal property disposal 
authority only in the case of closing military fa
cilities, and allows the Secretary to accept 
consideration from the community not to ex
ceed fair market value in exchange for the re
tained items. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment establishes 
a realistic, commonsense, and workable 
mechanism to assist local communities af
fected by traumatic military base closures. It 
gives proper recognition to the military's pres
ence in their respective areas. It grants those 
communities specific rights and gives them a 
sense of stability to know that they can have 
a reasonable time in which to come up with 
the best reuse plan and not have to worry 
continually about vital equipment sneaking out 
the front gate. 

If communities can rebound quicker from a 
base closing to a viable economic reuse of the 
property, everyone benefits. The community 
certainly benefits through continued employ
ment and a new tax base. The Federal Gov
ernment and the taxpayer benefit through the 
elimination of excess properties and the con
tinuing overhead and maintenance costs asso
ciated with them. It will also make future base 
closings more palatable to affected commu
nities. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment has the en
dorsement of the National Association of In-

stallation Developers, which is a nonprofit or
ganization which, for over two decades, has 
represented communities affected by base clo
sures, and which represents many commu
nities affected by the 1993 round of closures. 
I urge the adoption of this amendment today 
as part of the first group of en bloc amend
ments to H.R. 2401, the Defense Authorization 
Act of 1994. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Florida [Ms. BROWN], for the pur
pose of entering into a colloquy. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of the commit
tee's efforts to assist those displaced 
because of downsizing and base clo
sures. 

I am particularly pleased with the 
committee's support for transition 
services to retrain workers and to as
sist businesses in employing them in 
new civilian positions. The statewide 
conversion networks you have identi
fied will be invaluable in helping com
munities avert the disastrous con
sequences associated with job loss. 

As the committee appropriately rec
ognized, these networks will be most 
effective if they take advantage of the 
proven expertise of our Nation's com
munity colleges. 

In Jacksonville, there is a model of 
effective worker assessment, training 
and employability at Florida Commu
nity College at Jacksonville. 

FCCJ has a great deal of experience 
in administering networks that have 
successfully provided training from 
entry level instruction to sophisticated 
skills enhancement to thousands of 
students and employees throughout the 
southeast. 

Through the college's urban resource 
center, business has been able to assess 
the abilities of its employees and to up
grade their skills at the job site. This 
capability is a successful part of the 
college's overall effort to serve the 
needs of the business community and 
to increase the employability of the 
residents of its communities. 

It has also been used as part of the 
college's overall effort to recognize the 
plight of the black male and the lack 
of participation of minorities in higher 
education. 

The assessment and training assets 
of the college have also been success- · 
fully applied to the training of mili
tary personnel. 

In 1991, the college was singled out to 
test the Army's teletraining network 
and was the first in the country to 
apply the use of video-audio teletrain
ing to the delivery of MOS instruction 
to persons in the armed services in the 
Southeast. 

The evaluation of the program was 
extremely positive and it shows great 
potential as a cost effective and proven 
method of assisting military and civil
ian personnel in their transition from 
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employment in the armed services to 
the private sector. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge the De
fense Technology Conversion Council 
to take advantage of the experience of 
Florida Community College at Jack
sonville in its support of the develop
ment of networks for transition serv
ices, retraining and business develop
ment. It has proved its ability to serve 
as a national model for networks for 
transition services to separating mili
tary and civilian personnel. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentlewoman from Florida 
for her helpful comments. It sounds as 
though her community college de
serves the attention of the Defense 
Technology Conversion Council as they 
begin to distribute conversion funds 
next year. 

D 1700 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 

gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
lNSLEE] for purposes of a colloquy. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, as the 
Chairman knows, I had proposed an 
amendment that would have author
ized the President to withdraw Amer
ican troops from countries that engage 
in unfair trading practices with the 
United States. At the urging of the 
Chairman and others, I have withdrawn 
this amendment with the understand
ing that the Chairman shares my belief 
that our national security is dependent 
on our economic security and that our 
economic security is threatened by 
countries that have unfair trading 
practices. It is inconsistent with our 
national security interests to protect 
countries which have unfair trading 
practices. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, the gentleman is 
correct that unfair trading practices 
threaten our economic security. We 
share many mutual goals with the al
lies in whose countries we station 
troops. One of those goals is free and 
fair trade. It is inconsistent with these 
goals for those countries to engage in 
unfair trading practices. The President 
does, indeed, have the authority to 
withdraw troops if he believes it is nec
essary and I appreciate the opportunity 
to highlight this important issue raised 
by my distinguished colleague from 
Washington. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to yield 
30 seconds to my distinguished col
league, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. STUPAK]. 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, I have 
included an amendment in today's en 
bloc amendments that would help com
munities deal with the severe economic 
disruption associated with base clo
sures. The closure of Ki Sawyer Air 
Force Base in Michigan's Upper Penin-

sula could drive unemployment rates 
as high as 24 percent in the Marquette 
community. We must insure that Saw
yer and communities like it have the 
tools necessary to cope with this dif
ficult economic blow. 

My amendment directs DOD to deter
mine the feasibility of how not less 
than 10 percent of the projected 10 year 
cost savings resulting from the closure 
of a particular military base be re
turned directly to the community in 
which the base is located. It is only fair 
that the DOD target a reasonable 
amount of its cost savings to the com
munities that have supported military 
installations and are now being asked 
to bear the full burden of their loss. 

I thank Chairman DELLUMS for his 
support of my amendment. 

I also want to highlight provisions included 
in this en bloc amendment offered by Mr. HAN
SEN that would help communities retain impor
tant assets during base closures and realign
ments. During the last round of base closures 
many communities were hampered in their 
conversion efforts by premature removal of 
materials and property from installations 
scheduled for closure. Wurtsmith Air Force 
Base in Oscoda, Ml, is a prime example. The 
record of the Air Combat Command and the 
Air Force Base Disposal Agency during the 
closure process at Wurtsmith has been dis
appointing. Community leaders around 
Wurtsmith, Michigan State officials, and Fed
eral elected officials have spent enormous 
time just trying to hold the Air Force to its own 
commitments, including promises to retain key 
equipment on base during the closure process 
and to maintain certain properties intact. The 
property disposal restrictions in this amend
ment would make certain that communities af
fected by the 1993 round of closures have full 
access to the resources at the facility that are 
essential to its successful conversion. 

Specifically, the amendment would require 
that an inventory be conducted of all property 
and equipment at a facility scheduled for clo
sure, after which the recognized community 
redevelopment group will have a minimum of 
1 year to decide whether or not to retain part 
or all of it. This would insure that communities 
get the first opportunity to purchase and retain 
any asset that would be helpful to their devel
opment efforts. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support the en bloc 
amendments. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, might 
I inquire as to the amount of time re
maining on this side of the aisle? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
DURBIN). The gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DELLUMS] has 2112 minutes re
mammg, and the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE] has 7 min
utes remaining. 

Mr. DELLUMS. I yield 1 minute to 
the distinguished gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. KLEIN]. 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Chairman, first of 
all, I would like to thank Chairman 
DELLUMS and ranking member Mr. 
SPENCE for all of their work in putting 
together this legislation. 

I had originally submitted a separate 
amendment that would have, in effect, 

terminated the Air Force's F-16 pro
gram after fiscal year 1994. However, I 
am pleased that my amendment has 
been included in the chairman's en bloc 
amendment. 

My amendment cancels F-16 ad
vanced procurement funds for fiscal 
year 1995, thereby ceasing all future F-
16 purchases by the U.S. Air Force. 
Meanwhile, it reallocates the pre
viously authorized $70.8 million for ad
vanced procurement to help offset the 
costs of program termination. My col
leagues, by terminating a program that 
has outlived its justification, we will 
save the American taxpayer more than 
three-quarters of a billion dollars every 
single year. 

My provision is identical to action 
already taken by our colleagues in the 
other body. The Air Force currently 
has more F-16 aircraft than it needs to 
outfit its fighter squadrons. At the 
same time, Secretary of Defense Les 
Aspin's bottom-up review calls for a re
duction of total aircraft wings from the 
current 28 down to 20, further reducing 
our need for these aircraft. Secretary 
Aspin concluded, as Secretary Cheney 
had before him, that the Air Force sim
ply does not need any more F-16's. As 
a result, the bottom-up review supports 
termination of the F-16 program after 
fiscal year 1994-as called for by my 
amendment. 

The F-16 is an excellent fighter air
craft-one that helped us win the cold 
war. But, the cold war is over now and 
the American taxpayers P.eserve their 
dividend. Help me save three-quarters 
of a billion dollars every year by sup
porting this important provision in the 
en bloc amendment. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. HANSEN] . 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, it is important that 
the drawdown of our defense resources 
proceed rationally. We cannot forget 
those who will be displaced by the clo
sure of military installations, nor can 
we diminish our defense industrial 
base. 

I would like to clarify one point, 
however, with respect to the provision 
in the en bloc amendment entitled 
"Limitations on the removal or dis
posal of personal property and equip
ment in connection with the closure or 
major realignment of military installa
tions.'' 

As I understand the purpose of this 
amendment, it is to ensure that per
sonal property integral to the function
ing or productivity of the real property 
or essential to implementing a commu
nity base reuse plan is not arbitrarily 
removed. It is my understanding that 
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it is not the intent of this amendment 
to otherwise displace existing property 
reutilization procedures. It is my un
derstanding that any efforts to use this 
amendment to circumvent established 
reutilization procedures would be con
trary to this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask the gen
tleman if my understanding is correct. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I would 
say to the gentleman that that is cor
rect. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield further, my 
concern is that this amendment might 
be used to transfer or stockpile large 
quantities of heavy equipment--trucks, 
tractors, backhoes, and the like-with
out regard to fair and equitable dis
tribution, as is required by existing 
law. We might get into a situation 
where large quantities of heavy equip
ment are at a base, and while any com
munity could make use of that equip
ment, giving it all to one community 
would violate the principle of fair and 
equitable distribution. I do not think 
that would be allowed under the 
amendment. 

I would further ask the gentleman 
from Utah if my understanding is cor
rect. 

Mr. HANSEN. Such actions would be 
contrary to this amendment. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield further, I 
would ask the chairman of the commit
tee if he agrees that this amendment 
should not be used to transfer large 
quantities of heavy equipment without 
regard to fair and equitable distribu
tion. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
would say to the gentleman that I 
agree. I think such actions would be 
contrary to the intent of this amend
ment. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, my 
reading of this amendment agrees with 
that of the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DELLUMS]. This is a good amend
ment, and I ask the gentleman to sup
port it. 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, today the House 
considers an amendment which is part of the 
Chairman's en bloc amendment to H.R. 2401, 
the 1994 Defense authorization bill, which en
joys the strong support of the distinguished 
chairmen of both the House Armed Services 
and the Government Operations Committees, 
as well as the administration, and the State of 
California. First, I want to thank both Chairman 
DELLUMS and Chairman CONYERS for their un
equivocal support for this important initiative. 
Without it, this endeavor would not be pos
sible. 

This amendment directs the Secretary of 
Defense to convey parcels of surplus real 
property at Fort Ord to the University of Cali
fornia [UC] and the California State University 
[CSU] for the purposes of establishing a uni-

versity campus and a multi-institutional center 
for science, technology, education, and policy. 
These two elements are the keys to fostering 
economic growth in our economically dev
astated region of the country. The proposed 
educational and research complex at the Fort 
Ord site is a resourceful paradigm that con
stitutes a tremendous opportunity to convert a 
taxpayer-built military institution into an entity 
that would serve the needs of taxpayers in an
other way, economically, and enjoys the 
strong support of the community, the State of 
California and President Clinton and his ad
ministration, as an exemplary base reuse 
model, one of six nationally recognized mod
els. 

The universities' initiatives to establish their 
new facilities at Fort Ord comprise the center
piece of the Fort Orq reuse strategy. Without 
the transfer of the parcels, the base's suc
cessful reuse will be greatly delayed and the 
high hopes of the community endangered. 
Moreover, this legislation is specifically need
ed to overcome burdensome restrictions that 
education public benefit conveyances will not 
allow for, specifically, the ability for the univer
sities to fund their development through pri
vate investment. Thus, this measure is critical 
to the successful reuse of Fort Ord. Without 
this legislative solution, the educational/ 
science research project cannot become a re
ality. Enacting this measure will bring the local 
community a tremendous economic oppor
tunity by converting the Fort Ord region into 
an area of higher education and research, fo
cusing on marine, atmospheric, and environ
mental remediation studies; enabling it to at
tract private industry to form joint public/private 
partnerships with the governmental entities. 
Thus, I urge my colleagues in the House to 
support this legislative initiative. 

Mr. MCCURDY. Mr. Chairman, I support the 
block of amendments offered by the commit
tee, which includes an amendment aimed at 
correcting certain problems with the C-17. I 
presume that the intent of the C-17 amend
ment is not to change the terms of existing 
contracts nor, in the case of software develoi:r 
ment, to impose unprecedented or impractical 
standards for defining completion. 

I have been a supporter of the C-17 for 
many years, and had the opportunity recently 
to fly in one of the C-17 test aircraft at Ed
wards Air Force Base. I must say to my col
leagues that I was impressed by the C-17's 
flight characteristics, by the equipment on the 
aircraft, and by the positive reviews of the pi
lots and load masters with whom I spoke. 

Quite aside from my flight experience, I am 
even more convinced today about the need for 
the C-17's capabilities. Secretary Aspin's bot
tom-up review has just concluded that mobility 
is central to the win-win strategy articulated by 
the administration. The aging C-141, which 
the C-17 is intended to replace, has more se
rious corrosion problems than we anticipated 
even a few months ago. The need for the C-
17 is not at issue. 

The Congress has legitimate concerns, 
however, about performance and management 
issues associated with the C-17 development 
and production program. I share those con
cerns, and have been encouraged by the ac
tions of the Department of Defense in under
taking a thorough, hard-nosed review of the 

program. I am hopeful that the Pentagon re
view will be able to put the C-17's problems 
behind us. The committee recommendation on 
C-17 wisely protects this option without pre
judging the outcome of the DoD review. 

Mr. Speaker, I encourage my colleagues to 
support the committee position on the C-17. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of the en bloc amendment offered by the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DELLUMS]. This 
amendment includes a very important provi
sion which the gentleman and I have worked 
on, concerning the removal of Russian and 
CIS troops from the independent Baltk: States. 

Two weeks ago, on August 31, the world 
witnessed a historic event, when the last Rus
sian and CIS troops were removed from Lith
uania. It was a historic day for all Lithuanians, 
and for the United States as wett, stnce we 
never accepted the occupation of the Baftic 
States and always insisted that Russian troops 
be withdrawn from the Baltic countries. 

Now the work continues, to complete the re
moval of Russian and CIS troops 1rom Latvia 
and Estonia. Negotiated agreements, including 
timetables for troop removal, have still not 
been concluded between Russia, Latvia, and 
Estonia, and there are still between 20,000 
and 25,000 Russian and CIS troops in Latvia 
and Estonia. The progress that has been 
made in the removal of Russian and CIS 
troops from the Salties is in large measure a 
result of incentives provided by the Congress 
in foreign aid laws, and this provision will con
tinue those incentives. 

This provisian will conditioo aid to Russia on 
a Presidential certification to Congress that: 

First, further significant progress, since the 
President's certification to Congress on May 
31, 1993, has been made on the removal of 
all Russian and CIS Armed Forces, including 
demobilized units, from the independent Baltic 
States; or, negotiated agreements between 
Russia and the Salties have been completed, 
including timetables for troop removal; and 

Second, Russia has undertaken good faith 
efforts, such as negotiations, to end other mili
tary practices that violate the sovereignty of 
the Salties, including: 

Artillery and similar armed forces training 
operations in the Salties without the permis
sion of the Baltic governments; 

Interference in Baltic air space and territorial 
waters; 

The introduction of additional forces in the 
Salties without the permission of the Baltic 
governments; and 

The M'nposition of economic blockades or 
interruptions of energy supplies. 

This provision is the same as the amend
ment that I ottered to the Foreign Assistance 
Authorization Act, which was included in the 
chairman's en bloc amendment, and passed in 
June. American taxpayers-who continue to 
face difficult economic times at home-should 
not be asked to provide economic aid to Rus
sia if it continues to practice the cold war poli
cies of its Soviet predecessor. 

Exceptions for funds for food, clothing, med
icine, and other humanitarian assistance, and 
for funds intended for housing assistance for 
Russian and CIS officers who are removed 
from the Salties, are included in this provision. 
It also does not condition funds authorized in 
section 1204 of H.R. 2401 for the safe dis
mantling of the nuclear weapons of the former 
Soviet Union. 
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This provision leaves intact the exceptions 

to ineligibility contained in the FREEDOM Sup
port Act, which aUow funds to be furnished to 
Russia if the President: 

First, determines that furnishing assistance 
is important to the national interest of the Unit
ed States; 

Second, determines that furnishing assist
ance will foster respect for internationally rec
ognized human rights and the rule of law or 
the development of democratic institutions; or 

Third, decides that furnishing assistance is 
necessary for the alleviation of suffering result
ing from a natural or man-made disaster. 

Russia has said that it needs to keep troops 
in Latvia and Estonia to protect ethnic Russian 
minorities. However, the State Department's 
1993 human rights report finds no evidence of 
human rights abuses against ethnic Russians 
in the Salties. 

The United Nations Center on Human 
Rights, the CSCE High Commissioner for 
Human Rights and National Minorities, the ex
perts of the Council of Europe, and the judges 
of the European Human Rights Court have all 
investigated Russia's claim against the Salties 
and found no evidence of human rights viola
tions against ethnic Russians in the Salties. 

No country has the right to station troops on 
the territory of another without that country's 
explicit permission, and Latvia and Estonia 
have repeatedly asked Russia to remove its 
troops. The Baltic countries are fragile democ
racies, and the continued presence and activ
ity of Russian and CIS Armed Forces in Latvia 
and Estonia is a violation of these countries' 
internationally recognized sovereignty, a threat 
to Baltic political stability, and a barrier to so
cial and economic reform. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the en bloc amend
ment and urge my colleagues to support this 
provision. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I support the 
chairman's en bloc amendment which contains 
my amendment regarding the Impact Aid Pro
gram. I thank Chairman DELLUMS for including 
this provision in his package, and I commend 
him on his leadership this year as chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee. 

Section 373 of the underlying bill requires a 
study to determine whether the Department of 
Defense should continue supporting schools 
which serve military dependents under the Im
pact Aid Section 6 Program. My amendment 
would expand the scope of the study to exam
ine the entire Impact Aid Program and how it 
affects military dependents, their schools, and 
their families. 

Under current law, most schools which 
serve military dependents are funded under 
the regular Department of Education Impact 
Aid Program. However, 68 schools continue to 
participate in the Section 6 Program which 
provides direct Department of Defense reim
bursement to schools on a contract basis for 
education provided to military dependents. 
While this program remains more costly on a 
per-pupil basis, it does, unlike the Department 
of Education Impact Aid Program in many 
cases, provide adequate and equitable com
pensation to local schools which serve military 
families. 

The study currently required by section 373 
was included in the bill by Members who be
lieve that the Section 6 Program is too costly 

to the military. They believe that the program 
ought to be terminated and schools returned 
to the regular ~mpact Aid Program. 

I am extremely concerned about this new 
policy direction for several reasons. Most im
portantly, section 373 contemplates moving 68 
schools to an underfunded program that does 
not work for most of the 2,600 schools and 
children who participate in it. 

Mr. Chairman, we fund thousands of pro
grams at the Federal level. Many of these pro
grams address needs and problems that are 
properly the responsibility of States, local gov
ernments, or the private sector. We fund hun
dreds of billions of dollars of entitlements, 
some with little or no justification for Federal 
involvement. Among all of these Federal ac
tivities, impact aid stands out, in my opinion, 
as an absolute Federal responsibility and obli
gation. The military houses families on non
taxable Federal land. It then requires that local 
schools, which are funded primarily through 
local property taxes, pay to educate the chil
dren of these families. Without Federal assist
ance to pay for the cost of educating these 
military dependents, most school districts 
would simply go bankrupt in a short period of 
time. 

I believe that section 373 raises serious 
questions about Congress' and the military's 
commitment to the quality of life of our service 
men and women and their families. The cur
rent Impact Aid Program does not work. Its 
funding formula is inequitable and the program 
is underfunded. Many schools that participate 
in the program are forced to compromise the 
quality of education they offer to both military 
dependents and community children. 

I believe that section 373 ought to be 
amended to address the larger and more im
portant questions raised by the military obliga
tion to contribute to the education of military 
dependents. Do military dependents receive a 
lower quality of education because their 
schools must rely on annual impact aid appro
priations? Is impact aid fair and equitable? Do 
schools that rely on impact aid experience se
vere financial difficulties because the program 
is underfunded? How do these financial dif
ficulties affect military dependents? Does the 
Department of Defense have a responsibility 
to ensure a quality of life for service members, 
including high quality education for their chil
dren? Should the DOD take a greater, not 
lesser, role in ensuring a high quality of edu
cation for military dependents? How can the 
Impact Aid Program be reformed so that it 
serve rather than hinders local school dis
tricts? 

My amendment would require the DoD to 
seriously address these important questions 
and do so in time to contribute to the reauthor
ization of the Impact Aid Program in 1994. 

My own experience with the Impact Air Pro
gram in my district convinces me that the pro
gram ought to be entirely overhauled to pro
vide adequate and equitable assistance to 
school districts in order to provide a quality 
education for both military and community chil
dren. 

In North Chicago, following a decade of 
Federal underfunding of impact aid, local 
schools were forced to consolidate into a sin
gle mammoth district to spread the financial 
responsibility of educating thousands of chil-

dren from the Great Lakes Naval Training 
Center among as many local property tax pay
ers as possible. 

Despite these financial and administrative 
difficulties imposed by the Federal Govern
ment, the school district managed to survive 
for several years by cutting staff, faculty, 
wages, and programs. This year, the district 
was forced, owning to a multimillion dollar im
pact aid deficit, to petition for bankruptcy and 
further consolidation with five neighboring 
school districts. Despite a last minute bailout 
by the State, the school board tells us there is 
a very real possibility that the school will fail 
to meet its payroll sometime late this year or 
next. At that point, the school doors would be 
closed and children would be sent home for 
the year. Mr. Chairman, the Federal Govern
ment simply should never allow this kind of sit
uation to develop. 

In a nearby school district in Highland Park, 
IL, following years of impact aid deficits, 
schools which once served Army dependents 
from Fort Sheridan and now serve Navy de
pendents from Great Lakes were forced to 
consolidate into one large district in order to 
spread the financial responsibility of educating 
military dependents. This school district, which 
is located in an urban, high wage, high tax 
area, provides a subsidy of several thousand 
dollars per pupil to the military dependents it 
educates. While the community has repeatedly 
agreed to raise its own taxes to subsidize the 
military dependents to ensure that all local 
children may continue to receive a high quality 
education, it cannot continue to do so forever. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe the Federal Govern
ment must accept its important obligation to 
pay for the education of military dependents. 
We must provide an equitable impact aid fund
ing formula and we must provide the dollars to 
make school districts whole. We must give 
them the resources to provide the children of 
our service men and women the same quality 
education that nonservice-connected children 
receive in America. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment takes the 
first step toward that goal. It requires the De
partment of Defense to examine the Impact 
Aid Program to determine whether the pro
gram works for military dependents. It asks 
DOD to tell Congress whether the military has 
a responsibility to military families and whether 
it ought to play a greater role in ensuring a 
quality education for military dependents. And 
finally, my amendment asks the DOD, the or
ganization that ought to have the greatest in
terest in the success of impact aid, how the 
program should be improved to better serve 
military dependents. 

The impact aid system does not work. It re
stricts educational opportunities for many mili
tary dependents. It is throwing schools into fi
nancial chaos, and the problem is getting 
worse. My amendment begins the process of 
reforming the program to shift the focus from 
interagency squabbling and budget games to 
improving the welfare of military families. 

I appreciate Chairman DELLUMS' willingness 
to include my amendment in his en bloc 
amendment. I commend it to you. 

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of the en bloc amendment and request per
mission to revise and extend my remarks. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment on humani
. tarian and civic assistance contained in the en 
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bloc is not self-explanatory, so let me outline 
what it does and why it does it. 

Subsection (a) of this amendment would di
rect the Secretary of Defense to issue regula
tions no later than March 1 , 1994, governing 
humanitarian and civic assistance activities. 
Legislation enacted in the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1987 and 
contained in section 401 of title 10, United 
States Code, states that such activities should 
be carried out under regulations prescribed by 
the Secretary. Almost 7 years have passed 
and those implementing regulations have yet 
to be issued. 

A recent GAO investigation requested by 
the Armed Services Committee has uncovered 
questionable projects carried out under this ru
bric. The committee plans to await issuance of 
regulations, which ·could address these weak
nesses, before acting further legislatively. 

Among the problems is an overly broad defi
nition used for the term "minimal" in sub
section (b)(2), where the statute permits "the 
incurring of minimal expenditures" outside the 
bureaucratic impediments of the statute. The 
new regulations could address that problem. If 
that "minimal" problem continues, however, 
the committee will consider repealing this ex
emption. 

The committee is also concerned that nei
ther the Office of Global Affairs nor any other 
agency is adequately overseeing the conduct 
of civic action missions abroad. Some pro
grams appear to be make-work projects that 
fail either to "promote * * * operational readi
ness skills" of the participating troops or to 
"serve the basic economic and social needs of 
the people"-two requirements of the statute. 
Some of the projects may even detract from 
the training the troops are supposed to be get
ting. Therefore, · I hope the Secretary of De
fense will energize oversight functions of his 
office with regard to this program. 

The committee review of this program also 
noted that the Department of Defense general 
counsel, in an opinion dated December 7, 
1989, opined that funds could be spent on hu
manitarian and civic assistance efforts in addi
tion to those administered under section 401. 
This amendment includes language in sub
section (b) that would overturn that opinion. 

Subsectior. (c) of the amendment amends 
section 2551 of title 10, United States Code, 
to require the notification sent to the Congress 
concerning the transportation of humanitarian 
relief to include a description of all excess 
nonlethal defense supplies including the quan
tity, acquisition value, and value at the time of 
transportation of all excess equipment trans
ferred. 

The budget request contained $48 million 
for transportation of humanitarian assistance 
supplies for fiscal year 1994 within the Global 
Cooperative Initiatives Program. Subsection 
(d) of this amendment authorizes $48 million 
for programs covered by sections 401, 402 
and 2551 of title 10, United States Code. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment would give the Secretary of De
f ense the clear statutory authority to transfer a 
small number of excess light aircraft to the 
volunteer rescue group, Brothers to the Res
cue. 

This nonprofit group is made up of volun
teers who daily patrol the waters in their air-

planes seeking to save lives. The members of 
Brothers to the Rescue work with the U.S. 
Coast Guard in finding the location of dis
tressed vessels as well as rafters fleeing 
Cuba. 

They have been in operation since May 15, 
1991. They have been on several hundred 
rescue missions and have saved over 700 
lives. 

The Brothers to the Rescue have an excel
lent working relationship with the Coast Guard. 
The pilots spot the rafts and radio the location 
to the Coast Guard. The pilots then circle the 
rafts until the Coast Guard arrives. 

The Brothers help anyone in distress. At the 
request of the Coast Guard they transported a 
Haitian woman to Miami for medical attention. 

The language of the amendment is permis
sive. 

The aircraft sought are Vietnam era obser
vation aircraft. 

The unique nature of the Brothers' life-sav
ing work does not fit into any existing statutory 
authority for surplus property transfer. 

The Brothers have had to rely on rented air
craft to supplement their small fleet. While the 
organization takes care of its own aircraft, the 
pilots do not have direct control of mainte
nance for rental planes. They recently lost two 
aircraft and one Brothers pilot suffered severe 
damage to his spinal column. 

Such authority to convey has been granted 
before by the Congress, most recently in an 
amendment to H.R. 4484 in the last session, 
which allowed the Secretary of Transportation 
to convey surplus ships to a civilian group. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, today, I am of
fering an amendment to H.R. 2401, the fiscal 
year 1994 Defense authorization bill. I believe 
that it is necessary to ensure that the Federal 
Government lives up to its responsibility to as
sist communities adversely impacted by the 
base closure and realignment process. 

Everyone in this body understands the ter
rible economic dislocation which results from 
military base closure. Many of our bases are 
located in rural areas whose economies are 
largely dependent on the stimulus provided by 
the base. 

I speak from firsthand experience in this 
matter. Loring Air Force Base, in the district 
which I represent in Northern Maine, is one of 
these bases. When Loring closes in Septem
ber 1994, the local economy will lose $70 mil
lion a year. This is about 25 percent of the 
economic activity in Aroostook County, a 
county larger than the State of Connecticut. 
The amendment that I offer today derives 
largely from the lessons learned by the com
munities in the Loring area as they prepare for 
the closure of the base. 

The loss of Loring will be economically dev
astating and nearly 10,000 jobs will be at risk 
or simply lost. About 900 civilian and 3,000 
military personnel are employed at the base, 
funnelling more than $130 million annually into 
the Maine economy. Another 6,000 civilian 
jobs are supported by the air base, generating 
a total of $240 million annually in personal in
come. 

I might also add, that this amendment is 
consistent with the new program announced in 
July by the administration to revitalize commu
nities impacted by base closings. The adminis
tration and Congress both understand that the 

Federal Government must do everything it can 
to assist workers and cushion communities 
through this wrenching period. 

There are currently no laws or regulations 
which require the Department of Defense 
[DOD] to give preference to local contractors. 
Thus, DOD cannot legally give special consid
eration to businesses near a base selected for 
closure, even if the business is fully capable of 
performing the work at a competitive price. 

DOD regulations, as well as the Small Busi
ness Act, do establish small business set
asides on certain jobs, but small businesses 
everywhere can apply for these contracts. 
There is nothing in DOD regulations that ex
plicitly gives preference to local businesses on 
small business set-asides. 

Base closure, or the impending closure of a 
base, is a traumatic experience for local 
economies and businesses. Communities that 
suddenly lose their economic lifeline need help 
to adjust and recover. Even with the very real 
asset of a military base, the job of nurturing 
and sustaining businesses is a difficult one for 
communities to undertake. The Federal Gov
ernment has a responsibility to ease workers 
and cushion communities through this wrench
ing period. 

The DOD recognized its responsibility to 
transition assistance for communities and 
workers. For example, its Office of Economic 
Adjustment has over 30 years' experience and 
a good record in helping communities cope 
with the loss of a military base. 

However, since the implementation of the 
base closure process, the country has never 
had to deal before with the economic impact 
of base closings on such a scale. We need to 
do even more to help communities deal with 
these closures. 

This local preference amendment is very 
reasonable. It involves only bases being 
closed or realigned. It is only fair that the De
fense Department, to the greatest extent prac
ticable, provide preference to local businesses 
as a way of lessening the economic burden of 
base closure. If local businesses are unable to 
do the work competently, or can only do so for 
an inordinate amount of money, then the DOD 
can find a different contractor elsewhere. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support this 
amendment. Thank you. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, some have said 
that a number of National Guard technicians 
already do not deploy with their units during 
times of need and that this amendment is truly 
designed to keep all civilian technicians from 
deploying at all. I would invite those oppo
nents of this amendment who believe this to 
be true to tell it to Randy Eddy and Eric Sher
ry of the Wisconsin Army National Guard who, 
as technicians, were proud to deploy with their 
unit to the deserts of Saudi Arabia during 
Desert Storm. 

On September 18, 1990, both these men as 
technicians employed with the 107th Mainte
nance Company were activated as part of the 
first Guard unit in Wisconsin to be called to 
duty during operation Desert Shield. On No
vember 9, 1990, these two technicians de
ployed with their unit to Dharain, Saudi Arabia 
and attached to the 593d Area Support Group. 

There they were tasked with the inspection 
and, if necessary, repair of all vehicles arriving 
at Port King Abdul Aziz, assuring each was 
combat ready. 
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Because of their unit's success they re

mained in the theatre until July 3, 1991, longer 
than some active duty Army units. 

Although their unit was the first to leave 
Wisconsin and the last to return home, these 
technicians did exceptional work. However, 
after they returned to civilian status and asked 
Congress to support various bills designed to 
improve the lot of all National Guard techni
cians, some Members have implied on this 
floor that they were unpatriotic. 

These two technicians and all their counter
parts took great offense at this. Randy and 
Eric served when called and served our coun
try well. Indeed, they deserve our gratitude. 

Mr. Chairman, there does not appear to be 
any good reason to treat National Guard civil
ian technicians less well than their counter
parts in the Army and Air Force Reserves, and 
therefore I urge support of the gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, as the chief 
oversight committee of the House, we at Gov
ernment Operations have been closely mon
itoring the progress of the Air Force's C-17 
Airlifter Program. Over the past 2 years, I 
have presided at five hearings of our Legisla
tion and National Security Subcommittee 
where we examined the financial and technical 
problems with the C-17. Together with our 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle, we 
have concluded that legislation is necessary to 
correct these problems. 

This amendment requires the Department to 
undertake certain steps to correct three spe
cific problems with the C-17 Airlifter-software 
noncompliance, wing defects, and a range/ 
payload deficiency. With respect to each of 
the three problems, this amendment requires 
the Secretary to report to Congress on the 
status and cost of corrective measures. Exist
ing C-17 contract terms control the rights and 
obligations of the Government and the con
tractor. Without adding or detracting from such 
rights, this amendment provides guidance to 
the Department to ensure that the problems 
are identified and that the Congress is in
formed of the progress in addressing them. 

Of the three problems addressed in this 
amendment, software noncompliance has 
caused the most protracted development 
delays with the aircraft. As such, it justifies the 
imposition of a significant incentive for con
tractor performance by withholding from the 
unliquidated portion of the progress payments 
for noncomplying aircraft an amount not less 
than 1 percent of the total cost of such air
craft. The intent of this amendment is to pro
vide a significant incentive by the withholding 
of 1 percent. The expectation is that this in
centive will be sufficient to help speed the cor
rection of the software noncompliance. Al
though this amendment preserves the Depart
ment's discretion to withhold a greater propor
tion of such payments, it is not anticipated that 
existing noncompliance would warrant with
holding an amount greater than 2 percent of 
the unliquidated portion of the progress pay
ments for noncomplying aircraft. 

I would like to thank the ranking member of 
the Legislation and National Security Sub
committee, AL McCANDLESS of California, and 
the ranking member of the standing commit
tee, BILL CLINGER of Pennsylvania, for their bi
partisan cooperation in this amendment. In ad-

dition, I am grateful to our colleagues on the 
Legislation and National Security Subcommit
tee-CARDISS COLLINS, GLENN ENGLISH, STEVE 
NEAL, CAROLYN MALONEY, TOM lANTOS, 
CORRINE BROWN, JON KYL, and DICK ZIMMER. 
Finally, I would like to thank Douglas Nec
essary and Steven Thompson of the Armed 
Services Committee staff, as well as Eric 
Thorson and Steven Vincze of the Govern
ment Operations Committee staff. 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, as chairman of 
the Procurement Subcommittee of the Com
mittee on Small Business, it is my intention 
through this amendment to rectify an inequity 
that has been prolonged for too long due to a 
misinterpretation of current law. Through this 
amendment, I seek to clarify congressional in
tent with regards to the Small Business Com
petitiveness Demonstration Project (Title VII of 
Pub. L. 10(}-656), through which the Depart
ment of Defense was charged in an effort to 
study the effects of set asides on small busi
nesses. 

Unfortunately, one particular industry, mili
tary architectural and engineering services, 
which both the House and Senate Small Busi
ness Committees agree was never intended to 
be included in this program, continues to be 
penalized due to classification limits within the 
Small Business Administration. 

I come before you today to provide a classi
fication of this statute that reiterates existing 
law, enforces congressional intent and re
moves any misunderstanding that the SBA 
may have towards SIC Code 8711. Let me as
sure the committee that numerous efforts have 
been made by our committee to resolve this 
question with the SBA, with little success. If is 
our belief that the only way left is to specify 
our concerns through specific legislative lan
guage. 

My staff has worked with the Senate Small 
Business Committee and the House Armed 
Services staff on the nature of this amend
ment. I am hopeful that its enactment will fi
nally clear this continuing misunderstanding 
within the current regulations. I thank the 
chairman and the ranking member for their 
support and urge my fellow members to sup
port its passage. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support for the amendment to be offered en 
bloc to the fiscal year 1994 Defense authoriza
tion bill which would rename the Hanford Arid 
Lands Ecology Reserve in Richland, WA in 
honor of Dr. Richard Fitzner and Dr. Lester 
Eberhardt, two respected battelle biologists 
who died in a plane crash on June 3, 1992 
while conducting a wildlife survey on the Han
ford Reservation. 

With their work renowned throughout the re
gion, Dr. Fitzner and Dr. Eberhardt dedicated 
their professional and personal lives to the dry 
lands ecology; its threatened and endangered 
plants and animals; and the thriving popu
lations of other species contained within its 
boundaries. 

In recognition of their highest of contribu
tions made to the scientific community, I ask 
that the Congress honor the achievements of 
Dr. Fitzner and Dr. Eberhardt with passage of 
this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, as the ranking 

Republican member of the Committee on Gov-

ernment Operations and a member of the 
Subcommittee on Legislation and National Se
curity, I rise in support of a bipartisan amend
ment that is being considered en bloc and that 
concerns the C-17 Program. I am cosponsor
ing the amendment with the honorable chair
man of the committee, Mr. CONYERS. 

After extensive hearings on the progress of 
the C-17 program by our committee, two 
things have become clear-the C-17 program 
has experienced extensive technical and man
agerial weaknesses in the past, and our coun
try urgently needs an enhanced airlift capabil
ity in the future. I join other Members in ap
plauding the current efforts of Under Secretary 
John Deutch at the Department of Defense 
[DOD] to bring candor and accountability to 
the C-17 and other defense acquisition pro
grams. Nevertheless, in light of the well-docu
mented problems with the soft-ware, wings, 
and range/payload capabilities of the C-17, 
this amendment provides an appropriate level 
of increased Congressional oversight. The 
amendment is intended to encourage the ex
peditious correction of these problems and the 
enforcement of the rights and obligations 
under existing C-17 contracts. Through pos
sible withholdings in the range of 1 to 2 per
cent of the total cost of the aircraft and 
through reports to Congress, we anticipate 
that DOD will successfully correct the C-17 
problems of the past while allowing continued 
production and delivery without delay in the fu
ture. 

Mr. Chairman, let me conclude by stating 
that this amendment is an example of how 
Congress can exercise its important constitu
tional responsibility of effective government 
oversight to the benefit of all Americar.s. Our 
citizens expect and deserve their government 
to meet our Nation's important defense needs 
with quality procurement, fiscal responsibility, 
and accountability at the highest levels. As 
this amendment shows, Congress can act in a 
bipartisan manner to produce effective legisla
tion that keeps our defenses strong and fis
cally responsible. 

Let me emphasize that this amendment is 
the product of the careful, deliberative, and 
diligent efforts of Members and staff on both 
sides of the aisle. I wish to commend, in par
ticular, Chairman CONYERS and his staff, Con
gressmen McCANDLESS and HORN and their 
staffs, and Steve Thompson and Douglas 
Necessary of the House Armed Services 
Committee staff for their noteworthy efforts. 

Mr. KIM. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition 
to the Conyers amendment to further unnec
essarily delay, and restrict the C-17. The C-
17 will play a key role in our post-cold war se
curity policy and I strongly encourage support 
for this aircraft. 

I support the C-17 for two important rea
sons: First, the United States needs a new, 
modern airlifter to supplement and replace the 
existing C-5 Galaxy, and C-141 Starlifter. We 
have a serious air mobility shortfall which, if 
not immediately addressed, could seriously 
hurt our key national security interests. The 
C-17 will successfully address this shortfall. 
Second, the $41 billion C-17 program is an 
extremely important defense contract which 
provides thousands of quality jobs to southern 
California. 

I recognize that our still-struggling economy 
and overwhelming budget deficit necessitates 
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a re-evaluation of our force structure-which 
means doing more with less, and relying more 
on systems that perform more than one task. 
However, with the resource constraints we 
face, we will need to make the most of our 
prior investments. I think the C-17 is a good 
example of the kind of sophisticated, dual-use, 
and forward-thinking technology we can put to 
use. 

Our military and civilian defense leaders all 
agree that mobility will be increasingly impor
tant in the times ahead of us. Many fail to re
alize how the C-17 will increase our airlift ca
pabilities. The C-17 is more capable than the 
C-5 or the C-141 because it has the transport 
capability of the huge C-5, but can land on 
runways that the C-5 cannot. Acquisition of 
this aircraft will give the Air Force an intra-the
atre airlift capability that it does not have at 
this time. It would eliminate having to transfer 
equipment to aircraft that can land in smaller, 
unfinished runways-which are sometimes the 
only available runways in areas of conflict. 
This saves money, energy, and most of all, 
time. When our troops are deployed to danger 
areas, they must have the supplies they need 
to accomplish their mission. The C-17 can 
bring them what they need, when they need it, 
and does it faster and better than any other 
aircraft can. Some claim that the C-141 is 
adequate. The C-141 has been a fine air
craft-the workhorse of the airlift command for 
a quarter century. But like any good work
horse, it has reached a point where it should 
go out to pasture. Already, loads are restricted 
and some C-141 s have even been pulled 
from service due to dangerous structural 
cracks. They're reaching the end of their serv
ice life. It is time for new technology, broad
ened capabilities, and greater efficiencies. It is 
time to modernize our fleet with the kind of air
lift the military experts say they need like the 
C-17. 

I realize that the C-17 has faced many chal
lenges. Started in the early 1980's, it has suf
fered from the shortcomings of a fixed price 
development contract, and from the fits and 
starts of annual appropriations that have re
duced funding every year. There is plenty of 
blame to go around for the program being 
over cost and behind schedule. I am not here 
to defend the C-17 development program, but 
rather, to focus the attention of the House on 
the product of that program-the C-17 aircraft 
itself. Jeopardizing the C-17 aircraft because 
of concerns about procurement mistakes of 
the past during the development phase is not 
responsible national security policy. What is 
past is past, and I know that there are lessons 
to be learned. However, we must play with the 
hand we've been dealt, and the trump card for 
airlift capabilities into the 21st century is the 
C-17. There are already numerous effective 
checks and milestones to meet before produc
tion continues. We should not be adding more. 

Equally important is the $41 billion defense 
contract that provides quality jobs to thou
sands of southern Californians. The C-17 is 
manufactured by McDonnell Douglas Aero
space of Long Beach, CA. California already 
has one of the highest unemployment rates in 
the Nation-over 1 0 percent. With the propos
als for numerous base closings in California 
and the continued reduction in defense and 
aerospace spending, Californians simply can-

not afford to lose any more defense-related 
jobs. Further delays in cancellation of the C-
17 would jeopardize the future of aircraft pro
duction in California. Continued production of 
this aircraft presents the Federal Government 
with a "win-win" situation-increased airlift ca
pability for the Armed Forces, and more jobs 
for Californians. 

Although many challenges lie ahead, signifi
cant progress is being made in testing and 
evaluation of the C-17's operational capabili
ties. I understand that the C-17 has flown 
over 500 sorties and 1860 cumulative hours of 
flight, averaging more flight test sorties per 
month than the C-141 A, C-141 B, C-5A, YC-
15, B-1 A, and B-1 B. Over 100 percent of the 
3509 cumulative test points planned for the C-
17 have been accomplished as of August, 
1993. I am told the C-17 has demonstrated 
most key flight and ground capabilities during 
test program and has set 14 world records for 
lifting payload to altitude. The plane, which de
pends heavily on electronics, including a fly by 
wire system, has successfully completed its 
electronic interference and lightning strike test
ing. The plane will have to operate in the ex
tremes of heat and cold, and has successfully 
completed the hangar-based portion of this 
testing. Durability for first 30,000-hour lifetime 
started November 1992 and a test article has 
now exceeded 12,000 equivalent flight hours, 
almost one half a lifetime, on the way to two 
full lifetimes, by February 1995. 

Over the past several months, I have heard 
my colleagues acknowledge the need for our 
Armed Forces to rely more on technology and 
less on personnel-to be smaller, yet more ef
fective. Now is our opportunity to give them 
that technology. The C-17 can transport more 
supplies directly where they are needed, and 
does it quicker than any other aircraft in our 
inventory. I urge my colleagues to give our 
forces the ability to do more with less-to give 
them the technology that will deliver crucial 
equipment where it is needed, when it is 
needed, to ensure their success whenever 
they are sent into harms way. That technology 
is the C-17. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
thank Chairman DELLUMS for his willingness to 
work with me on an issue of great importance 
to thousands of people in South Carolina af
t ected by the Department of Energy's sudden 
decision to close down portions of the Savan
nah River Site. 

I would also like to thank my colleague from 
South Carolina, Mr. DERRICK, for his active 
support of these initiatives. 

As a result of DOE's decision to close por
tions of the Savannah River Site complex, 
more than 2,600 people will lose their jobs. 
Consequently, the unemployed rate in Barn
well County is expected to reach almost 16 
percent. While the figures are not available for 
Aiken County, they are expected to be ap
proximately the same. The Spence-Derrick 
amendment will provide up to $6 million in 
much needed economic and development as
sistance for the local communities impacted by 
these layoffs. 

The amendment dictates that the Savannah 
River Site, as a defense nuclear facility, be 
treated in the same manner as DOD facilities. 
This would ensure equitable treatment of em
ployees and communities affected by the clo-

sure or realignment of a defense nuclear facil
ity. As such, the program proposed in the 
amendment is entirely consistent with section 
1322 of our bill which addresses assistance 
programs for defense closures and realign
ments. 

The amendment also provides $4 million for 
the Savannah River Site lab, as a production 
site lab, to study critical technology transfer is
sues consistent with similar work being done 
by the national labs. 

The Spence-Derrick amendment is a small 
but positive start in the right direction for all of 
those people who will find themselves out of 
work as a result of the Savannah River Site 
shutdown. I believe it is the least we can do 
for people and communities that have devoted 
themselves for decades to protecting the na
tional security of the United States. 

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

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

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendments en bloc, 
as modified, offered by the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DELLUMS]. 

The amendments en bloc, as modi
fied, were agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is 
now in order to consider amendment 
No. 1 printed in House Report 103--236. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SISISKY, AS 
MODIFIED 

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment, as modified. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SISISKY, as 

modified: The amendment as modified is as 
follows: 

At the end of subtitle A of title X (page 329, 
after line 25), insert the following new sec
tion: 
SEC. 1008. DEFENSE RESPONSE FUND. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-(1) Chapter 3 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 127 the following new section: 
"§ 127a. Expenses for response operations; 

Defense Response Fund 
"(a) AUTHORITY To USE RESPONSE FUND.

In any case in which the armed forces are 
used to carry out an operation described in 
subsection (c), the Secretary of Defense may 
provide funds for the cost of such operation, 
subject to the limitations in this section, 
from the Defense Response Fund. Such funds 
shall be available only for the incremental 
costs to the Department of Defense of carry
ing out such operation. 

" (b) ESTABLISHMENT OF FUND.- (1) There is 
established in the Treasury a fund to be 
known as the 'Defense Response Fund' . 
Amounts in the fund shall be available, sub
ject to the limitations in this section, for 
transfer to the operation and maintenance 
and military personnel accounts of the De
partment of Defense. 

" (2) Amounts appropriated to the fund 
shall remain available until expended. 

"(3) Transfers from the fund shall not be 
charged against the maximum amount of 
transfer that may be made under any provi
sion in an annual defense authorization or 
appropriations Act providing general author
ity for the transfer of funds among accounts 
and funds of the Department of Defense. 
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"(c) AUTHORIZED PURPOSES OF FUND.

Amounts in the fund may be used, at the dis
cretion of the Secretary of Defense, only in 
connection with an operation required of the 
Department of Defense by the President 
which is one of the following: 

" (1) A foreign disaster relief operation. 
" (2) A peacekeeping operation carried out 

under the auspices of the United Nations or 
another international organization. 

" (3) A peace enforcement operation carried 
out under the auspices of the United Nations 
or another international organization. 

" (4) An operation to provide support to do
mestic civil authority. 

" (5) A noncombatant evacuation operation. 
" (d) FINANCIAL PLAN FOR OPERATIONS EX

PECTED To EXHAUST FUND.- In the case of 
any operation for which funds are provided 
under this section which the Secretary of 
Defense determines may exhaust the balance 
in the fund, the Secretary shall promptly 
submit to Congress a financial plan for the 
operation that sets forth the manner by 
which it is proposed by the executive branch 
to obtain funds for the total incremental 
cost to the United States of the operation. 

" (e) PROHIBITION AGAINST USE FOR ONGOING 
AND SMALL-SCALE OPERATIONS.-(!) Amounts 
in the fund are not available-

" (A) for ongoing operations (except as pro
vided in paragraph (2)(B)); or 

" (B) for small-scale operations. 
" (2)(A) For purposes of this subsection, an 

ongoing operation is an operation that was 
underway while the budget of the Depart
ment of Defense for the fiscal year during 
which the operation is to be funded was 
being prepared for submission to Congress. 

"(B) The prohibition in paragraph (l)(A) 
does not apply in the case of an ongoing op
eration that was expected (as of the time 
such budget was being prepared) to be com
pleted by the beginning of the fiscal year for 
which such budget was prepared but which 
(for reasons that could not be anticipated at 
the time of such preparation) continued into 
that fiscal year. 

"(3) For purposes of this subsection, a 
small-scale operation is one for which the 
total incremental cost to the Department of 
Defense is expected to be less than $1,000,000. 

" (f) NOTICE TO CONGRESS.-Obligations for 
the incremental costs for any operation de
scribed in subsection (c) may not be made in 
excess of $20,000,000 until the Secretary of 
Defense submits to Congress notification of 
the intention to make such obligations in ex
cess of such amount and a period of 20 days 
has elapsed. 

"(g) INCREMENTAL COSTS.-For purposes of 
this sectioil, incremental costs of tAe De
partment of Defense with respect to an oper
ation are the costs that are directly attrib
utable to the operation and that are other
wise chargeable to accounts available for op
eration and maintenance or for military per
sonnel. Any costs which are otherwise 
chargeable to accounts available for procure
ment may not be considered to be incremen
tal costs for purposes of this section. 

" (h) GAO AUDITS.-In addition to the fi
nancial statements and audits required by 
section 3515 and 3521 of title 31, United States 
Code, the Comptroller General of the United 
States shall from time to time carry out ex
aminations of the fund to ensure that proper 
accounting procedures are followed and to 
determine whether the requirements and 
limitations in this section are being com
plied with." . 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
such chapter is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 127 the following 
new item: 

"127a. Expenses for response operations; De
fense Response Fund.". 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1994.-There is authorized to be 
appropriated for fiscal year 1994 to the De
fense Response Fund established under sec
tion 127a of title 10, United States Code, as 
added by subsection (a), the sum of 
$30,000,000. 

(c) TRANSITION PROVISION.-In the case of 
any operation described in subsection (c) of 
section 127a of title 10, United States Code , 
as added by subsection (a), that is ongoing as 
of the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
limitation in subsection (e)(l)(A) of such sec
tion shall not apply with respect to expendi
tures during fiscal year 1994. 

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend
ment, as modified, be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objeetion to the request of the 
gentleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu

ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. SISISKY] will be recog
nized for 5 minutes, and a Member op
posed will be recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
opposed to the amendment, as modi
fied. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] 
will be recognized for 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. SISISKY]. 

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this amendment. What we 
have here is a friendly disagreement 
between the Republicans and Demo
crats on the Armed Services Commit
tee. Let me give the Members some 
background on the issue. 

It may sound odd, but when we budg
et for the military, we really budget 
for peacetime operations, not for emer
gencies, even though the military ex
ists for emergencies. So, whenever 
something happens around the world 
and the military actually has to do 
something, it has to scramble to find 
the funds to pay the bills. It ends up 
robbing Peter to pay Paul, canceling 
an exercise, halting a training pro
gram-all in order to free up money to 
pay for the gas needed to deploy. 

Our subcommittee worked up lan
guage designed to fix that by allowing 
the startup costs of many unantici
pated operations to be paid for on an 
interim basis from the resources of the 
defense business operations fund. This 
is a little financial sleight of hand that 
allows bills to be paid without putting 
any money up front. Both the Repub
lican and Democratic leadership of the 
subcommittee felt this solved the prob
lem. 

Defense Secretary Aspin said this re
solved one of his problems but did 
nothing for another. His second prob
lem is that the services are historically 
reluctant to take to the field, fearful 
that they will get stuck with the bill. 
Even with the mechanism we devised, 

the services still could get stuck. Sec
retary Aspin asked for a cash account 
that could be tapped so the services 
would know they would be reimbursed. 
The Republicans on our committee said 
they didn't want to go that far. 

Personally, I think both approaches 
are sound. You should have a cash ac
count to start out with. If the emer
gency is so big that it drains the ac
count, then you can use the second, 
noncash funding mechanism. With both 
the cash fund and the noncash mecha
nism, you've covered the waterfront. 

Since both the Republicans and 
Democrats on the committee agree on 
the noncash mechanism, it has been in
cluded in the en bloc. Since we do not 
agree on the cash fund, that is coming 
up for a separate vote now. 

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

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is re
dundant, unnecessary, and takes us 
down an increasingly slippery path to
ward greater involvement in future 
Somalias. 

This amendment is redundant and 
unnecessary because the House has al
ready adopted a provision dealing with 
the issue of how best to fund contin
gency operations. 

But more importantly, this amend
ment is ill-advised because it puts in 
place a mechanism to grant the Pen ta
gon blank checks to pay for unspecified 
peacekeeping adventures throughout 
the world. 

When you combine this with where 
this administration seems to be going 
in the area of peacekeeping, we should 
be very, very cautious about what new 
authorities and latitudes we grant. 

This administration is on the verge 
of moving U.S. foreign policy interests 
in a direction where the United Na
tions will receive a large role in deter
mining how and where we commit U.S. 
forces abroad. 

The issue is no longer how U.S. inter
ests apply, but rather how global 
multilateralism is served by the United 
States shouldering the burden of mili
tary peacekeeping operations. 

I consider such a policy untenable 
and believe the House should reject any 
amendment or provision that encour
ages or supports this administration's 
shift toward greater and greater in
volvement in ill-defined peacekeeping 
operations. 

0 1710 

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

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL
LUMS]. 
. Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding the 
time for the purpose of a colloquy. 
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I would like to understand from my 

distinguished colleague, the gentleman 
from Virginia, that the intention of his 
proposed section 1005 is to provide au
thorization for the expenditure of funds 
from the defense response fund for only 
such operations that have been author
ized to be performed. This gentleman 
recognizes that we are in a dialog with
in our institution and with the other 
body, as well as with the administra
tion, on precisely what actions are re
quired to authorize the use of U.S. 
military force. It is my understanding 
that this section does not attempt to 
answer that debate; that is to say, that 
nothing in this proposed section may 
serve as a standing authorization for 
the use of force, simply that it would 
authorize funds to be used, up to the 
limits, for those uses of our military 
forces that have secured the required 
authorization. Is that correct? 

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, yes, the chair
man is correct. It is the intention of 
the author of this amendment that it is 
solely to authorize the use or financial 
resources for operations which have 
otherwise been authorized pursuant to 
our Constitution and laws governing 
the use of military force. It cannot and 
should not be read to create an author
ization to use force by itself; it is sim
ply an effort to provide an authorized 
source of funds for those times when 
the use of force is necessary and is un
dertaken consistently with our con
stitutional and statutory require
ments. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, with 
that explanation, I am pleased to rise 
in support of the amendment and urge 
my colleagues to adopt the amend
ment. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. GILMAN]. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the two amendments of
fered by Mr. SISISKY as part of the De
fense Department's so-called global co
operation initiative. That initiative
and these amendments are an integral 
part of the Clinton administration's 
plan to significantly increase U.S. in
volvement in U.N. peacekeeping oper
ations. 

The Clinton administration has made 
the expansion of international peace
keeping a centerpiece of its foreign pol
icy. Indeed, I do not think I exaggerate 
in saying that international peacekeep
ing is to this administration's foreign 
policy what health care reform is to its 
domestic policy. 

But, in contrast to the months of in
ternal review that the administration 
already has devoted to heal th care re
form, and the m~ny months of delib
eration on health care that lie ahead of 
us here on Capitol Hill, we are being 
asked to approve the first elements of 
the administration's international 
peacekeeping policy with only 10 min
utes of debate per amendment. 

There have been no hearings on 
where we are going with international 
peacekeeping. When I wrote to the ad
ministration to ask that they publicly 
release their policy paper on inter
national peacekeeping-the so-called 
PRD-13---in order that the Congress 
and the American people might pub
licly debate this important issue, I was 
politely told that the time is not yet 
ripe for such a debate. I offer my ex
change of correspondence with the ad
ministration on this subject for the 
record. 

Mr. Chairman, increased U.S. partici
pation in international peacekeeping 
will take us down a perilous path. It 
may be a pa th that eventually we may 
have to travel, but we should not begin 
such a journey without more careful 
deliberation than we are giving it here 
today. 

We need only look to the two inter
national crisis of the hour- Somalia 
and Bosnia-to see some of the risks. 
In Somalia, we are bogged down enforc
ing a U.N. mandate that goes far be
yond the mission for U.S. forces origi
nally outlined by President Bush, a 
mandate that bears no relationship to 
any reasonable calculation of U.S. na
tional interests. 

In Bosnia, where our national inter
ests are far more significant, we stand 
on the sidelines waiting for the United 
Nations to agree on a policy that will 
demonstrate to the Serbian aggressors 
that their aggression must stop. While 
the United Nations fiddles, Bosnia 
burns. · 

Some in Congress may be prepared to 
embark on adventures in international 
peacekeeping without careful delibera
tion and without even insisting that 
President Clinton lift the veil of se
crecy that now conceals his policy 
from the American people. However, I 
am not. 

In the weeks ahead, I intend to work 
with my colleagues to forge a policy on 
international peacekeeping that can 
command the support of the American 
people. I invite those Members who 
share my interest in this matter to 
join me in that effort. In the mean
time, I urge the defeat of the Sisisky 
amendments. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, 
Washington, DC, August 3, 1993. 

Hon. ANTHONY LAKE, 
Assistant to the President for National Security 

Affairs, The White House, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. LAKE: I understand that the ad

ministration has been devoting considerable 
time and effort to examining the policy 
questions presented by the increasing num
ber and scope of international peacekeeping 
operations. I commend the administration 
for its foresight in this regard, and hope to 
be able to work with you in forging a policy 
on peacekeeping that can command the sup
port of the American people. 

I think it inevitable that there will be an 
extensive public debate on this issue , both 
within the Committee on Foreign Affairs and 
elsewhere . To facilitate this deba te, i t would 
be useful for us to have an unclassified ver-

sion of the administration's policy on peace
keeping. Accordingly, I would appreciate 
your preparing and releasing unclassified 
versions of both Presidential Review Direc
tive 13, regarding international peacekeeping 
operations, and the corresponding Presi
dential Decision Directive. 

I recognize that it may be necessary for 
you to withhold some portions of the direc
tives because of national security consider
ations. Nevertheless, I think it would serve 
both interest and ours to release those por
tions of the directives that are already un
classified or can be declassified. 

Please contact Mr. Stephen Rademaker of 
my staff at 22&-Q735 if you have any questions 
about this request. 

Sincerely, 
BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, 

Ranking Republican Member. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, DC, September 1, 1993. 

Hon. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN' 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE GILMAN: Thank you 
for your letter of August 3, 1993, requesting 
unclassified versions of the Presidential Re
view Directive on peacekeeping and the cor
responding Presidential Decision Directive. 
Your support on this and other foreign pol
icy issues will be very important to us in the 
days and months ahead. 

As you know, the Administration's policy 
on peacekeeping matters is still under inten
sive interagency review. I understand that 
your staff has been briefed on the progress of 
this review by National Security Council 
staff. 

It has not been the NSC's policy to release 
unclassified versions of classified presi
dential policy documents. But once the cur
rent review process is completed, and the 
President has signed a formal Decision Di
rective, we will be in a position to make a 
decision regarding your request. 

In the meantime, however, I would, of 
course, be happy to arrange a briefing for 
you on the Administration's review of peace
keeping policy. As always, I greatly value 
your opinions and look forward to working 
with you on these issues. 

Sincerely, 
ANTHONY LAKE, 

Assistant to President , 
for National Security Affairs. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. BUYER). 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to the amendment. A 
number of years ago, the late historian 
Barbara Tuchman in her work "The 
March of Folly," chronicled significant 
points in history in which great na
tions, despite all warnings to the con
trary, pursued policies contrary to 
their own best self interest. I say to my 
colleague that it is easy to read his
tory, difficult to live history, and the 
challenge is to successfully create his
tory. 

It is important that we do not yield 
and join the march identified by Mrs. 
Tuchman. 

Mr. Clinton delights in relegating 
difficult foreign policy decisions to 
multilateral organizations. Passing dif
ficult choices off to the United Nations 
has become a cornerstone of the Clin
ton foreign policy. The order, 
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counterorder and disorder resulting 
from this approach is evident in the ad
ministration's dealings from Bosnia to 
Somalia. 

At the same time, we continue to 
make speedy and drastic cuts in our de
fense spending. For all its hype, the 
much vaunted Bottom-up Review has 
created a much smaller force that is 
supposed to accomplish the same mis
sions as the Base Force through the 
mythical use of force enhancers. 

With increased commitments and re
duced forces, we are now asked to es
tablish a startup fund for more ill-ad
vised adventures to pressure our pre
cious, and rapidly dwindling, defense 
assets. 

This is one march I urge others not 
join. Resist the folly, vote no on this 
amendment. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SAXTON]. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

This amendment and the one to fol
low are part of a broad-based policy 
which the Clinton administration seeks 
which will be proposed to subordinate 
U.S. forces to the United Nations or to 
multilateral command. 

Let us look at the experience we have 
had in a similar situation in Somalia. 
When America sent troops to Somalia 
to restore order so humanitarian relief 
efforts could move forward, there was 
widespread support. Now there is little 
support for the international peace
keeping mission in Somalia. In that 
country under U.N. command our 
troops have worn out their welcome 
and have come under increased danger 
as the number of deadly incidents have 
increased. 

I recently read in the New York 
Times on August 27 and I quote, "Mr. 
Aspin is expected to describe a policy 
framework for Somalia that could be 
used as a model for American involve
ment in other peacekeeping operations 
around the world." 

Mr. Chairman, the United Nations 
has played a significant role in recent 
years, but it should be our ongoing pol
icy where American troops are in
volved that we regularly subjugate our 
American role and our U.S. troops to 
the United Nations. 

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself my remaining 30 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not know how 
this amendment got into all of this. It 
is absolutely amazing. A "Dear Col
league" was distributed saying that 
this amendment was part of a policy to 
dramatically increase U.S. involve
ment in peacekeeping operations 
around the world. I wish Members 
would read amendments first. 

This amendment does not endorse, 
advance, restrict, halt an event, or oth
erwise impact on any policy. It simply 
provides a mechanism for paying for 
five very limited types of operations. I 

would hope that this body would vote 
"yes." 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
DURBIN). The question is on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. SISISKY], as modified. 

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

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 248, further 
proceedings on this amendment will be 
postponed. 

It is now in order to consider Amend
ment No. 2 printed in House Report 
103-236. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SISISKY 
Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SISISKY: Page 

353, strike out the heading for title XII (lines 
18-21) and insert in lieu thereof the follow
ing: 
TITLE XII-POST-COLD WAR PROGRAMS 
Subtitle A-Cooperative Threat Reduction 

with States of Former Soviet Union 
Page 353, line 23, strike out "title" and in

sert in lieu thereof "subtitle". 
Page 358, line 19, strike out "1208" and in

sert in lieu thereof "1216". 
Page 362, redesignate section 1208 as sec

tion 1216, and insert after line 10 the follow
ing: 

Subtitle B-New Post-Cold War Initiatives 
SEC. 1211. REPORT ON SECTIONS 1212 AND 1213. 

(a) PREPARATION OF REPORT.-The Sec
retary of Defense shall prepare, with the con
currence of the Secretary of State, a report 
on the programs described in sections 1212 
and 1213. The report shall include an overall 
plan for the activities to be carried out pur
suant to such sections. The report shall dis
cuss the extent to which the programs will 
be carried out using the authorities provided 
in this subtitle and authorities previously 
provided by law and the extent to which the 
enactment of additional statutory authori
ties will be requested. 

(b) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.-The Sec
retary of Defense shall submit the report 
prepared pursuant to subsection (a) to the 
appropriate congressional committees. 
SEC. 1212. PROMOTION OF DEMOCRACY PRO

GRAM. 
(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.-The Secretary 

of Defense may carry out a program to be 
known as the Promotion of Democracy Pro
gram. This program shall consist of mili
tary-to-military activities, defense contact 
activities, and comparable activities that 
are designed to assist the military forces of 
other countries in understanding the appro
priate role of military forces in a democratic 
society. 

(b) INELIGIBLE COUNTRIES.-The authority 
of subsection (a) may not be exercised with 
respect to a country that is ineligible to re
ceive assistance under chapter 5 of'part II of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 
2347 and following; relating to international 
military education and training). 

(C) ANNUAL REPORT.-Not later than March 
1 of each year, the Secretary of Defense shall 

submit to the appropriate congressional 
committees a report with respect to the Pro
motion of Democracy Program. Each report 
shall describe, on a country-by-country 
basis, the activities carried out under this 
section during the preceding fiscal year, 
planned for the current fiscal year, and pro
posed for the coming fiscal year. Each report 
shall also discuss the relationship between 
the activities carried out under this section 
and the international miiitary education and 
training activities carried out under chapter 
5 of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There is hereby authorized to be appro
priated for the Promotion of Democracy Pro
gram under subsection (a) the amount of 
$23,100,000 for fiscal year 1994. 

(e) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS.-Funds 
appropriated pursuant to the authorization 
of appropriations provided in subsection (d) 
may be obligated only after the date on 
which the Secretary of Defense submits to 
the Congress the report described in section 
1211. 

(D CONCURRENCE AND CONSULTATION.-Ac
tivities may be carried out under this sec
tion only pursuant to a program of assist
ance that is undertaken with the concur
rence of the Secretary of State or at the di
rection of the President. 

(g) CINC INITIATIVE FUND AMENDMENT.
Section 166a of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended-

(1) in subsection (b)-
(A) by striking paragraph (7); and 
(B) by redesignating paragraph (8) as para

graph (7); and 
(2) in subsection (e)(l)-
(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking 

" $15,000;" and inserting "$15,000; and"; 
(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking "sub

section (b)(5); and" and inserting "subsection 
(b)(5)."; and 

(C) by striking subparagraph (C). 
SEC. 1213. PREPARATIONS FOR INTERNATIONAL 

PEACEKEEPING. 
(a) TRAINING OF FOREIGN MILITARY PERSON

NEL.-(1) The Secretary of Defense may carry 
out a program to provide training for person
nel of military forces of foreign countries in 
programs and· tactics relevant to inter
national peacekeeping and peace enforce
ment activities. 

(2) As part of such program, the Secretary 
may provide transportation of foreign mili
tary personnel to and from a training site. 
The Secretary may not provide reimburse
ment or other payment for subsistence ex
penses or other personnel costs of the foreign 
military personnel participating in the pro
gram. 

(b) CENTERS FOR THE DIRECTION OF INTER
NATIONAL OPERATIONS.-(1) The Secretary of 
Defense may carry out a program to assist 
the United Nations, at its headquarters in 
New York, and the headquarters of regional 
organizations to establish command, control, 
and communications centers for the direc
tion of international peacekeeping and peace 
enforcement operations. Such assistance 
may include support for the organization, 
equipping, and staffing of such centers. 

(2) This subsection does not provide au
thority to transfer title to any property, 
other than excess defense articles. Any 
equipment provided under this subsection, 
other than excess defense articles, shall be 
provided by loan (for a fixed or an indefinite 
period). 

(3) Support provided under this subsection 
for the staffing of a center may be provided 
only in the case of United States military, 
.civilian, or contract personnel. 
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(C) ANNUAL REPORT.-Not later than March 

1 of each year, the Secretary of Defense shall 
submit to the appropriate congressional 
committees a report with respect to the pro
grams carried out under subsections (a) and 
(b). Each report shall describe the activities 
carried out during the preceding fiscal year, 
planned for the current fiscal year, and pro
posed for the coming fiscal year. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There is hereby authorized to be appro
priated to carry out the programs authorized 
by subsections (a) and (b) the amount of 
$10,000,000 for fiscal year 1994. 

(e) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS.-Funds 
appropriated pursuant to the authorization 
of appropriations provided in subsection (d) 
may be obligated only after the date on 
which the Secretary of Defense submits to 
the Congress the report described in section 
1211. 

(f) CONCURRENCE AND CONSULTATION.-Ac
tivities may be carried out under this sec
tion only pursuant to a program of assist
ance that is undertaken with the concur
rence of the Secretary of State or at the di
rection of the President. 
SEC. 1214. RELATION TO FOREIGN ASSISTANCE 

POLICIES. 
To the maximum extent practicable, ac

tivities carried out under section 1212 or 1213 
of this subtitle or section 401, 402, or 2551 of 
title 10, United States Code, shall be carried 
out consistent with the policies applicable to 
similar types of activities carried out under 
United States foreign assistance programs. 
SEC. 1215. NOTICE TO CONGRESS. 

During fiscal year 1994, not less than 15 
days before obligating a.ny funds made avail
able with respect to any activity carried out 
under section 1212 or 1213 of this subtitle, the 
President shall transmit to the appropriate 
congressional committees a report on the 
proposed obligation. Each such report shall 
specify the activities and policy objectives 
under such sections for which the President 
plans to obligate such funds and the amounts 
of the planned obligations. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. SISISKY] will be recog
nized for 5 minutes, and a Member op
posed, the gentleman from Utah [Mr. 
HANSEN], will be recognized for 5 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. SISISKY]. 

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

Mr. Chairman, this amendment pro
vides a total of $33 million for three 
new, post-cold-war programs. 

No. 1, this amendment authorizes the 
Pentagon to help create a U.N. oper
ations center-that is, a command, 
control and communications center 
that would allow the United Nations or 
other regional organization to stay on 
top of the many farflung peacekeeping 
operations. 

No. 2, this amendment authorizes the 
Pentagon to train units from other 
countries in peacekeeping techniques. 
If country X says this battalion is dele
gated for U.N. peacekeeping duties, we 
would then be able to take the entire 
unit, from private to colonel, and run 
it through a rigorous training course, 
teaching such things as fire discipline. 
One concern is to make sure all such 

units are working from the same set of 
operating rules so units don't trip one 
another up. 

No. 3, this amendment authorizes 
military-to-military contacts around 
the world for the purpose of impressing 
upon foreign armed forces the appro
priate role of the military in a democ
racy. We created such a program last 
year for the ex-Soviet nuclear powers: 
Russia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and 
Belarus. This amendment would ex
pand the program worldwide. 

These a.re programs Defense Sec
retary Aspin has an interest in. They 
were part of the very few amendments 
to the Cheney budget that the new ad
ministration submitted. 

I recommend passage of this amend
ment by emphasizing one key point: 
All around the world, we are being 
urged to do this or that peacekeeping 
operation because no one else can do 
the job. This amendment will allow us 
to train others to do the job and help 
keep us out of peacekeeping oper
ations. 

0 1720 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
I rise in opposition to the amend

ment. 
Mr. Chairman, this amendment is a 

key element in the Clinton administra
tion approach to empower the United 
Nations at the expense of American in
terests and taxpayer dollars. 

First, it proposes that the American 
taxpayer buy the United Nations a 
brand new war room for the bureau
crats in New York to run the many 
military "peacekeepings" being con
templated around the world. 

Second, it proposes that the Amer
ican taxpayer also foot the bill for the 
costs of training foreign military 
forces in the art of peacekeeping
something that I presume we will first 
learn how to do ourselves. 

Last, it creates and funds an account 
within the Department of Defense for 
the new Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for Democratic Security and Human 
Rights, to teach foreign militaries 
their appropriate role within a. d.emoc
racy. 

Mr. Chairman, every single one of the 
programs proposed by this amendment 
are foreign assistance programs. 

They have no business being funded 
out of the defense budget and, in fact, 
are the reason that the State and De
fense Departments have been at each 
other's throats for the past few months 
over who is in charge of peacekeeping 
programs within the executive branch. 

With the drastic cuts this adminis
tration is imposing on the defense sec
tor, the last thing we need is to dream 
up new, untried, and highly question
able programs to which to divert dwin
dling defense dollars. 

Vote no on the Sisisky amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 

gentleman from California [Mr. DOR
NAN]. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I have not only great 
respect for the gentleman from Vir
ginia, but great affection for one of the 
strongest pro-defense Members in the 
House. 

But I feel in his words and in his body 
language that his heart is not in this, 
that he is carrying water for Mr. Aspin. 
And I smell Morton Halperin all over 
this odious task. The whole thing 
makes me uneasy. 

We need hours and hours and hours of 
hearings on everything we are trying 
to do on this idea of peacekeeping. I 
thought our distinguished chairman, 
the gentleman from California, Mr. 
DELLUMS, nailed down beautifully a 
few of the important aspects of the 
U.S. role in peacekeeping operations. 
But I think we need to remind the 
American people that we are living 
under an administration that is filled 
with draft dodgers and doves who never 
before wanted to see American force 
used anywhere. But if they can put our 
men and women in harm's way under a 
United Nations flag and establish a war 
room up on the East River in New York 
to have our men do the fighting and 
pay most of the United Nations' bills, 
then they are all for it. It makes them 
feel good. But I say no way, no way. 
Let us have indepth hearings. I urge a 
no vote on all of the Sisisky amend
ments, though I do so with a heavy 
heart because I truly respect the gen
tleman from Virginia. 

So, Mr. Chairman, this is why I rise 
in strong opposition to amendment 
numbered 41 offered by Mr. SISISKY 
which would establish a $30 million De
fense Response Fund. I repeat this fund 
could be used to pay for the initial cost 
of various unplanned emergencies in
cluding so-called peacekeeping oper
ations. I fear that what this fund may 
be used to start up may be extremely 
costly to end. During a time of dras
tically declining defense resources, we 
find ourselves entangled in the quag
mire of Somalia where a mission of 
famine relief has turned into a clear
cut police action. We should heed the 
lessons of Somalia and not establish 
programs which could lead to future 
troop deployments without any end in 
sight. 

I don't believe we should take steps 
that in effect would give a blank 
checkbook to the President or even the 
United Nations for committing U.S. 
forces overseas. Instead, we should 
carefully evaluate each situation and 
ask: What are American interests in 
the situation? What are the military 
objectives of the mission? Who is in 
command and who is directly respon
sible for U.S. troops? When and how 
will we determine the mission is com
plete and American soldiers can come 
home? 

I ask my colleagues to join me in op
posing this measure and retain our re
sponsibility for carefully reviewing the 
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circumstances under which U.S. forces 
will be deployed overseas. And may I 
insert at this point a letter that we 
sent to Mr. Clinton on this very sub
ject. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, August 3, 1993. 

Hon. BILL CLINTON. 
President, The White House, Washington , DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: With the House 
scheduled to begin consideration of the FY94 
Defense Authorization bill this week, we 
wanted to express our strong concern and ob
jections to a central element of your defense 
program-the so-called Global Cooperative 
Initiatives. 

These programs, comprising almost half a 
billion dollars of the defense budget request, 
represent a disturbing trend to fund an in
creasing amount of foreign assistance and 
peacekeeping activities out of the defense 
budget function. Wholly apart from the 
merit of these programs, humanitarian as
sistance, foreign disaster relief, promotion of 
democracy, peacekeeping and related activi
ties all belong in the foreign operations and 
State Department appropriations and not 
buried within a defense budget that is al
ready enduring drastic reductions. While 
next year's allocation for these activities 
may appear modest in relation to the overall 
defense account, the impact over a five-year 
period to an already declinng budget is like
ly to be significant and lead to a further ero
sion of military preparedness and capability. 

Of particular concern with the Global Co
operative Initiatives program is the compo
nent requesting $200 million to establish an 
earmarked contingency fund for peacekeep
ing operations. As you know, the defense 
budget is a peacetime budget designed to, as 
a general rule, only fund the equipping, 
training, and maintenance of a capable mili
tary force for the possibility of hostilities. 
By comparison, funding for actual military 
operations are not included in the annual 
budgets and have historically required con
gressional approval through reprogramming 
or supplemental budget requests. By seeking 
an earmarked peacekeeping fund, the Ad
ministration is asking Congress to prospec
tively approve the necessary funding re
sources to engage in unspecified and undeter
mined military operations. We consider this 
to be an alarming precedent that incremen
tally eats away at the constitutional prerog
ative of Congress to control the purse 
strings. 

We understand that this package of initia
tives has been the subject of intense debate 
within the Administration. Since the Con
gress has yet to receive a formal legislative 
proposal on this package, we strongly urge 
you to reconsider these ill-conceived propos
als. 

Sincerely, 
Bob Michel, Dick Armey, 
----. Newt Gingrich, Henry J. 
Hyde, Tom DeLay, Duncan Hunter. 

Continuing, Mr. Chairman, I am also 
opposed to the amendments numbers 42 
and 44 offered by Mr. SISISKY which 
would authorize over $30 million in 
funding for U.S. military support of the 
U.N. and "Promotion of Democracy" 
programs. 

We consider this amendment as re
ports surface of Presidential Decision 
Directive No. 13 [PDD-13] , which would 
allow for the regular subordination of 
U.S. combat forces to U.N. or multi
national command. Part of this amend-

ment would take a big step toward re
alizing the objective of PDD-13 by re
qairing the United States to set up 
military situation rooms at the U.N. 
headquarters in New York City. 

We cannot afford to become the po
licemen of the world. Instead, we need 
to clearly define U.S. interests, clearly 
define U.S. military objectives, and 
keep U.S. troops under U.S. command 
and U.S. responsibility. We must heed 
the advice of our great battlefield com
mander, Matt Ridgway, who warned: 
"Except for valid security reasons, any 
action that cannot be satisfactorily ex
plained to the troops, the Congress, 
and the general public, should be re
garded as suspect and thoroughly ex
amined." 

I believe it is far too premature and 
far too dangerous to take the steps 
outlined in this amendment before we 
know exactly how far the President in
tends to go in using U.S. troops for 
U.N. objectives and placing U.S. troops 
under foreign command. So may I also 
put in the RECORD at this point yet an
other letter to the Commander in Chief 
signed by 20 of my colleagues. Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 
Washington, DC, August 26, 1993. 

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We are writing about 
published reports that your administration 
is preparing a presidential executive order 
that would authorize the men and women of 
our nation's armed forces to serve under for
eign commanders. 

While we do not know the specific details 
of this executive order, any attempt to per
mit foreign command of U.S. armed forces 
causes us great concern. We are equally 
alarmed that, according to newspaper re
ports, the drafting of the executive order is 
nearly complete and it may be presented for 
your signature in early September. 

We believe that submitting U.S. armed 
forces to foreign command raises many seri
ous constitutional, military and inter
national policy issues which, to date, have 
not been adequately debated. 

We respectfully request that you cancel 
any plans to sign such an executive order 
and instruct officials of your administration 
to fully brief the U.S. Congress, upon its re
turn in September, about possible adminis
tration proposals or policy changes regard
ing foreign command of U.S. servicemen. 
Such policy changes would have significant 
impact on our national security and should 
be thoroughly studied and debated by the 
U.S. Congress. 

Your cooperation and assistance would be 
greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
Senator Malcolm Wallop. 
Representatives John T. Doolittle, Rob

ert K. Dornan, Henry Hyde, Chris Cox, 
Cass Ballenger, Ed Royce, Duncan Hun
ter, James V. Hansen , Gerald Solomon, 
Sonny Montgomery, James M. Inhofe , 
Bob Livingston, Tom DeLay, Randy 
"Duke" Cunningham, Sam Johnson, 
Elton Gallegly, Richard Pombo, Jon 
Kyl , Chris Smith. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. BUYER]. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi
tion to this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, earlier I quoted a phi
losopher, and now I will quote a Chi
nese philosopher. 

Mr. Chairman, the great Chinese phi
losopher Sun Tzu wrote, "If not in the 
interests of the state, do not act. If you 
cannot succeed, do not use troops. If 
you are not in danger, do not fight." 

This amendment is just another step 
toward Mr. Clinton's stated goal of 
placing U.S. troops under U.N. com
mand to execute Mr. Bhutros-Ghali's 
international interventions. 

The United Nations is not up to this 
task. Giving the United Nations more 
money for command and control equip
ment and a larger staff will not correct 
the problem. The multilateral ap
proach can only work if the nations in
volved have a common political goal. 
We saw this approach work as the Al
lies defeated the Nazis in World War II, 
the U.N. forces held the line against 
communism in Korea, and the coalition 
defeated Saddam Hussein in the gulf. 

This is different. With this amend
ment, we allow other nations to decide 
where and when our forces should in
tervene and under what circumstances. 
It is the worst of all possible worlds: It 
facilitates vague missions tc be carried 
out with unclear political goals. Vote 
"no" on this amendment. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of our time to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER]. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I also have great re
spect for the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. SISISKY] and the wisdom that he 
shows and reflects daily on our com-
mtt~e. · 

Let me just say that my friend and 
many other members of the committee 
talked recently about burden-sharing, 
about the idea that we should not 
spend as much money as we are pres
ently spending to defend the world and 
particularly in Europe and Japan; that 
we are picking up bills with respect to 
national security that we should not be 
picking up. 

I would suggest to my friend, the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. SISISKY], 
that under his amendment the Depart
ment of Defense and the U.S. taxpayers 
do pick up the costs of peacekeeping 
training for non-U.S. military forces at 
U.S. training facilities. And I think 
that this is precisely the type of ex
pense under the idea of burden-sharing, 
of some equity being picked up by our 
allies; this is particularly and precisely 
the type of expense that our allies and 
other U.N. members should be picking 
up themselves. 

When they come to the United States 
and they are availed of all of the facili
ties that we have at Fort Benning, at 
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our many military bases around the 
country, at places like Fort Bragg, 
where the Special Forces and Ranger 
units exist and they have the oppor
tunity to be instructed by first-class, 
top-of-the-line instructors and people 
who know about high technology in the 
military, they are already using great 
resources that the taxpayers have 
given them. They should at least pick 
up some of the expenses in this. I think 
this is a good burden-sharing move for 
Members of this body to vote "no" on 
this amendment. 

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, I really appreciate 
these compliments that my colleagues 
from the other side of the aisle have 
given me, that I work with them on a 
daily basis to keep America strong, and 
I like them. But, you know, this is 
crazy. They are all blaming this on the 
Clinton administration. I thought it 
was the other President before this 
who started all of this. 

You know, I hear it argued that these 
programs will increase our involve
ment in peacekeeping operations. 
These programs neither increase nor 
decrease our involvement. But gentle
men, if we do become involved, would 
you not like to know that the foreign 
unit next to us has been trained by us? 
If you oppose our participating in 
peacekeeping operations, you should 
also be in favor of this amendment. 

Look, if we train foreign troops to be 
successful peacekeepers and we help 
the United Nations run a professional 
operations room, it is much less likely 
that we will ever be called on to join a 
peacekeeping operation. Look at So
malia: We went in there because the 
United Nations was not able to run 
such a big operation and because other 
countries were not skilled enough at 
the task. So, let us make the United 
Nations better able to run such oper
ations, and let us train other countries 
in the skills needed to do the task. 
Think ahead; think ahead. 

The sum of the opposition argument 
is that this amendment will suck the 
United States into all sorts of foreign 
peacekeeping operations. If you think 
that equipping the United Nations to 
manage peacekeeping operations for 
the first time and training other coun
tries to handle the peacekeeping task 
will get our troops more involved, then 
vote "no." If you think that preparing 
the United Nations and other countries 
to do the job will make it less likely we 
will get involved, then vote "yes." It is 
as simple as that. 

0 1730 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
DURBIN). The question is on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. SISISKY]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore stated that the 
noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 248, further 
proceedings on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
SISISKY] will be postponed. 

It is now in order to consider amend
ment No. 5, printed in House Report 
103-236. 

For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] rise? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BONIOR 
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BoNIOR: At the 

end of title X insert the following new sec
tion: 
SEC. • NATIONAL GUARD CIVILIAN TECHNI

CIANS. 
(a) INCLUSION WITHIN THE COMPETITIVE 

SERVICE.-Section 709(d) of title 32, United 
States Code, is amended by striking the sec
ond sentence and inserting the following: "A 
position authorized by this section is within 
the competitive service, as defined by sec
tion 2102 of title 5. " . 

(b) APPEAL RIGHTS.-
(1) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 32, UNITED STATES 

CODE.- Section 709 of title 32, United States 
Code, is amended-

(A) in subsection (e)-
(i) by striking paragraphs (3) through (6) 

and inserting the following: 
"(3) a right of appeal which may exist with 

respect to clause (1) or (2) shall not extend 
beyond the adjutant general of the jurisdic
tion concerned."; and 

(ii) by adding " and" after the semicolon at 
the end of paragraph (2); and 

(B) by striking subsection (f) and by redes
ignating subsections (g) and (h) as sub
sections (f) and (g), respectively. 

(2) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 5, UNITED STATES 
CODE.-Subchapter II of chapter 75 of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended-

(A) in section 7511(b) by striking paragraph 
(5) and by redesignating paragraphs (6) 
through (10) as paragraphs (5) through (9), re
spectively; and 

(B) in section 7512 by striking "or" at the 
end of subparagraph (D), by striking the pe
riod at the end of subparagraph (E) and in
serting ", or", and by adding after subpara
graph (E) the following: 

"(F) an action, affecting a technician de
scribed in section 709 of title 32, as to which 
subsection (e)(3) of such section applies.". 

(c) CLARIFICATION.- Section 709 of title 32, 
United States Code, as amended by sub
section (b)(l)(B), is further amended by add
ing at the end the following: 

" (h) Nothing in this section shall prevent 
the applicability of section 6130 of title 5 
with respect to persons employed under this 
section,". 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE; OTHER PROVISIONS.
(1) EFFECTIVE DATE.-This section and the 

amendments made by this section-
(A) shall take effect 60 days after the date 

of the enactment of this Act; and 
(B) shall apply in the case of any person 

who performs service under section 709 of 
title 32, United States Code, on or after the 
date as of which this section takes effect. 

(2) TREATMENT OF PRIOR SERVICE.-Any pe
riod of service performed under section 709 of 

title 32, United States Code (or a prior cor
responding provision of law) before the effec
tive date of this section shall be considered 
a period of service performed in a position 
within the competitive service for purposes 
of any determination relating to an individ
ual 's-

(A) tenure or status; 
(B) order of retention in a reduction in 

force; or 
(C) eligibility for coverage under sub

chapter I or II of chapter 75 of title 5, United 
States Code (relating to adverse actions). 

(3) PRIOR APPOINTMENTS.-Nothing in this 
section, or in any amendment made by this 
section, shall affect the validity of any ap
pointment to a position under section 709 of 
title 32, United States Code , made before the 
effective date of this section. 

(4) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this sub
section, the term " competitive service" has 
the meaning given such term by section 2102 
of title 5, United States Code. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] will be recog
nized for 5 minutes, and a member op
posed will be recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, I 
am opposed. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT
GOMERY] will be recognized for 5 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR]. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
offer this amendment on behalf of the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] 
and myself. Our amendment is about 
one basic issue, and that is fairness. 

Our amendment guarantees the Na
tional Guard civilian technicians have 
the same rights guaranteed to every 
other Civil Service employee, including 
Air Force and Army Reserve civilian 
technicians. 

National Guard civilian technicians 
serve a critical role in our National .De
fense. They have waited far too long to 
have their basic rights restored. What 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GING
RICH] and I would like to do is to make 
sure my colleagues understand what 
this amendment does not do. It does 
not change the requirement that the 
National Guard civilian technicians 
maintain dual military and civilian 
status. 

It does not diminish the State Adju
tant General's military authority. 

These technicians-and I repeat 
this-these technicians will continue 
to deploy with their units if activated. 

It does not eliminate the require
ments that the National Guard civilian 
technicians wear a uniform. 

Our amendment will give the Na
tional Guard civilian technicians who 
wo'rked hand in hand with the Army 
Reserve technicians during the Gulf 
War the same basic rights. It will give 
the National Guard civilian techni
cians the same rights that everyone 
else who earns a federal paycheck has. 
That right is to appeal adverse person
nel actions to the Merit System Pro
tection Board. 
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It will establish the same treatment 

for all civilian technicians with respect 
to personnel related matters. 

It will eliminate the need for costly 
legal battles. 

Mr. Chairman, it makes sense. It is 
sound legislation. It is long overdue. It 
is time we passed this amendment and 
give these brave men and women the 
rights they deserve. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 2 minutes. 

The Bonior amendment takes away 
the rights of the State Governors and 
adjutants general to manage the Na
tional Guard military technicians in 
their States. 

This amendment says that if a tech
nician vacancy in your hometown ar
mory becomes available, the . job must 
be bid nationally on a competitive 
basis. This could prevent a local 
guardsman from getting the job while 
allowing a person from another State 
or even a thousand miles away to be se
lected because of civilian civil service 
regulations. Today, the adjutant gen
eral conducts a statewide competition 
to · select the best guardsman for the 
position. This is done on a best quali
fied basis. 

Let's face it, this amendment is 
being promoted to protect older techni
cians, but the problem is, it hurts 
young National Guard men and women 
who will not be able to get these jobs 
because they won't have Federal veter
ans preference or other Federal senior
ity. Most States have their own veter
ans and guardsman preference systems 
and we should honor this proven selec
tion process. 

The Defense Department on Friday 
issued a statement saying this amend
ment should be defeated and they said, 
the technician system now in place 
works well and should not be changed. 

Under the bottom-up review, the De
fense Department is giving the Na
tional Guard more responsibility in the 
immediate combat readiness area. So, 
we need young people coming into the 
system to fill combat technician posi
tions and not someone who is over
weight and can't pass the physical to 
go overseas. 

Two years ago, this same small group 
of technicians tried to amend the DOD 
authorization bill to say that techni
cians would not have to wear military 
uniforms or even to be a member of the 
National Guard. The amendment was 
soundly defeated. 

I am afraid if this amendment is 
adopted, it will be a foot in the door to 
try again to initially take a way the re
quirement to wear the military uni
form and ultimately to even be a mem
ber of the local Guard unit. 

The whole issue of appeal rights has 
been exaggerated. There has been only 
one case in the last 5 years where a 
technician has gone to court to appeal 
a decision by the Governor and the ad
jutant general and the court did rule in 
the individual's favor in that case. 

The Department of Defense says this 
amendment will reduce combat readi
ness. Now more than ever, we need to 
improve the combat readiness of Na
tional Guard units. The National 
Guard's Military Technician Program 
has functioned superbly for 25 years op
era ting under the States' jurisdiction. 
This program has been so effective be
cause it emphasizes the military re
quirements in selecting applicants for 
positions. 

Today, our National Guard men and 
women are performing more roles with 
increasing responsibilities both at 
home and abroad. 

I urge you to vote no on the Bonior 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
SAXTON]. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to associate myself with the re
marks of the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY]. 

In essence, this amendment would ex
tend the right of appeal for military 
technicians beyond the adjutant gen
eral of the State and outside of the 
military. Therefore, I must oppose it. 

The amendment infringes on the con
stitutionality provided for the States 
to supervise the militia in terms of ap
pointing officers and regulating train
ing; but just as importantly, on a prac
ti~l level the amendment would un
dermine the readiness of the Army and 
Air National Guard units by de-empha
sizing the military nature of the tech
nical programs. 

Divided control over State and Na
tional Guard uni ts and the personnel 
there would undermine the military 
chain of command and downgrade the 
readiness of National Guard units. 

This, Mr. Chairman, is at a time 
when we are trying to improve their 
readiness because of an expected in
crease in reliance on the Guard. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is in the 
best interest of the individuals in the 
Guard and the Guard units to defeat 
this amendment. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
lV2 minutes to my distinguished col
league, the gentleman from Montana 
[Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my colleague for yielding this 
time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of this amendment. 

In America's workplace, we have an 
expectation that fairness and due care 
will be taken in situations where a per
son's livelihood may be threatened 
based on allegations of misconduct or 
poor performance. 

For civilian technicians in our Na
tional Guard, the original 1968 Techni
cians Act recognized that these work
ers, like competitive service employ
ees, should be protected from termi
nation based on erroneous accusations. 
But that act unfortunately stopped 

short of providing the technicians the 
same procedural remedies which pro
tect all other competitive service em
ployees from arbitrary and even capri
cious terminations. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment fi
nally corrects that oversight by provid
ing those procedural protections to ci
vilian technicians. It includes the re
quirement that cause be proven by the 
employer at a post-termination evi
dentiary hearing before a neutral hear
ing officer who has been trained in the 
proper conduct of such procedures and 
who has the authority to award rein
statement if injustice has occurred. 

This amendment relieves the State 
Adjutants General of the burden of 
final responsibility for procedural fair
ness in terminations. It assures those 
Adjutants General who make prompt 
decisions based on available informa
tion that, after any termination, a pro
fessional hearing examiner will be 
available to conduct a thorough in
quiry and ensure that the government 
has not erred and, in so doing, lost a 
valuable employee. 

I say to my colleagues this is a fair 
and practical measure that deserves 
our support. It finally gives our civil
ian technicians the confidence they 
have lacked in fair treatment regard
ing terminations and, I am convinced, 
that it also will greatly assist the Ad
jutants General in these employment 
decisions. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. MCCLOSKEY]. 

Mr. MCCLOSKEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Civil Service which has jurisdiction 
over Mr. BONIOR's amendment, I rise in 
strong opposition to the amendment 
offered by my good friend Mr. BONIOR. 

This proposal, which has had no hear
ings or thoughtful consideration, is ab
solutely opposed by the National Guard 
and the Pentagon. 

It raises profound constitutional and 
readiness considerations as to State 
National Guard administration of civil
ian technicians. 

It deserves a hearing which I would 
have been glad to accommodate on the 
subcommittee on Civil Service if I had 
been asked. 

The amendment would also make 
Guard technicians subject to the OPM 
reduction-in-force RIF regulations 
using seniority rather than perform
ance review to determine who looses 
their jobs during a reduction in force. 
The amendment will also give civil 
service credit for the years a techni
cian has been in the Guard. 

Proponents argue civilian techni
cians have had many costly legal bat
tles and should be allowed to appeal 
conduct-related adverse personnel ac
tions to the Merit Systems Protection 
Board. 
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But really only a handful of cases 

have gone to the courts and there is 
much evidence that the current system 
is fair. 

Concerns have been raised that this 
change will also enable out-of-State 
personnel to win jobs through bumping 
and retreating less senior in-State resi
dents during a reduction in force, cre
ating a lack of cohesion within the 
States' Guard structures. 

For all these reasons and more, the 
National Guard is opposed. Vote "no" 
on the Bonior amendment. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, before I 
yield to my friend, the gentleman from 
Georgia, the distinguished chief deputy 
whip [Mr. LEWIS] I would like to point 
out that this question of job transfer 
from State to State is not the inten
tion of this amendment at all. I would 
be delighted to work to close that prob
lem if people have a concern about 
that. 

I do not believe frankly that is a 
problem with this amendment, but if 
there is language to be offered in the 
future to rectify that, I am perfectly 
amenable to it. 

What we are trying to do here is cor
rect an inequity, to allow these techni
cians to have the same basic rights as 
Army Reserves and other Reserves who 
have the right to go to the Merit Sys
tem Protection Board. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to my 
distinguished colleague, the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. LEWIS]. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I want to thank my friend and 
colleague, the gentleman from Michi
gan, for yielding this time to me. 

I rise today in support of the Bonior
Gingrich amendment. 

This amendment is about justice. It 
is about equality. It is about treating 
people fairly. 

There are three branches of our mili
tary who have civilian technician pro
grams-the Army Reserve, the Air 
Force Reserve and the National Guard. 

National Guard technicians do not 
have the same rights as those in the 
Army Reserve. Or those in the Air 
Force Reserve. 

You see, they do not have the same 
right to appeal their punishment. They 
must buy this right-with time, with 
money, with great effort. 

The Bonior-Gingrich amendment 
gives National Guard technicians the 
right to appeal to the Merit Systems 
Protection Board, a neutral Federal 
agency. Technicians in the Reserves al
ready have this right. 

My colleagues, it is time to ensure 
that National Guard technicians re
ceive justice. That they are not denied 
equality. 

The Bonior-Gingrich amendment will 
help ensure that all civilian techni
cians have these fundamental rights. I 
urge you to vote for the Bonior-Ging
rich amendment. 

D 1740 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. PICKETT]. 

Mr. PICKETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Michigan. I am 
very concerned that the amendment 
completely overlooks the fact that 
military technicians have always been 
employees of the State. They are ad
ministered, hired, and fired by purely 
State officals---the State Adjutants 
General. They carry out functions con
stitutionally reserved to the States. 

Technicians were made nominal Fed
eral employees by the National Guard 
Technicians Act of 1968 for the purpose 
of improving their pay and benefits by 
making them eligible for Federal pay 
scales and retirement and other bene
fits. The decision to make them nomi
nal Federal employees was a device de
signed to skirt the constitutional is
sues that require the State to control 
all aspects of technician employment. 
The 1968 Technicians Act very specifi
cally commented on the compromise 
nature of the law because it was quite 
clear to those who crafted the act that 
the States could not be denied the au
thority to employ and administer tech
nicians. 

If this amendment becomes law, the 
State Governors would suddenly find 
themselves having to respond to bi d
ing orders from a Federal administra
tive body dealing with issues that are 
explicitly reserved to the States by the 
Constitution. This is surely a burden 
that this body would reluctantly place 
on the Governors of this Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that any 
injustice that may exist in the system 
could be dealt with without challeng
ing the Governors in this manner. I for 
one would welcome the opportunity to 
examine this issue more closely to de
termine the nature and scope of the 
problem. 

At this moment, I ask my colleagues 
to vote no on the Bonior amendment. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
DURBIN). The gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. BONIOR] is recognized for 30 sec
onds. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to respond to my friend and col
league, the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. PICKETT]. These individuals we are 
talking about here in their civilian 
jobs receive Federal paychecks. They 
work 9 to 5, and all they are asking is 
for that same right as their fellow 
technicians that they served with, in 
the Persian Gulf, the Army and Air 
Force Reserve technicians. All they are 
asking for is the same basic right to 
appeal grievances that are brought 
against them, and I would ask my col
leagues to support the Bonior-Gingrich 
amendment. It seems to me that this is 
the fairest and best way to approach a 

problem that we really should have 
tackled many, many years ago. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT
GOMERY] has 30 seconds remaining. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield those 30 seconds to the chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Military 
Forces and Personnel, the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. SKELTON]. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I find 
myself in opposition to this amend
ment. I have tried over a period of sev
eral days to work out an acceptable 
compromise that would achieve some 
positive results. However, Mr. Chair
man, there is a small problem caused 
by the Constitution of the United 
States which states in part that the 
States have the right to reserve, and it 
has reserved the States respectively, 
the appointment of officers, the au
thority of training of the militia ac
cording to discipline prescribed by Con
gress, and, further, the National Guard 
Technicians Act of 1968 states that to 
recognize the military requirements 
and the State characteristics for Na
tional Guard by providing certain stat
utory administrative authority of the 
State level with respect to the techni
cian program. 

So, we see we have the Constitution, 
as well as the intent of the original 
1968 act. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Michigan. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to focus the at
tention of my colleagues on the foundation 
document of our Nation, the U.S. Constitution. 
It confers on the Congress the power "To pro
vide for organizing, arming, and disciplining, 
the Militia, and for governing such Part of 
them as may be employed in the Service of 
the United States, reserving to the states re
spectively, the Appointment of the Officers, 
and the Authority of training the militia accord
ing to the discipline prescribed by Congress." 

Mr. Chairman, it is clear to me that the 
Founding Fathers intended that the States re
tain extensive control over matters relating to 
the National Guard. The National Guard Tech
nicians Act of 1968 was a carefully con
structed compromise which balanced the inter
ests of the individual technician with the mili
tary requirements and constitutional preroga
tives of the States. One of the stated objec
tives in the report which accompanied the act 
was "To recognize the military requirements 
and State characteristics of the National 
Guard by providing for certain statutory admin
istrative authority at the State level with re
spect to the technician program." 

The courts have recognized and approved 
the compromise nature of the National Guard 
Technicians Act of 1968. The amendment in 
question would destroy the balance in the act 
and infringe on the constitutional rights of the 
States. 

Mr. Chairman, the constitutional issue in this 
debate requires that this amendment be de
feated. If there is evidence that the Adjutants 
General in the States are not managing mili
tary technicians in a fair and effective manner, 
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an argument that remains unproven in my 
view, I would suggest that such mismanage
ment be corrected with legislation that directly 
addresses the problems identified. In any 
event, the solution must remain within the di
rect control of the States. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to vote 
no on the amendment offered by our col
league from Michigan. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup
port of the amendment offered by my col
league on the Rules Committee, Mr. BONIOR, 
to make the National Guard civilian techni
cians part of the competitive service. 

Earlier this year, I introduced a separate bill, 
H.R. 1234, to achieve this same goal, and I'm 
pleased that the Rules Committee has made 
this amendment in order. 

Competitive service employees in other 
branches of Federal service have a host of 
protection available to them such as equal hir
ing practices, veterans preference in a reduc
tion in force, protection from forced retire
ments, and the right to appeal conduct-related 
adverse personnel actions to the Merit Sys
tems Protection Board. 

National Guard civilian technicians should 
enjoy the same rights as all other civil service 
employees, and adoption of this amendment 
will correct a longstanding injustice. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, all time for debate on 
this amendment has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. BONIOR]. 

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

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 248, further 
proceedings on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BONIOR] will be postponed. 

It is now in order to consider Amend
ment No. 6 printed in House Report 
103-236. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HUNTER 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HUNTER: At the 

end 00" subtitle A of title III, insert the fol
lowing new section: 
SEC. 305. INCREASE IN FUNDING FOR OPER

ATION AND MAINTENANCE. 
(a) FUNDING INCREASE.-The amount pro

vided in section 301(1) for operation and 
maintenance, Army, is hereby increased by 
$100,000,000. The amount provided in section 
301(2) for operation and maintenance, Navy, 
is hereby increased by $100,000,000. The 
amount provided in section 301(4) for oper
ation and maintenance, Air Force, is hereby 
increased by $100,000,000. 

(b) OFFSET.-The amount provided in sec
tion 1204 for so-called Nunn-Lugar activities 
is hereby reduced by $300,000,000. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. HUNTER] will be recog-

nized for 5 minutes, and a Member op
posed, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DELLUMS], will be recognized for 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to just briefly tell my colleagues what 
this amendment does and reserve the 
balance of my time. 

For those who are concerned about it 
because it does reduce the Nunn-Lugar 
dismantlement activity account, it 
does two things: It leaves Nunn-Lugar 
in great shape because we have author
ized in the past some $900 million for 
Nunn-Lugar for the dismantlement of 
nuclear systems in the former Soviet 
States. We have only used a few per
cent of that money, less than $50 mil
lion. So, we have a lot of money left in 
that account. So, it leaves that ac
count absolutely brimming with 
money. We have got almost $800 mil
lion there, and it takes the request this 
year to an additional $400 million down 
to $100 million, which still leaves about 
$900 million in the Nunn-Lugar arma
ment nuclear system disarmament ac
count. 

Now what does it do with the money? 
It takes the money and lays it against 
our most critical and pressing military 
need, and that is readiness. Today, my 
colleagues, we have aircraft that are 
forgoing some of their important main
tenance. The operations in Somalia are 
stretching the maintenance activity on 
marine vehicles. We have ships that 
need to be repaired where those repairs 
are being deferred because we do not 
have O&M money, and basically what 
we are starting to do is walk down this 
path towards a hollow military that we 
walked down in the late 1970's. 

Mr. Chairman, readiness means sav
ing American lives, and we can use this 
$300 million for readiness. 

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

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DELLUMS] for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in oppo!5ition to the amendment offered 
by the gentlama.n from California [Mr. 
HUNTER], my distinguished colleague. 
First let me say to my colleagues, Mr. 
Chairman, that we have just received a 
letter today from the Department of 
Defense signed by Deputy Secretary of 
Defense William Perry in strong oppo
sition to the amendment offered by my 
distinguished colleague, and I lay it on 
the desk for those who are interested. 

Second, Mr. Chairman, let me now 
give my colleagues a number of argu
ments specifically in opposition to this 
amendment a.nd reasons for opposition 
to it. 

First, Mr. Chairman, the delays in 
spending the money authorized reflect 
the efforts of both administrations to 
negotiate agreements that comply with · 

the congressional mandate and maxi
mize the reduction of the threat in the 
four former Soviet States in which nu
clear weapons are now located. 

Second, spending has been delayed, 
for example, in Ukraine, where our ne
gotiators have insisted on Ukrainian 
compliance with the pledges to elimi
nate nuclear weapons in Ukraine and 
accede to the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
as a nonnuclear state. Secretary Aspin 
recently secured Ukrainian agreement 
to begin deactivating and dismantling 
ICBM's and hopes soon to announce 
Ukrainian/Russian agreement on stor
age of fissile materials from those 
weapons. 

Third, many of the toughest nego
tiating jobs are being completed, and 
the administration anticipates much 
clearer sailing ahead. 

Fourth, the committee has already 
added $1.45 billion to the budget re
quest to fund readiness enhancement, 
and does not believe that the addi
tional $300 million this amendment 
would add to the O&M accounts of the 
services is needed. The amendment, if 
passed, would leave only $100 million in 
the authorization for Nunn/Lugar ini
tiatives, a quarter of the administra
tion's request. At a time when coopera
tion is necessary for the development 
and disarmament of the FSU, a reduc
tion in funding for this program would 
be sending a message of "no con
fidence" to the FSU. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, elimination 
of most of the weapons of mass de
struction of the former Soviet Union 
and the nonproliferation of the remain
der of its arsenal is clearly in the Unit
ed States national security interest. As 
Bob Strauss told the Armed Services 
Committee when he was Ambassador to 
the former Soviet Union, "We should 
not hesitate to spend a few hundred 
million dollars to destroy the weapons 
of the former Soviet Union that we 
spent $4 to $5 trillion to counter." 

DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, DC, September 13, 1993. 

Hon. RONALD v. DELLUMS, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, House 

9f Repre-!Hffi.-Mtives, Wtumngton, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On behalf of the Sec

retary of Defense , I am writing to urge that 
the House of Representatives not approve 
the amendment to H.R. 2041 offered by Con
gressman Hunter to increase operations and 
maintenance for the Army, Navy, and Air 
Force by reducing from $400 million to $100 
million the funds authorized for Nunn-Lugar 
programs in FY 1994. 

The Administration's request for an addi
tional $400 million in DOD Nunn-Lugar funds 
for FY 1994 reflects the President's deter
mination that continuation and expansion of 
the current program will be a critical ele
ment of the U.S. policy of cooperation and 
partnership with the new independent states 
of the former Soviet Union. To date, the 
DOD has notified Congress of proposed obli
gations totaling near $700 million for specific 
Nunn-Lugar projects with the four eligible 
state&-the Russian Federation, Belarus, 
Ukraine and Kazakhstan- for which the nec
essary agreements are signed or awaiting 
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signature or parliamentary ratification. If 
ongoing discussions with Ukraine and 
Kazakhstan prove successful, additional im
plementing agreements could be signed in 
the next few months that commit virtually 
the entire $800 million authorized for Nunn
Lugar programs under current law. While we 
have encountered some delays in the past in 
actually obligating funds notified to Con
gress, these largely were due to difficulties 
within the recipient states' governments in 
finalizing the formal agreements necessary 
for the U.S. to begin the flow of assistance. 
We've made considerable progress on this 
score in recent months-in July and August 
alone, additional agreements worth a total 
of $274 million were signed with the Russian 
Federation and Belarus-and, as a result, ac
tual obligations and expenditures are begin
ning to increase rapidly. 

Much remains to be done, however, to se
cure and accelerate the progress made to
ward denuclearization and nonproliferation 
in the new independent status. And even as 
we continue to insist that these states do 
their part and press our NATO allies and 
Japan to increase their assistance programs, 
requirements for additional U.S. assistance 
cannot be avoided or short-changed. If it 
were to become law, the proposed amend
ment would make it impossible for the U.S., 
for example, to meet additional and signifi
cant Russian assistance requirements to dis
mantle strategic offensive arms in accord
ance with the START II treaty and to ad
vance the safe and environmentally-safe 
elimination of its chemical weapon arsenal. 
We also would be severely limited in our 
ability to help . keep on track the difficult 
and politically-sensitive processes of 
denuclearization, demilitarization, and de
fense conversion in Belarus, Ukraine, and 
Kazakhstan. 

By providing urgently needed assistance to 
the eligible states to facilitate the safe and 
secure transportation, storage, and elimi
nation of thousands of the former Soviet 
Union's weapons of mass destruction and 
their delivery systems, as well as strength
ening safeguards against the proliferation of 
such weapons, the Nunn-Lugar program is 
making a unique and extremely cost
effective investment in our national secu
rity. Failure to make the needed investment 
now could mean that the U.S. will need to 
devote additional resources in the future
far beyond the proposed $300 million " sav
ing"-to deter or defend against such weap
ons and proliferation risks in the future. In 
short, the Nunn-Lugar program is not " for
eign assistance" in the traditional mode, and 
thanks to the Administration's efforts, and 
particularly those within the DOD, to en
hance the effectiveness of the program, Con
gress can be assured that the expanded pro
gram will remain as solid a contribution to 
U.S. security as any other $400 million in the 
DOD budget. 

For these reasons, I urge that the House of 
Representatives not approve the amendment 
proposed by Congressman Hunter. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM J. PERRY. 

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on 
Armed Services opposes this amend
ment. The Nunn-Lugar Programs assist 
with the destruction and nonprolifera
tion of the weapons of mass destruc
tion of the former Soviet Union thus 
increasing both United States and 
global security. 

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

D 1750 
Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. SISI
SKY]. 

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
opposition to Mr. HUNTER'S amendment. This 
amendment would redirect $300 million appro
priated to assist the former Soviet Union with 
programs that facilitate both the destruction 
and nonproliferation of weapons of mass de
struction, or so called Nunn-Lugar Programs. 
The funds would be redirected into the Serv
ices O&M or readiness accounts. 

While I respect Mr. HUNTER'S concern for 
the readiness of our Armed Forces, it is in the 
interest of our national security that the Nunn
Lugar initiative receive full funding. Every dol
lar we spend on this program is going toward 
both nuclear disarmament and stability in the 
former Soviet Union, and a safer world for us 
all. If this amendment passes, it would leave 
only $100 million in the authorization for Nunn
Lugar initiatives, a quarter of the administra
tion's request. At a time when cooperation is 
necessary for the development and nuclear 
disarmament of the former Soviet Union, a re
duction in funding for this program would, in a 
sense, be a message of "no confidence" by 
this body. 

This program not only facilitates our national 
security, but it is also integral for the internal 
security of the former Soviet Union. The Nunn
Lugar Programs lessen the number of nuclear 
weapons in the republics, and facilitates non
proliferation of these weapons. The global 
community does not need nuclear or chemical · 
weapons available to the highest bidder. 

While the need for improved readiness of 
our Armed Forces is a concern we all share, 
this need has been met in this authorization 
bill. As reported out of committee, the bill pro
vides for readiness enhancements far beyond 
levels requested by the administration. The 
OPTEMPO accounts were increased by $1.5 
billion. This will allow our pilots to fly more 
hours, our ships to log more time at sea, and 
our tanks more hours days on the field. In ad
dition to the increase in the OPTEMPO ac
counts, the committee increased fµnding for 
depot maintenance by $765 million to ensure 
our military hardware is well maintained and 
ready. Reacting to the additional funding, the 
Department of Defense has advised the com
mittee that any further funding above the 
House authorization could not be executed. 

We should not compromise the Nunn-Lugar 
Program in order to provide additional funds 
for readiness. In a real sense, Nunn-Lugar 
funding contributes to readiness in that it neu
tralizes weapons our troops would otherwise 
face in the battlefield. 

I urge my colleagues to consider the pos
sible ramifications if a majority of the funding 
for this program were to be redirected. Sup
port for this amendment would be compromis
ing both our national security and the security 
of the former Soviet Union. 

More important, this amendment would send 
a bad signal to our current and potential ad
versaries that the United States is not serious 
about reducing the potential for proliferation of 
these weapons. I urge my colleagues to vote 
"no" on this amendment. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the remainder of my time to the 

distinguished gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. SPRATT'], who chairs the 
Nuclear Panel of the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to the Hunter 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the Nunn-Lugar Pro
grams are a brilliant and bipartisan 
creation of the U.S. Congress. They are 
designed, at very low cost, to destroy 
the weapons of mass destruction of the 
former Soviet Union. They are the ve
hicle for taking advantage of the op
portunity we have to get rid of the mis
siles, launchers, and warheads that 
have held generations of Americans 
hostage and have cost those same gen
erations a great deal of money spent in 
our Nation's defense. 

Mr. Chairman, here is a summary of 
progress to date in implementing 
Nunn-Lugar. The Congress has author
ized a total of $800 million to these pro
grams for fiscal year 1992 and 1993, of 
that amount, $688.54 million-almost 90 
percent of the amount authorized-has 
been notified to the Congress with the 
intention to obligate. Furthermore, 
this total does not inelude the $175 mil
lion that Presidents Bush and Clinton 
have pledged to destroy the missiles 
and launchers currently located in 
Ukraine. 

Let me add, Mr. Chairman, that as of 
today, almost $53 million of this 
amount has actually been obligated in 
contracts for implementing Nunn
Lugar Programs, and an additional 
contract scheduled for signature later 
this week will bring that total to al
most $86 million. Furthermore, there 
are high quality American jobs at 
stake here-most of these obligated 
funds have gone to the United States 
private sector, with much of the re
mainder going to our Government fa
cilities like our national labs. These 
are the people that will be performing 
many of the high-tech jobs in destroy
ing the weapons of the former Soviet 
Union. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
would not only cut three-quarters of 
the funds requested by the administra
tion and provided in the committee bill 
for these vital programs, it would move 
the money to accounts where the com
mittee bill has already added $1.45 bil
lion above the amount requested. 

Mr. Chairman, it makes eminent 
sense to spend a few hundred million 
dollars to get rid of the Soviet weapons 
that we spent $4 to $5 trillion counter
ing over the last 45 years. 

I encourage my colleagues to vote no 
on the Hunter amendment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, first, it has been stat
ed that the Nunn-Lugar Program is es
sential to American security. Everyone 
on this side of the aisle agrees. There is 
no more pressing challenge, nor impor
tant job for the United States, than to 
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participate in a program, and we really 
developed the program, to dismantle 
nuclear weapons that are aimed at us. 

The point that we are making is that 
we have a large pot of money, almost 
$900 million if this amendment passes, 
that has not been used. It is sitting 
there. And so far, under this pressing 
program, we have only used so far $31 
million, less than 4 percent of what is 
available. 

Now, it has been stated by my distin
guished colleagues that the adminis
tration thinks we can spend this 
money. Our answer is, let us get on 
with it. Let us do it. We want to do it. 
But right now we have a large amount 
of money simply sitting there. One 
problem is, this is somewhat com
plicated by the fact that instead of one 
Soviet Union, you have four former So
viet States, and the dealings with them 
are somewhat complicated. It is going 
to take some time to spend this money. 

Now, at the same time, what do we 
have? Well, we have got a military that 
is being stretched by the up tempo 
around the world with respect to So
malia, the Guantanamo Bay oper
ations, Northern Iraq, . the former 
Yugoslavia, all the operations that we 
are taking part in right now are 
stretching O&M and stretching. readi
ness. 

We have deferred maintenance on 
trucks, on ships, on aircraft, and we 
need to get on with it. We need to have 
readiness. 

The most important service that we 
can do to our young men and women 
that wear our uniforms is to keep them 
well-equipped. This does absolutely no 
damage to Nunn-Lugar. In fact, it 
might wake a few people up, and they 
might get on and say hey, let us spend 
this money. 

So far we have only spent $31 million 
out of almost $800 million that is avail
able. We have a very large pot of 
money available right now for Nunn
Lugar. And what we are really going to 
do, if we do not spend this money on 
readiness, is allow readiness to slip, 
and essentially simply cut the defense 
budget, because this $800 million is not 
going to be used in the near future. 

So I would ask my colleagues, vote 
for the people that wear our uniform 
around the world, who need ammuni
tion, who need spare parts, who need to 
have equipment that is ready and 
works. Vote for readiness. Vote for this 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
DURBIN). The question is on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
California [Mr. HUNTER]. 

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

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the House Resolution 248, fur
ther proceedings on the amendment of-

fered by the gentleman from California 
[Mr. HUNTER] will be postponed. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO 
TEMPO RE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 248, proceed
ings will now resume on those amend
ments on which further proceedings 
were postponed, in the following order: 
Amendment No. 1, offered by the gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. SISISKY]; 
amendment No. 2, offered by the gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. SISISKY]; 
amendment No. 5, offered by the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BoNIOR] 
and the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
GINGRICH]; and amendment No. 6, of
fered by the gentleman from California 
[Mr. HUNTER]. 

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote in this series. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. SISISKY AS 

MODIFIED 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. SISISKY], as modified. 

The Clerk designated the amendment 
as modified. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
pending business is the demand of the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. SISISKY] 
for a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu

ant to section 3 of House Resolution 
248, the Chair may conduct subsequent 
votes in this series as 5-minute votes. 

The vote was taken by electronic de- · 
vice, and there were-ayes 199, noes 211, 
not voting 28, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Andrews (ME) 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Carr 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml ) 
Condit 
Coppersmith 
Coyne 
Cramer 

[Roll No. 426] 

AYES-199 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Evans 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) · 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 

Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E .B. 
Johnston 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lloyd 
Mann 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 

McCloskey 
Mc Curdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Mfume 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Norton (DC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Pickett 

Allard 
Andrews (NJ) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Deal 
DeFazio 
De Lay 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
Eshoo 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 

Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 

NOES-211 

Fingerhut 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 

· Gunderson 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Sam 
Ka~jorski 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Ky! 
Lambert 
Lazio 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Long 
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Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Underwood (GU) 
Unsoeld 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Machtley 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murphy 
Myers 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Paxon 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Po shard 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Bensen brenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Skeen 
Slattery 
Smith (Ml) 
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Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 

Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Valentine 

Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Williams 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

NOT VOTING-28 
Ackerman 
Andrews (TX) 
Conyers 
de Lugo (VI) 
Farr 
Frost 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hoke 
Kingston 

Kleczka 
Lehman 
Lipinski 
Lowey 
Miller (CA) 
Neal (MA) 
Owens 
Pickle 
Porter 
Ridge 

0 1821 

Romero-Barcelo 
(PR) 

Rose 
Shuster 
Thomas (WY) 
Towns 
Washington 
Young (AK) 
Zimmer 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Kleczka for, with Mr. Kingston 

against. 

Messrs. HUTTO, TAUZIN, and 
DEUTCH, Ms. FURSE, and Mr. SMITH 
of New Jersey changed their vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Messrs, PARKER, McDERMOTT, 
MOAKLEY, SABO, and HALL of Texas 
changed their vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment, as modified, was 
rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO 
TEMPO RE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
DURBIN). Pending before the Commit
tee· for the remainder of the evening 
are three amendments. They are as fol
lows: Amendment No. 2 offered by the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. SISISKY], 
relating to post-cold war programs; 
amendment No. 5 offered by the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR], on 
National Guard civil technicians; and 
amendment No. 6 offered by the gen
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER], 
on increased funds for O&M. 

It is the decision of the Chair that 
rollcall votes, if ordered, on any of 
these remaining amendments will be 
reduced to 5 minutes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. SISISKY 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. The 
pending business is the demand of the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. SISISKY] 
for a recorded vote on which further 
proceedings were postponed. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated amendment 
No. 2 offered by Mr. Sisisky. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. The 
pending business is the demand of the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. SISISKY] 
for a recorded vote. 

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

vice, and there were-ayes 199, noes 210, 
not voting 29, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Bacchus (FL) 
Barca 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
Evans 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Fa.zio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Furse 
Gejdenson 

Allard 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Brown (OH) 
Bunning 

[Roll No. 427) 

AYES--199 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Grandy 
Hall (TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Hutto 
Inslee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnston 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lloyd 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCloskey 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Mfume 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (NC) 
Norton (DC) 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 

NOES--210 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Deal 
De Lay 
Derrick 
Dickey 

Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickett 
Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Terres 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Underwood (GU) 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Emerson 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 

Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
lnhofe 
lstook 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kanjorski 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Ky! 
Lambert 
Lazio 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 

Linder 
Livingston 
Long 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKean 
McMillan 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nussle 
Obey 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Poshard 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Roberts 
Rogers 

Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Skeen 
Slattery 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Torkildsen 
Tucker 
Valentine 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weld-0n 
Williams 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

NOT VOTING-29 
Ackerman 
Andrews (TX) 
Conyers 
de Lugo (VI) 
Farr 
Frost 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hoke 
Kingston 

Kleczka 
Lehman 
Lipinski 
Lowey 
Miller (CA) 
Neal (MA) 
Owens 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickle 
Porter 

D 1830 

Ridge 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Rose 
Shuster 
Thomas (WY) 
Towns 
Washington 
Young (AK) 
Zimmer 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Kleczka for, with Mr. Porter against. 
Mr. WILSON changed his vote from 

"no" to "aye." 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
D 1830 

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. BONIOR 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
DURBIN). The pending business is the 
demand of the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. BONIOR] for a recorded vote on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned. · 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated amendment 
No. 5 offered by Mr. BONIOR. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. The 
pending business is the demand of the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] 
for a recorded vote. 
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A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were ayes 156, noes 256, 
not voting 26, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Andrews (ME) 
Bachus {AL) 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Brown (CA) 
Brown {FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Cantwell 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clinger 
Collins (GA) 
Collins {IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Coppersmith 
Coyne 
Darden 
Deal 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards {CA) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English {AZ) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Fazio 
Filner 
Fish 
Flake 
Ford (Ml) 

Allard 
Andrews (NJ) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker {LA) 
Ballenger 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 

[Roll No. 428) 

AYES-156 
Ford (TN) 
Frank {MA) 
Franks {NJ) 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Holden 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Jacobs 
Johnson {GA) 
Johnson {SD) 
Johnston 
Kil dee 
Klein 
Klug 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Levin 
Lewis {GA) 
Long 
Machtley 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McHale 
McHugh 
McKinney 
Meek 
Mfume 
Minge 
Mink 
Murphy 
Nadler 
Norton (DC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 

NOES-256 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
de la Garza 
De Lay 
Derrick 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards {TX) 
English {OK) 
Everett 

Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Quillen 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Sche:nk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
Slattery 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Talent 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walker 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Williams 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Fingerhut 
Foglietta 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Hall (OH) 
Hall{TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 

Hoekstra 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
lstook 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy · 
Kennelly 
Kim 
King 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mc Curdy 
Mc Dade 

McDermott 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Richardson 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 

Royce 
Sabo 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas {CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Traficant 
Underwood (GU) 
Upton 
Valentine 
Visclosky 
Vucanovich 
Weldon 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

NOT VOTING-26 
Ackerman 
Andrews (TX) 
Carr 
Conyers 
de Lugo {VI) 
Farr 
Frost 
Green 
Gutierrez 

Hoke 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Lehman 
Lipinski 
Miller (CA) 
Neal (MA) 
Owens 
Porter 

D 1840 

Ridge 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Rose 
Shuster 
Towns 
Washington 
Young (AK) 
Zimmer 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Kleczka for with Mr. Porter against. 
Ms. SNOWE, Mrs. MALONEY, 

Messrs. KENNEDY, MOAKLEY, and 
MARKEY, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. 
UNDERWOOD and Mr. MEEHAN 
changed their vote from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. HASTINGS, and 
Mrs. MEEK changed their vote from 
"no" to "yea." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. HUNTER 
The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. The 

pending business is the demand of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. HUN
TER] for a recorded vote on which fur
ther proceedings were postponed. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated amendment 
No. 2 offered by Mr. HUNTER. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. The 
pending business is the demand of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. HUN
TER] for a recorded vote. 

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

vice, and there were-ayes 149, noes 263, 
not voting 26, as follows: 

Allard 
Andrews (NJ) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker {LA) 
Barcia 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Chapman 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins {GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Deal 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 

Abercrombie 
Andrews (ME) 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 

[Roll No. 429) 

AYES-149 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goss 
Grams 
Greenwood 
Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lazio 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis {FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Moorhead 

NOES-263 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
De Fazio 
De Lauro 

Nussle 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Reynolds 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Rowland 
Royce 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Skeen 
Smith {NJ) 
Smith {OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Traficant 
Valentine 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 

Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 

. Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford {Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank {MA) 
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Furse Manzullo Sabo 
Gejdenson Margolies- Sanders 
Gephardt Mezvinsky Sangmeister 
Geren Markey Santorum 
Gibbons Martinez Sarpalius 
Gilman Matsui Sawyer 
Glickman Mazzoli Schroeder 
Gonzalez Mccloskey Schumer 
Goodling McCrery Scott 
Gordon Mccurdy Serrano 
Grandy McDade Sharp 
Gunderson McDermott Shays 
Hall (OH) McHale Shepherd 
Hamburg McKinney Sisisky 
Hamilton McNulty Skaggs 
Harman Meehan Skelton 
Hastings Meek Slattery 
Hayes Menendez Slaughter 
Hefner Meyers Smith (IA) 
Hilliard Mfume Smith (Ml) 
Hinchey Mineta Sn owe 
Hoagland Minge Spratt 
Hobson Mink Stark 
Hochbrueckner Molinari Stokes 
Holden Mollohan Strickland 
Horn Montgomery Studds 
Hoyer Moran Stupak 
Hughes Morella Swett 
Hutto Murphy Swift 
Inslee Murtha Synar 
Jefferson Myers Tanner 
Johnson (CT) Nadler Tauzin 
Johnson (GA) Natcher Taylor (MS) 
Johnson (SD) Neal (NC) Tejeda 
Johnson, E.B. Norton (DC) Thomas (CA) 
Johnston Oberstar Thompson 
Kanjorski Obey Thornton 
Kaptur Olver Thurman 
Kennedy Ortiz Torres 
Kennelly Pallone Torricelli 
Kildee Parker Tucker 
Klein Pastor Underwood (GU) 
Klink Payne (NJ) Unsoeld 
Klug Payne (VA) Upton 
Kopetski Pelosi Velazquez 
Kreidler Penny Vento 
LaFalce Peterson (FL) Visclosky 
Lambert Peterson (MN) Volkmer 
Lancaster Pickett Waters 
Lantos Pomeroy Watt 
LaRocco Poshard Waxman 
Laughlin Price (NC) Wheat 
Leach Quillen Whitten 
Levin Rahall Williams 
Lewis (GA) Rangel Wilson 
Livingston Reed Wise 
Lloyd Regula Woolsey 
Long Richardson Wyden 
Lowey Roemer Wynn 
Machtley Rostenkowski Yates 
Maloney Roukema Zeliff 
Mann Roybal-Allard 
Manton Rush 

NOT VOTING-26 
Ackerman Kingston Ridge 
Andrews (TX) Kleczka Romero-Barcelo 
Conyers Lehman (PR) 
de Lugo (VI) Lipinski Rose 
Farr Miller (CA) Shuster 
Frost Moakley Towns 
Green Neal (MA) Washington 
Gutierrez Owens Young (AK) 
Hoke Porter Zimmer 

D 1847 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Kingston for, with Mr. Kleczka 

against. 
Mr. Porter for, with Mr. Moakley against. 
Mr. BRYANT changed his vote from 

"aye" to "no." 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 

move that the Committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. MAZ-

ZOLI] having assumed the chair, Mr. 
DURBIN, Chairman pro tempo re of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider
ation the bill (H.R. 241) to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 1994 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, to prescribe military per
sonnel strengths for fiscal year 1994, 
and for other purposes, had come to no 
resolution thereon. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 

Speaker, due to a recent series of pre
viously scheduled town hall meetings 
and individual meetings with constitu
ents I was unable to register my votes. 

Had I been present: 
Rollcall votes 426, 427, and 429. I 

would have voted "no" on No. 426 and 
No. 427 and "aye" on No. 429. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1490 

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent to have 
my name removed as a cosponsor of the 
bill, H.R. 1490. 

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

There was no objection. 

TRANSFER OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. UPTON] be able to 
take the 60 minute special order grant
ed for today to the gentleman from In
diana [Mr. BURTON]. 

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

There was no objection. 

D 1850 

TRANSFER OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the special 
order granted to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] for today, Sep
tember 13, 1993, be allocated to the gen
tlewoman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

FACTFINDING TRIP TO CROATIA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSEN
BRENNER] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, last week I returned from a fact
finding trip in Croatia which was spon-

sored by the Congressional Human 
Rights Foundation. Accompanying me 
on this trip were my legislative direc
tor, Brian Dean, and Stuart Feldman of 
Senator HATCH's staff. The delegation 
visited Zadar, Zagreb and Split. By the 
end of the month, unless the United 
States and the United Nations act 
forcefully and creatively, the war in 
the former Yugoslavia will spread from 
Bosnia and Herzegovina back into Cro
atia. 

Mr. Speaker, this must be stopped at 
all costs, but it will require creative di
plomacy on the part of the United 
States, as well as an understanding by 
the international community, that 
firm action must be taken to prevent 
the spread of the war. 

The United Nations Security Council 
Resolution 743 of February 1992 author
izes a protection force to demilitarize 
the protected areas in Croatia and to 
create conditions making the return of 
all displaced persons and refugees to 
their homes in these protected areas 
possible. The United Nations has failed 
in accomplishing this mandate. Refu
gees contine to flee the protected 
areas, and none have returned. Para
military forces in the protected areas 
have not been disarmed, and weapons 
and forces are entering the protected 
areas from Bosnia and Herzegovina. 
The United Nations forces are permit
ting the denial of water and electricity 
to coastal cities such as Zadar and 
Biograd by occupying forces in the pro
tected areas. Under the, quote, watch
ful eye, unquote, of the United Nations 
shelling is continuing in civilian areas 
from the UNPA's. Two civilians were 
killed 2 weeks ago in the Croatian city 
of Zadar by shells fired from the pro
tected areas. Last week, on Friday, an 
artillery attack was launched on 
Karlovac killing 11 people, and on Fri
day, a shell hit Zagreb with 9 wounded. 
The United Nations protective forces, 
UNPROFOR for short, have permitted 
paramilitary forces to repeatedly shell 
the Maslenica bridge, which is the only 
land corridor connecting central Cro
atia to its southern coast. UNPROFOR 
in Croatia is serving as a shield for the 
militarization of the region and in
creasing the likelihood of another all
out Serbo-Croat war when the United 
Nations mandate expires at the end of 
the month. If the mandate is renewed 
without change, refugees and displaced 
persons will not be able to return to 
their homes, and ethnic cleansing will 
once again have succeeded. Civilians 
living in the areas adjacent to the pro
tected areas will continue to live under 
the threat of arbitrary shelling from 
forces within those protected areas, 
and drinking water and electricity will 
remain cut off to cities and villages in 
Croatia. A protected U.N. 'stay, under 
the current mandate, creates a de facto 
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autonomous state within the inter
nationally recognized borders of Cro
atia, a ministate created through bor
ders altered by force and the forced re
locations of civilian populations. Thus, 
the mandate should be strengthened 
and renewed. 

Mr. Speaker, today I have introduced 
a concurrent resolution urging the 
United Nations Security Council to 
give the unperformed mandate the 
teeth it needs to disarm occupying 
forces. This resolution also urges the 
Security Council to create conditions 
permitting the immediate return of 
refugees and displaced persons to their 
homes, to require the reopening of the 
safe land corridor connecting northern 
Croatia with its southern coastal re
gions and to demand that water and 
electricity being denied to civilians in 
coastal Croatia be restored imme
diately. I have sent letters to the 
President, to Secretary of State Chris
topher and the United Nations Ambas
sador Albright asking them to make 
administration policy along these lines 
as the. unperformed mandate expires. 
Attention has been focussed on the 
horrors that have occurred in Bosnia, 
however we should not ignore a par
allel situation which could trigger an
other round of bloodshed in Croatia. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. WOLF]. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I just want 
to urge the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. SENSENBRENNER] though to focus 
on this issue carefully. I, as the gen
tleman knows, was a strong supporter 
of Croatia, and I still am, but I have a 
bill in to take away the most-favored
nation status from Croatia because 
Croatia now has 5,000 regular army 
people fighting in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, and, if the gentleman has 
been reading the news reports and 
reading the intelligence reports, Cro
atian forces have been involved in eth
nic cleansing of Moslems in that area, 
and President Tudjman has the abil
ity--

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Reclaiming 
my time, which is not in great quan
tity, let me say that the trip report I 
have submitted to the Congressional 
Human Rights Foundation very clearly 
states my urging the Croatian regular 
army forces be pulled out of Bosnia
Herzegovina and counterproductive ac
tivities, such as Croatian forces ob
structing U.N. relief convoys, cease im
mediately. 

Mr. ENGEL. Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
To date, more than 150,000 Bosnians have 

been killed in a bloody war on the soil of the 
former Yugoslavian state, in the heart of the 
European cor'ltinent, 150,000 men, women, 
and children have been tortured, raped and 
massacred while the free world looked on. A 
world that claims to protect freedom and 
human rights. A world that has said genocide 
should never occur again. A world that pre
tends to have learned the lessons of the past. 

Last week, Bosnian President Alija 
lzetbegovic visited the United States and 

asked for the help and support of this free 
world. His pleas remained unanswered. Unan
swered foremost by the European powers who 
are unwilling or unable to stop the bloodshed 
in their backyard. They reject lifting the arms 
embargo on the Sarajevo government, thereby 
depriving the Bosnian Moslems of their ability 
to defend themselves. Instead they have been 
acquiescing to the partition of Bosnia and 
Hercegovina and the triumph of Serbian and 
Croatian aggression. In their opinion, a solu
tion has to be found with the agreement of all 
concerned parties, even i.f such an agreement 
means to reward the persecutor and punish 
the persecuted. A division of Bosnia along eth
nic lines would be-to use Mr. lzetbegovic's 
words-a "Capitulation of Legality to Force." 

Dividing up Bosnia along ethnic lines is a 
disgrace, and bears little hope for a lasting 
peace in the Balkans. To the contrary, Serbs 
and Croats plan to divide Bosnia among them
selves, and will claim the lands they have oc
cupied by force. The Serbs will not stop there, 
but continue their bloody raid by trying to gob
ble up their smaller neighbors. 

The next victim of Serbian aggression will 
be Kosova, where the 90 percent Albanian 
majority already suffers a silent ethnic cleans
ing. I have seen the devastating situation in 
Kosova firsthand. Albanians are fired from 
their jobs, Albanian hospitals are closed, and 
children are denied access to schools be
cause of their ethnic affiliation. 

The stakes in Kosova are high. If the Ser
bians do resort to open bloodshed in Kosova, 
Albania, Bulgaria, Macedonia, Turkey, and 
Greece are likely to be dragged into the con
flict. This would result in a refugee crisis that 
would rival and possibly eclipse the disaster 
we are still witnessing in Bosnia. 

Madam Speaker, it is not too_ late for action 
in the former Yugoslavia. I urge the United 
Nations to lift the arms embargo on Bosnia 
and allow the Bosnian Moslems to defend 
themselves. And I strongly urge for the de
ployment of peacekeeping forces in Kosova. 

If the free world does not act now, we all 
will be guilty of having allowed the extinction 
of a people living in the heart of Europe. If we 
really have learned the lessons of the past we 
cannot close our eyes and turn our backs on 
another genocide. 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

rates at the same time, Americans did 
not increase our personal savings rate. 

In the early 1970's, 9 percent of take 
home pay was saved. We're saving 
about a third that much now. 

Some economists had predicted that 
when the baby boomers started having 
children of their own, they would also 
start saving. The early returns indicate 
that baby boomers are in fact saving a 
little more as they age, but not as 
much as their parents did at the same 
age. 

Well, Madam Speaker, we have an
other chance to get our savings rate 
up, and I hope that we don't let it get 
away from us. If we try, we might be 
able to get Americans to save some of 
the unexpected money they now find in 
their possession because they have refi
nanced their mortgages. 

This year, a large majority of the 
American families who have home 
mortgages are seeing extra dollars in 
their pockets as a result of refinancing 
to take advantage of lower interest 
rates. 

These extra dollars are part of the 
money that families budgeted for and 
expected to mail off as house pay
ments. 

When the Smith family got its origi
nal, higher rate mortgage a few ·years 
ago, their lender calculated that they 
could afford payments of-for exam
ple-$700 a month. 

Now, with interest rates down, the 
Smiths have refinanced and they make 
a mortgage payment of only $550 a 
month. 

That's $150 a month in more or less 
unanticipated money in the Smith 
family cash box-almost $2,000 a year. 

Now, multiply the Smith's small 
windfall by literally millions of Amer
ican families. Mortgage refinancing is 
going on all over the country, with 
high-income and lower income families 
and big mortgages and small mort
gages. 

As a result of this furious refinancing 
activity, about $4112 billion that Amer
ican families had budgeted for mort
gage payments won't be going to their 

SAVINGS IN AMERICA mortgage holders this year. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. So, is there any chance that a decent 

VELAZQUEZ). Under a previous order of share of this windfall will be saved? 
the House, the gentleman from Indiana For the sake of our country, it had 
[Mr. LARocco] is recognized for 5 min- better be. 
utes. We've all heard the comparisons be-

Mr. LAROCCO. Madam Speaker, I fore, but I think we need to hear them 
want to take a few minutes again again. Americans save less than the 
today to speak to the House about sav- citizens of every one of the other G-7 
ings in America. countries, the countries with developed 

As I have noted in previous special economies. 
orders on this issue, Americans don't This means that not only the Japa-
save very much money. nese-who are the world's premiere 

Our personal savings are about half saver&--but the Italians, the Germans, 
what they were 15 years ago, and we the French, the British, and the Cana
weren't big savers even back then. dians all save more of their take-home 

Various changes in our economy and pay than we do. 
tax policies have failed to stem the de- We spend more on ice cream and we 
clining rate of savings. have more TV sets per household, but 

Even in the mid-1980's, when we had · we save less. Let me add, we also pay 
massive tax cuts and high interest less in taxes than citizens of the other 
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countries I named, so tax burden isn't 
the reason for our anemic savings rate. 

What I would like to do this after
noon is to issue a challenge to the 
bankers, investment counselors, retire
ment planners, and mortgage 
refinancers of America. I would like to 
challenge these financial professionals 
to go after the Smiths and the money 
that has been freed up in their family 
budget because of their new mortgage. 
Convince them to save some of it be
fore it burns a hole in their pockets. 

Whether the money goes into CD's, 
bank savings accounts, IRA's, stocks, 
bonds, or other instruments is not the 
big issue. The big issue is the need to 
put some money away instead of spend
ing it all immediately. 

This is a challenge we have to meet if 
there is going to be college money for 
our children, retirement money for 
ourselves, and investment money for 
the American economy. 

It's a matter of personal responsibil
ity. It's a matter of national survival. 

Madam Speaker, I will be returning 
to this topic in the days to come. 

D 1900 

COMMITTEE ON RULES ATTEMPTS 
TO DISCHARGE DISCHARGE PETI
TION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 

VELAZQUEZ). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. lNHOFE] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam Speaker, on Au
gust 4 we had a special order to intro
duce something here to many of the 
Members of Congress who were not fa
miliar with it, a system called a dis
charge petition. Since that time there 
has been a lot of attention drawn to it. 
Since that time also, I might add, we 
have secured the names of 218 Members 
who have signed the discharge petition, 
along with nine more waiting in line 
and wanting to do it. 

But I wanted to use this time just to 
mention the fight is not over yet. To
morrow there ·will be a Committee on 
Rules meeting at 9:30 where I will be 
testifying, and I anticipate that they 
are going to try to come up with some 
excuse to torpedo this thing, which I 
think reflects the wishes of the people. 

Real briefly, the three arguments 
that are used against it are really 
phony. One is it will destroy the com
mittee system. 

Madam Speaker, under the best of 
circumstances, it would take at least 6 
weeks to get 218 signatures on a dis
charge petition. The rules say you wait 
30 days before you do that, and then 7 
legislative days after that. Then it can 
only come up on a second or fourth 
Monday. That means it will take at 
least 3 months. 

I suggest if a committee chairman 
was not willing to have a hearing on a 

bill in that many months, then maybe 
the committee system does need a lit
tle changing. 

One of the most ridiculous arguments 
is if we do this, the lobbyists and spe
cial interests will find out what we are 
doing around here. 

Madam Speaker, let me tell you, the 
lobbyists and special interests know 
what we are doing; it is the people that 
do not know. 

The third argument is it will lead to 
bad law. The interpretation of those 
who have been in the leadership around 
here is anything they do not want is 
bad law. Limited terms is bad law; 
budget balancing amendment to the 
Constitution is bad law; the line item 
veto is bad law. So I think this merely 
reflects the wishes of the people. 

I would say this also: that the dis
charge petition process is the last vehi
cle available to express the will of the 
majority in Congress. 

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen
tleman from Colorado [Mr. MCINNIS]. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Madam Speaker. I think what we 
have to assess is why did my colleagues 
and the Members of this Congress sign 
that discharge petition? The reason 
they signed it is because the American 
people have said, "We want more open 
government." The American people 
have said government has got to 
change. The American people have said 
the Government needs to respond to 
openness, that government needs to do 
its business in the open, the Govern
ment needs to be honest with the peo
ple that it represents, and that is why 
they signed this discharge petition. 

Well, guess what? Tomorrow morning 
in the Committee on Rules the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. lNHOFE] is 
going to see people refusing, denying 
the people of this country. 

Madam Speaker, I hope the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. lNHOFE] 
continues to get the kind of press he 
has gotten nationwide, to open up the 
government system, to open up Con
gress, and to change the way Congress 
is doing its business. All I can say is I 
hope the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. lNHOFE], I hope tomorrow you can 
learn a few verses from the song 
"Times, They Are A'Changing," and I 
hope you have that opportunity to re
hearse it there in front of them. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. MCINNIS], because times are clear
ly changing. People are more informed, 
and people are not going to tolerate 
this old secret way of doing business. 

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BUYER]. 

Mr. BUYER. Madam Speaker, I com
pliment the gentleman for his time, 
commitment, and energy to help open 
up government and open up this insti
tution. I truly am, as a new Member of 
Congress, outraged at the Committee 

on Rules, how it controls the process 
that has led to making the Congress a 
very partisan institution. 

If I had been asked a year ago, 
"Steve, you have an option: you can ei
ther control the substance, or you can 
control the process; which do you 
choose?" 

A year ago, as a citizen of this coun
try, I would have said, "I would like to 
control the substance." Now, as a 
Member of this Congress, I would say 
that is wrong. If you control the proc
ess, you control the substance, and 
that is what the Committee on Rules 
does. 

This is just another answer to those 
who have been attacking the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. lNHOFE] 
and others of us even here, saying, 
"You represent those special interest 
groups. See how fast that undue pres
sure? It only took 3 weeks to get 218 
signatures." 

Madam Speaker, that confuses me, 
because the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. lNHOFE], I know, has been working 
over 6 months. How long has the gen
tleman been working on this? 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam Speaker, we are 
talking about years. As far as this dis
charge petition is concerned, it has 
been 6 months. It is a long, arduous 
process of getting that number. To 
have someone suggest that it happened 
in 3 weeks, of course, it is just that 
they are ill-informed. 

Mr. BUYER. Madam Speaker, I would 
say to the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. lNHOFE], it is a compliment, 
though, when they say you represent 
special interests, when it is the special 
interest of the American people on is
sues of the line item veto, the balanced 
budget, and term limitations. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman. 

Madam Speaker, I would yield to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. CAL
VERT]. 

Mr. CALVERT. Madam Speaker, first 
I want to congratulate the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. lNHOFE] for the 
marvelous job the gentleman has done 
to open up government. 

Madam Speaker, I would like to ask 
a question: how can people who signed 
on this discharge petition turn around 
and vote for a procedure to gut the 
very discharge petition we are talking 
about? 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for that question. 
I do not think it is going to happen. We 
have two lists here. This list is 218 peo
ple who signed discharge petition No. 2. 
The other is nine people standing in 
line who have stated they are going to 
do it. 

Madam Speaker, I do not think there 
is one individual who signed that who 
would then turn around and vote for a 
procedural vote that would gut and 
torpedo the system. So it is not going 
to happen. The people are going to win 
this one. 
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LET THE SUN SHINE IN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GOSS. Madam Speaker, for 
months Members of the minority have 
labored to inform the American people 
about how the majority leadership uses 
its absolute power to stifle debate and 
sidetrack meaningful reform. We've 
even used display charts showing the 
dramatic increase in closed rules and 
restrictive rules-both of which dis
enfranchise members of both parties 
and diminish opportunity for full deli b
era tion. 

The status quo around here has cap
italized on the fact that many of its 
methods for shutting off debate and 
killing worthwhile proposals for 
change are procedural, and not atten
tion-getting in the eyes of the news 
media~ no sex appeal, in advertising 
terms. In short, the leadership has hid
den behind procedure to influence the 
substance of what we do. But last week 
we had a breakthrough-thanks to the 
Wall Street Journal, talk radio and an 
American public fed up with business
as-usual, the House-led by JIM INHOFE 
of Tulsa, OK-was able to muster the 
needed 218 signatures on a discharge 
petition-the first step toward a sig
nificant reform in the rules. 

Our goal is to let the sun shine in 
onto the inner workings of the house-
to provide the people with an accurate 
measuring stick to rate their Rep
resentatives and to provide oppor
tunity for debate and voice on some is
sues that enriched leadership has arbi
trarily and in some cases arrogantly 
bottled up. What we are attempting is 
simply to lift the veil of secrecy that 
currently surrounds the discharge peti
tion process. Why is this so important: 
Why does this change have significant 
potential consequences? The way 
things stand now, a handful of incred
ibly powerful committee chairmen 
have the ability to kill popular legisla
tive proposals by effectively burying 
them in committee. This is what is 
happening to legislation implementing 
national term limits; it's happening to 
the many worthwhile proposals for 
spending cuts; it's happening to the re
peal of the onerous Social Security 
earnings test; and it's happening to the 
notch fix. 

The only recourse that sponsors and 
supporters of these bills have is the ar
cane process of the discharge petition. 
Under this procedure, if 218 Members of 
this House-that's 50 percent plus one-
sign such a petition then a bill may be 
released from committee and can come 
straight to the floor. But discharge pe
titions are rarely successful because 
the list of those who sign is kept se
cret. 

This means Members can tell their 
constituents they support a bill even 
though they aren't willing to go the 

extra mile to actually get the bill 
passed. 

By making the names public, Mem
bers will have to be up front about 
their level of support for a particular 
bill. 

I know that after all the recent fan
fare many Americans believe we have 
won this battle-and opened up the 
process. But the leadership around here 
knows that there are many ways to 
block reform-and they are not about 
to give up their absolute power without 
a fight. So we are alert to counter 
moves-look-alike, sound-alike but do
nothing proposals of their own de
signed to sidetrack real reform. They 
did it with the line-item veto. And they 
attempted to do it during the House 
bank and post office scandals but pub
lic outrage was too great 

But we can win the fight for reform
if the American people keep watching 
and keep making themselves heard. 
Don't be fooled by a poor substitute-
hold out for the Inhofe resolution
hold out for real reform. 

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. INHOFE]. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. I 
would like to ask the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. Goss), as a member of the 
Committee on Rules, and, of course, I 
am not on the Committee on Rules, but 
I have read a couple of things to expect 
as to what they might try to do. Does 
the gentleman have any idea what that 
would be? 

Mr. GOSS. Madam Speaker, I am 
very happy to reclaim my time to try 
to explain this, that there are actually 
a number of options that the Commit
tee on Rules could take to sort of side
track the effort that the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. INHOFE] has made 
so far. 

The Committee on Rules has not 
made any such determination. The fact 
is it is meeting now on other matters, 
and the fact is it is going to have hear
ings tomorrow. It is impossible to pre
dict what the outcome will be. But I 
think it is very beneficial to remind 
the Committee on Rules that there are 
218 Members of this body, plus several 
others who have indicated an interest 
as well, in seeing this matter come to 
a vote on the question of the secrecy in 
the discharge. I think that is a very 
clear, loud message, and those of us 
who favor that will certainly be re
minding those in the Committee on 
Rules during the Committee on Rules 
hearing. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam Speaker, after 
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
BACHUS] proceeds, I have another com
ment to make. 

Mr. GOSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. BACHUS]. 

Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Madam 
Speaker, the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. INHOFE] predicted last week 
that the Committee on Rules may try 

to sidetrack this discharge petition. I 
thought at that time that the gen
tleman may have a bit of paranoia. But 
Roll Call this morning reported that 
the discharge bill may be gutted. It 
goes on to say that the Committee on 
Rules at this present time is plotting 
their strategy. 

I would ask the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. INHOFE], why in the 
world would the Committee on Rules 
try to gut this bill, when Americans 
are calling for more openness and more 
honesty from their Representatives, 
and for reform of Congress, and the dis
charge petition of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. INHOFE] goes further 
than anything on the floor of this 
House? 

Mr. INHOFE. I appreciate the ques
tion from the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. BACHUS]. I know I can only re
spond by saying that I do not think 
they are going to be able to do it. I 
think that any attempt to subvert the 
discharge petition, the only means, 
this is the only vehicle by which the 
will of the majority of the House, 
which reflects the will of the American 
people, can be heard, and I do not think 
it is going to happen. And I appreciate 
that question. 

D 1910 

I would like to make a comment in 
the form of a question to the gen
tleman from Florida, who is on the 
Committee on Rules. It is my under
standing that any of the procedures or 
scenarios that I have seen that the 
Committee on Rules can come up with 
are going to ultimately require a re
corded vote; is that correct? 

Mr. GOSS. Madam Speaker, reclaim
ing my time, I believe that the gen
tleman from Oklahoma has properly 
characterized the circumstance, but 
never underestimate the creativity of 
the Committee on Rules. I think we 
have all learned that. 

My view is that one way or another, 
either on this floor in one manif esta
tion of this House in operation or an
other, we will have to have a vote of 
the House, of the Members of this 
House, on some aspect of this. So the 
vote will come forward some way. 

Mr. INHOFE. I think that is what 
you accomplish when you do get your 
218th signature. At least it says that 
that committee of jurisdiction, in this 
case the Cammi ttee on Rules, will be 
released, discharged from their juris
diction. But that will not happen until 
the 27th of September. 

Mr. GOSS. Even if the gentleman's 
discharge petition did not come to a 
vote on the date certain that has been 
selected for it, some other Committee 
on Rules opportunity, some issue 
would be out there that they would 
have had to create, and it would essen
tially be the same issue. 

Mr. INHOFE. I have talked to a num
ber of the Democrats who have signed 
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Discharge Petition No. 2. I have yet to 
find one who is not going to see it 
through. 

In other words, if you sign a dis
charge petition to discharge a bill, to 
do a way with the secrecy and the dis
charge system, you are not going to 
turn around then and vote for a proce
dure that is going to torpedo that en
tire effort. 

Mr. GOSS. Let me be clear that the 
purpose of this is to remove the secrecy 
from the discharge so that we can get 
on with some of the other benefits that 
come from that process that have been 
explained. I do not believe that any 
gutting amendments, any cute changes 
in the program, any watering down, 
any pale imitations will pass the laugh 
test. I believe there are enough people 
watching on this now so that that is 
not going to happen. 

I am not saying it cannot happen. I 
am saying it is not likely to happen, as 
long as there is as much interest as I 
see in this Chamber tonight and as 
much interest as I see in the media 
abroad in our country. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman very much. I 
thank him for having this short special 
order just to explain what might hap
pen in the Committee on Rules. I ap
preciate his support very much. 

ON THE NATIONAL PERFORMANCE 
REVIEW AND IN SUPPORT OF 
H.R. 2245 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 

VELAZQUEZ). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. FRANKS] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Madam 
Speaker, last week the spotlight 
turned to Vice President AL GORE and 
the findings of his eagerly awaited Na
tional Performance Review. After the 
narrow passage of the President's budg
et and the ever-growing demand by the 
public for more and bigger cuts in Fed
eral spending, a great deal is riding on 
these recommendations to improve the 
management of the Federal Govern
ment. 

After failing to eliminate one single 
Federal program from the fiscal year 
1994 budget, performance review is 
President Clinton's second-and per
haps final-chance to convince the 
American people that he is serious 
about ending business as usual in 
Washington and bringing fiscal respon
sibility to the way the Federal Govern
ment spends our tax dollars. 

An enormous question remains to be 
answered: Will the National Perform
ance Review's 6-month exercise to 
bring efficiency and enhanced produc
tivity to the Federal Government actu
ally lead to improved performance and 
less expensive government? Will the 
National Performance Review, as the 
President promised last spring, rep-

resent a historic step in reforming the 
Federal Government? Or will it-like a 
long list of past reform efforts dating 
back to the Hoover Administration
produce only short-lived and largely 
symbolic changes in the Federal Gov
ernment? 

In our efforts to bring about a real 
revolution in the way the Federal Gov
ernment works, we should look for two 
things that you don't often see here in 
Washington-clear thinking and politi
cal leadership. We must understand our 
goals and be truly determined about 
reaching them. 

There need to be some basic prin
ciples that guide the creation of any 
sustained effort aimed at generating an 
effective and long-lasting performance 
review and evaluation system. 

First, you need to forge a politically 
difficult but essential alliance uniting 
Congress, the President and the Fed
eral bureaucracy. All these groups are 
powerful stakeholders in the Federal 
Government. And, if even one is ex
cluded, the process is doomed from the 
outset. Whether under Presidents Ken
nedy, Carter or Reagan, every recent 
drive to improve Government effi
ciency has failed because it was sabo
taged by at least one of these stake
holders who was never allowed to par
ticipate as a full partner at the deci
sion-making table. 

In some cases, upon completion of so
called reform efforts, Federal workers 
have been the ones who rebelled, dis
missing as another useless paper chase 
new reporting requirements aimed as 
greater fiscal responsibility. 
· But Congress, by itself, lacks any 

sustained institutional focus on man
agement improvement or performance. 
Consumed with the process of spending 
tax moneys Congress gives precious lit
tle attention to the results that spend
ing achieves. Too often Congress in its 
enabling legislation micromanages the 
programs it creates, frustrating the 
Government managers who must in 
fact implement these programs. 

Real change will only take place 
when there is an institutionalized, per
manent, cooperative effort on the part 
of Congress, the Federal bureaucracy 
and the President to increase Govern
ment efficiency and build a framework 
that can be used to pare down spend
ing. It must be a team effort, pushed by 
a public outraged at the way their tax 
dollars are being mishandled. 

Second, a new approach to managing 
the Government requires tackling both 
the budget deficit and the so-called 
performance deficit. To address either 
successfully, you must do both. 

The budget deficit provides the polit
ical impetus to sell the American peo
ple on the need to overhaul Govern
ment in order to improve the delivery 
of services. The same system of evalua
tion and review helping us to improve 
service can also support our efforts to 
reorder our spending priori ties. Per-

formance review should not be viewed 
as a quick fix-an instant source of 
savings. When properly constructed, it 
involves a painstaking process of eval
uating Government services and then 
making the tough choices as to what 
we must provide and what we can af
ford to do without. 

Cutting out all managerial inefficien
cies in the Federal Government is a 
worthwhile goal. And certainly one 
does not have to dig very far to un
cover a gold mine of waste in the Fed
eral bureaucracy. But if the President 
settles for just rooting out managerial 
inefficiency, the results of the National 
Performance Review will be short-lived 
and the budgetary savings will be mini
mal. 

We need to make Government small
er-as well as more efficient. That's 
what real performance reviews and 
evaluations can help us do-enable us 
to reassess our priorities and subse
quently reduce or eliminate non
essential spending. 

Third, you must build a system that 
makes sense and is easy to follow. In 
the 1960's, there was programming 
budgeting. In the 1970's, there was zero
based budgeting. Both these efforts 
were meant to revolutionize govern
ment-but they never lived up to those 
lofty expectations. Both movements 
produced mounds of paperwork that 
were impossible for Government work
ers to understand and too cumbersome 
to implement. These improvements 
were quickly discarded. 

And, finally, performance review 
must be a permanent way of doing 
business in Washington. The President 
has vowed that his performance review 
will be revolutionary. I don't know of 
any revolution that's been won in just 
6 months. It takes years to earn the 
support of the principal stakeholders 
and to execute real change. If the 
President wants to lead this revolu
tion, his administration must be com
mitted to giving it the time and atten
tion it deserves and to ensure this 
movement carries on long after he 
leaves office. 

These are not just my ideas. These 
principles reflect extensive research 
into performance review conducted by 
a number of highly regarded individ
uals, including those who wrote a re
cent study on the subject for the 
Brookings Institution. 

This spring I sought to put all these 
principals into action by introducing 
the Permanent Performance Review 
Act of 1993. This legislation would pro
vide a permanent and comprehensive 
system of evaluating the Federal Gov
ernment's performance. It would in
volve Congress, the President and the 
Federal agencies. The commission
which would include the four most 
powerful leaders in Congress-would 
supervise self-studies that would be un
dertaken by all the major government 
agencies. These self-studies would 
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serve as a starting point for a com
prehensive performance evaluation and 
review. The final product would be a 
series of legislative recommendations 
that Congress would be required to 
consider. 

I was pleased to receive an extremely 
positive response to this proposal from 
Professor Gerald Garvey of Princeton 
University, coauthor of a recent Brook
ings Institution study on performance 
review. 

Madam Speaker, performance review 
can work. It can achieve President 
Clinton's bold goals of redesigning, re
inventing and reinvigorating the entire 
national government. But it won't hap
pen merely with the release of the Na
tional Performance Review's findings. 
These recommendations should serve 
as the first step in a new direction-to
ward a leaner, more cost-efficient Gov
ernment. But we can't stop here. If we 
never make the fundamental changes 
needed to institutionalize this new ap
proach to managing tax dollars, Na
tional Performance Review will go the 
way of other reform movements. It will 
prove to have been just another fad 
that quickly went out of style, another 
grand expectation for Government 
never realized. 

ON NAFTA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Madam Speaker, the 
NAFTA agreement is so comprehensive 
that the study of it is much like peel
ing an onion * * * the more you peel, 
the more you cry, and the more dif
ficult it becomes to continue peeling. 

One of the layers that has been called 
to my attention by the Purcell sisters 
in Topeka, KS, who have been conduct
ing study groups on the agreement, is 
the section (Appendix 1603.D.4) apply
ing to the entry of temporary profes
sional level workers into the United 
States from Mexico. 

The section says that "the United 
States shall annually approve as many 
as 5,500 initial petitions of business 
persons of Mexico seeking temporary 
entry * * *". 

Discussions of this section by pro
ponents most often explain the need for 
this section by references to the need 
for engineers to come in to temporarily 
set up and or service machines sold 
into this country. And that sounds 
very reasonable to me. 

But, under what circumstance would 
we have the need for a temporary hotel 
manager from Mexico, or a forester, or 
graphics designer, or mathematician, 
or range manager/conservationist or on 
and on from agriculturist/animal 
breeder through biologists and chem
ists to veterinarians and zoologists? 

Over sixty professional job categories 
are covered-A to Z-which, as more 
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and more companies-in this country
are turning to more and more tem
porary workers makes me begin to 
worry about the ready availability of 
temporary workers in neighboring na
tions who-over time can come in here 
and be forgotten. 

Last week the news carried unem
ployment figures back to the first of 
the year-some reported job losses as 
high as 400,000. Four hundred thousand 
American workers being laid off while 
many in the graduating class of '93-
both high school and college-are still 
looking for jobs and we are considering 
as many as 5,500 temporary workers 
coming into this country every year. 

I am going to have the list of profes
sionals included in the RECORD later 
this week. Maybe I am being an alarm
ist. Maybe a Mexican company will 
move to the United States which has 
need of temporary teachers, temporary 
zoologists * * * maybe * * * 

If not, then there seems to be a rath
er cynical pattern, possibly, being de
signed here. The lower skilled jobs will 
be exported to Mexico, the higher 
skilled workers imported in from 
Mexico * * * so that at both ends of 
the scale, competition in salaries can 
be brought into play on the American 
labor force. 

Now, despite the huge market Mexico 
represents, in truth, Mexico's total 
economy is only 5 percent of ours and, 
except in certain industries-mainly 
agri-business and financial services
the further opening of Mexican mar
kets will have little impact on the 
Gross Domestic Product [GDP] of the 
United States. 

The most optimistic NAFTA support
ers promise that 150,000 to 200,000 new 
jobs will be created in the United 
States if the NAFTA passes. However, 
during the debate on the Budget, 
Jam es Carvell, representing the White 
House, reported that we should support 
job retraining programs because be
tween 150,000 to 200,000 jobs would be 
lost when NAFTA passed and we will 
need to retrain all of these displaced 
workers. 

Obviously, if you listen to the pro
ponents-the NAFTA will be a wash in 
whether jobs are gained or lost. But, no 
one is discussing what kind of jobs we 
will gain-or lose. 

However, if 5,500 Mexican profes
sionals leave Mexico every year to 
come here for temporary 
employment * * * it will represent a 
major brain drain to such a small econ
omy, such a poor nation. 

There is no doubt in my mind that 
some of our companies will have more 
sales opportunities in Mexico after the 
NAFTA than they now have, but there 
will be more opportunities for their 
workers and their companies in the 
United States, also. 

See how complex each layer of the 
onion skin becomes? 

It is not enough to just read the 
words of the documents involved * * * 

the real puzzle is how they are going to 
work* * *how they can work as writ
ten * * * how they are meant to work 
as written. 

We will keep puzzling over this huge 
document and bring more of our ques
tions to the floor * * * so you can 
think about it, too, Madam Speaker. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 1340, RESOLUTION TRUST 
CORPORATION COMPLETION ACT 
Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 103-237) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 250) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 1340) to provide funding 
for the resolution of failed savings as
sociations, and for other purposes 
which was referred to the House Cal
endar and ordered to be printed. 

D 1920 

TRIBUTE TO PAUL B. HENRY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 

VELAZQUEZ). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. UPTON] is recognized for 60 
minutes. 

Mr. UPTON. Madam Speaker, today 
we are going to pay special attention 
and respect to a dear departed col
league, PAUL HENRY, who represented 
the Grand Rapids District in Michigan 
so well. We have a number of Members 
that will be speaking from both sides 
tonight. 

To start off this hour of special or
ders, I yield to the chairman of our del
egation, the Honorable JOHN DINGELL. 

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, I al
ways find it difficult to say goodbye to 
good friends, particularly those friends 
who have served in this institution as 
well and as honorably as has PAUL 
HENRY. Tonight in this House we join 
together to bid our good friend a fond 
farewell and to remember his contribu
tion to our institution and to our lives. 

There is one way to describe PAUL: 
He was one class act. He was a very de
cent, strikingly honest, and highly 
honorable and capable individual who 
worked very hard at his job-but even 
harder at just being a tremendous indi
vidual. 

PAUL was elected to the Congress in 
1984, and served five very productive 
terms. He sat on both the House Com
mittee on Education and Labor and the 
Science, Space and Technology Com
mittee. Shortly after PAUL was elected 
to Congress, he quickly established his 
reputation for fostering cooperation 
and good work on the Michigan con
gressional delegation. 

PAUL was a team player in every 
sense of the word. He never let par
tisanship detract from his good work 
within our delegation and his genuine 
desire to help Michigan. He was . widely 
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known and loved for his integrity, fair
ness, and kindness and those personal 
assets won PAUL much acclaim for his 
accomplishments from both sides of 
the aisle. 

We thought of PAUL as just doing 
what was right. He authorized legisla
tion to restructure the Commerce De
partment as the "U.S. Department of 
Manufacturing and Commerce" and 
worked tirelessly to forge a working 
relationship between government and 
our Nation's struggling manufacturing 
sector. 

PAUL also was at the forefront of 
pressing for improvements in our Na
tion's air, water, and solid waste laws. 
He was a champion of national bottle 
legislation, and, on that score, I can 
tell you that I had many earnest dis
cussions with PAUL about how to best 
accomplish those goals before the 
House Energy and Commerce Commit
tee. 

PAUL HENRY'S personal and profes
sional attributes have been widely rec
ognized. The National Journal named 
him as a congressional "Rising Star" 
in 1990, and in his statement following 
PAUL'S unfortunate death, President 
Clinton said this of PAUL: 

It's tragic when such a productive and 
promising life is cut short much before its 
time. His personal courage and bravery will 
be an inspiration to us. 

I believe all of us will miss our good 
friend, PAUL. We mourn his death. But, 
in the final analysis, we can be com
forted by the fact that this good soul, 
who served this institution in a superb 
manner, who loved and provided for his 
family, and who served humanity in an 
extraordinary way, will rest in the 
good hands of the Lord. 

I respectfully yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. UPTON}, who was 
one of PAUL's closest friends. 

Mr. UPTON. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his contribution. 

I yield to the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. WOLF], one of PAUL'S closest 
friends in the House. 

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per
mission to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WOLF. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for taking the time for 
this special order tonight. 

There are so many things that could 
be said and so many memories. I rise to 
offer my condolences to PAUL'S wife, 
Karen, and to his three children, and 
also to his mom and dad, Dr. Carl 
Henry and Mrs. Henry. As many know, 
Dr. Henry is one of the leading 
theologians in the United States, and 
was the founder of Christianity Today. 

When we think of PAUL HENRY, there 
are a number of words that come to 
mind: Honesty; clearly he was one of 
the most honest people you could pos
sibly meet; decency was another word; 
integrity is another word; character; 
just knowing PAUL HENRY, when you 
told him something you knew he would 

do it, you could trust him absolutely, 
total character; courage to go through 
what he did; we never know what and 
how we will face it or react when the 
time comes, but that of courage. 

He loved his family very, very deeply. 
Many times we would talk, when the 
House was in late at night, about our 
families. I had a daughter who grad
uated from Wheaton College, and PAUL 
was one of the more distinguished 
graduates of Wheaton College. I believe 
Dr. Henry went to Wheaton College. 

We would talk about our kids. I have 
a daughter, another daughter, who 
works in New York City, and one of his 
daughters works in New York City. In 
fact, they both went to the same 
church, Trinity, up in New York City. 
He loved his family very, very much. 

He loved his Lord. He loved the Lord. 
He lived his life in a way that clearly 
showed that his religious beliefs and 
his faith was something that was very, 
very important. He loved the Lord not 
only with his heart but he served Him. 
Much of what PAUL HENRY did, if you 
wanted to try to find out why he was 
the way that he was, the answer was to 
find out what he believed in and his 
faith. His faith was very, very impor
tant to him. 

Lastly, and-in closing, I would urge 
any Members that have not had the op
portunity to call FRED, who was a very 
good friend of PAUL'S, and try to bor
row the film of his funeral. 

0 1930 
Many Members went. There were well 

over 100 Members of the House and 
Senate that went. But for any Member 
who wanted to see his life, if they 
would just view the film of the funeral, 
it was a tribute to PAUL'S life. 

So in closing, let me just say I offer 
my prayers and best wishes to the fam
ily, his wife, Karen, and the three chil
dren, and Dr. Carl Henry and Mrs. 
Henry. I just know that they will get 
to be with PAUL again in the next life. 

Many times we think this is going to 
be the good life. This life is going to be 
the good life. This life is not really 
very good, if you think about it. There 
is a lot of pain and suffering. The next 
life is the best life, and they will all be 
together in the next life, which will be 
a very good life. 

Madam Speaker, it is with great sadness 
today that I rise to recognize the late PAUL 
HENRY for his service to the United States 
Congress and our Nation. 

PAUL was not only a friend to so many of us 
on both sides of the aisle, but more impor
tantly a well-respected and hard-working 
Member of the House. PAUL was a political 
scientist by training. He was educated at 
Wheaton College and received his Ph.D. from 
Duke University. He entered his career as a 
public servant soon thereafter, working as an 
assistant for former Representative John An
derson of Illinois. PAUL always had a deep de
sire to serve the people of his home State of 
Michigan, however, and returned to Michigan 

to launch a campaign for the Michigan House 
in 1978. He was elected and served from 
1979 to 1983, when he was elected to the 
Michigan Senate in 1983. Throughout his 6-
year tenure, PAUL distinguished himself 
through his excellent service to the State of 
Michigan and its citizens. 

PAUL was elected to the U.S. Congress in 
1984 and quickly earned the well-deserved 
reputation as a detailed and effective legisla
tor. For the last several years PAUL worked 
hard on behalf of his legislation regarding na
tional deposits on glass, aluminum, and plastic 
beverage containers. As a member of the 
House Education and Labor Committee, PAUL 
worked to streamline burdensome Govern
ment overregulation as well as improve the 
safety of the workplace for employees 
throughout the Nation. He also fought on be
half of civil rights for all citizens, and for tough 
crime legislation protecting our people and 
keeping criminals off the streets. 

PAUL'S devoted service and honesty has 
been recognized by his constituents. He was 
reelected in 1986, 1988, and 1990, in each in
stance receiving more than 70 percent of the 
vote. It is a credit to PAUL than in 1992 he 
easily won reelection with over 60 percent of 
the vote despite being gravely ill. His dedica
tion to the people of Michigan and our Nation 
earned him the deep respect and admiration 
of all of us. His leadership and integrity will be 
sorely missed, but his service and contribu
tions to our country will always be remem
bered. It is an honor for me to recognize PAUL 
HENRY for his public Service, and my deepest 
sympathies go to PAUL'S widow Karen, their 
three children, and PAUL'S parents, Dr. and 
Mrs. Carl Henry. 

Mr. UPTON. Madam Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BONIOR], the Democratic whip. 

Mr. BONIOR. Madam Speaker, I 
thank my colleague for yielding to me. 

Madam Speaker, having studied for 
the priesthood, I was taught to believe 
in miracles, and all of us in the Michi
gan delegation knew that PAUL HENRY 
was sick, but we held out hope that a 
miracle might happen and that the day 
that came would never come. But now 
that it has, I realize that the true mir
acle is the courage, and the bravery 
that PAUL HENRY showed in the face of 
unbelievable odds and unbeatable odds, 
and the passion with which he lived his 
life. 

Madam Speaker, history tells us on 
the day that John Kenn-edy died, a tai
lor in New York City put up a sign on 
the door that read, "Closed today due 
to death in the family.'' That is I think 
how we all feel. It is like we have had 
a death in our family. 

We did not see eye-to-eye on every 
issue, but I do not think there was a 
Member of this body who was more re
spected and more liked than PAUL 
HENRY, and we are all going to miss 
him. While flying out to the funeral 
last month, somebody asked me how he 
thought PAUL would be remembered, 
and it struck me then that PAUL HENRY 
was a man of some very interesting 
contradictions, very Midwestern con
tradictions. We know from the many 
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causes fought right here on this House 
floor that he was both soft-spoken and 
persuasive, self-deprecating and proud, 
deeply religious, as Mr. WOLF has indi
cated, yet a firm believer in man's abil
ity to effect his own fate. 

Politically PAUL was a deeply patri
otic man who spoke out against flag 
burning, a fiscal conservative who 
voted in favor of extending unemploy
ment benefits, a defense supporter who 
said no to both the MX missile and the 
Nicaraguan Contras. It seemed that 
PAUL was not so concerned with the 
right or the left as he was with the 
right and the wrong. He followed I 
think what we all strive to follow in 
our own public life and hopefully in our 
personal lives, an inner compass, and 
worked hard to make this country a 
better place to live, and I think that is 
how he is going to be remembered. 

I always got the feeling that to PAUL 
the richest life, the fullest life is a life 
that is dedicated to helping others, 
whether through the Peace Corps as he 
did in his early career, or as a teacher 
as he did for many years before he 
came -to the legislature in Lansing, and 
of course as a legislator here where he 
made his true mark. And if PAUL could 
see us I think payil).g tribute to him 
this evening, I have a feeling he would 
probably wonder what we were all 
doing ~tanding around when there is so 
much work to be done. 

I think sometimes if we had a few 
more PAUL HENRYS around here we 
would shout at each other a lot less 
and we would work together a lot 
more. 

So, Madam Speaker, our thoughts 
today go out to PAUL'S wife Karen and 
his children, Kara, and Jordan and 
Megan. Their father was a credit to 
this institution and to our State of 
Michigan, and we will miss him. In the 
days ahead as we lead this National 
through some difficult times, I hope we 
can all show a little bit of courage and 
bravery and dedication that marked 
PAUL HENRY'S entire life. In the end, 
Madam Speaker, that would be the 
highest tribute we can pay to him. 

Let me also say at the close of my re
marks how much I appreciate and 
think the whole delegation appreciates 
the warm and touching friendship that 
FRED UPTON had with PAUL HENRY. 
FRED was with him through thick and 
thin on this floor and through the very 
difficult battle he had at the end of his 
life, and we all got strength from FRED 
as he reported to us on a regular basis 
of PAUL'S health and spirits. And so 
FRED, thank you for going out of your 
way the extra mile to do something for 
one of the great people that have 
served here. 

Mr. UPTON. I thank the gentleman. 
Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen

tleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY], a 
member of the Republican leadership 
and a classmate of Mr. HENRY'S. 

Mr. DELAY. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. There are 

so many things you can say about 
PAUL HENRY, but I think the thing that 
you can say the most about him, the 
character of the man, the feeling of the 
man, is that only a person like PAUL 
HENRY could have a friend like FRED 
UPTON. 

PAUL and I did come to Congress to
gether. I can remember those days in 
the freshman orientation where PAUL 
distinguished himself right off as a free 
thinker, an independent thinker, a per
son that took everything, every little 
detail seriously. And you could always 
count on PAUL knowing everything 
there was to know about the issue at 
hand. He carried that throughout his 
service here in the House, a serious 
man, a very intelligent man, but a man 
that was so warm, a man that certainly 
as the gentleman from Virginia said, 
had true faith, a man of God because he 
lived his faith. He did not carry it on 
his sleeve. He lived it every day, and he 
was an example of his love for his Lord. 

PAUL HENRY was always a dear friend 
to everyone on this floor, as has al
ready been said. But let me just tell of 
an incident. I will not get into the de
tails. But it was a time when PAUL 
HENRY thought I was doing something 
that he did not approve of. And he 
came to me in a very loving way, and 
a very brotherly way, and we sat down 
on the floor. He explained his feelings 
to me and pointed out to me in a won
derful way, and changed my mind, 
which very seldom is done on the floor 
of this House. But PAUL did it in such 
a loving way that you had to listen to 
him, and you could always tell that he 
was being straightforward and honest 
with you, which is the kind of man 
that we all ought to be on this floor 
and in life. He is an example for all of 
us. He was an example to his children. 
He was an example to his wife, Karen. 
He will be sorely missed by them I 
know. But this House has been dimin
ished by the vacating of the seat and 
PAUL HENRY leaving us. 

We know where he is. We know where 
he is he is happy, and he is looking 
down on us and probably commenting 
on what has been going on on this 
floor, and bringing his soft-spoken 
voice to us I am sure. 

I really miss him, and I know that 
those that knew him in this body miss 
him and will miss him always. 

Mr. UPTON. Madam Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. MOAKLEY], chairman of the Com
mittee on Rules. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding in 
this very somber eulogy to an out
standing American, PAUL HENRY. I con
cur with all the remarks. I think he 
was just an outstanding person who 
will be missed greatly by both sides of 
the aisle. 

Mr. UPTON. Madam Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
CARR]. 

Mr. CARR. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding and want to 
associate myself with the remarks of 
Congressman DAVE BONIOR, particu
larly those that applaud and appreciate 
the friendship of RED UPTON and the 
friendship that he had with PAUL 
HENRY. 

0 1940 
Madam Speaker, it was very true, I 

might say, particularly to the family 
that not a day went by that members 
of our delegation, people who knew 
PAUL, his friends, both here and around 
the county, were not thinking of him. 
We all could not crowd into his hos
pital room or his bedroom, we could 
not all make regular phone calls to the 
family; but yet we all were praying for 
PAUL every day. Not a day went by 
that I did not think about him. I know 
that he was a great help to me, that 
our good friend and colleague, FRED 
UPTON, took the time and attention to 
be that conduit of information and care 
from the delegation to the Henry fam
ily and to PAUL himself and to give us 
the news and, hopefully, the encourag
ing news of PAUL'S recovery. 

Unfortunately history shows that it 
had a different result. I want to join 
with all of my colleagues here and 
those who served with PAUL, who are 
no longer Members of Congress and 
who cannot be with us tonight, but I 
know who would share these remarks 
and expressing our condolences to 
Karen, to the children and to PAUL'S 
parents. 

PAUL was an engaging person, he was 
an engaging personality. PAUL was en
gaged: when you talked to PAUL, you 
were talking to a real person. 

You could look him in the eye and 
you could see his eyes coming back at 
you, you could see that PAUL was lis
tening to what you had to say, and 
that made it all the easier to listen 
when PAUL spoke. 

So many times people will take to 
the microphones in the House and some 
will run into the Cloakroom. There are 
some people in little schoolrooms 
across America who, no matter what 
the question is, they have got their 
hands up, "Call on me, teacher, call on 
me." 

Sometimes I think a disproportion
ate number of those people get elected 
to Congress because it does not matter 
what the topic is, it does not matter 
what the day is, they have got to stand 
up and they have got to talk. 

That is probably good for our coun
try, but when PAUL talked, it was from 
the heart, but it was also with a meas
ure of intellect. When Paul said some
thing, you wanted to listen. Any num
ber of times here in the thick of de
bate, when passions were running high, 
sometimes it is very hard to get the 
House in order. I can think of no time 
that PAUL HENRY did not step to the 
podium but what the House became 
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quiet in respect to this kind and 
thoughtful person, and they listened to 
the points that he had to make because 
inevitably PAUL had something to say. 

He chose his words well; he offended 
no one; he sought to include everyone, 
even his opponents, on the issue, into 
the discussion. 

He left no one with no way out from 
their own arguments of their own be
liefs. He respected people too much for 
that. 

That is the kind of person we need in 
the Congress of the United States, and 
that is why, apart from our personal 
friendship, I am going to miss PAUL 
HENRY so very much. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. UPTON. I thank the gentleman, 

Mr. CARR. 
Madam Speaker, at this point I yield 

to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
CAMP]. 

Mr. CAMP. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Madam Speaker, this fall Congress 
will face many complex and difficult is
sues-heal th care, NAFTA, welfare re
form, possibly campaign finance re
form, and reforming Congress. Unfortu
nately, a colleague we grew accus
tomed to being in the thick of things 
and offering his own perspective won't 
be a part of that debate. 

PAUL HENRY, a dear friend and col
league passed away after fighting val
iantly for months against brain cancer. 
Our prayers continue to be with him, 
his wife Karen, and his children Kara, 
Jordan, and Megan; this is a difficult 
time for them. The strength they have 
shown has been a comfort for all of us. 

I cannot think of a greater testament 
to PA UL than his wonderful family. 

As are other Members of Congress, 
his staff, his friends, his family and all 
who knew PAUL, I too am deeply sad
dened. His death is a terrible loss for 
all of us and a terrible loss for this in
stitution. 

On both sides of this aisle, among Re
publicans and Democrats, liberals, con
servatives, and moderates, PAUL HENRY 
was highly regarded for his keen intel
lect, his irreproachable integrity, and 
his thoughtful compassion. A Peace 
Corp volunteer in Africa, PAUL brought 
that same kind of compassion to his re
sponsibilities here in the House of Rep
resentatives and to his constituents. 

With his background as a college pro
fessor, PAUL demonstrated a logical 
and intellectual approach that stayed 
with him through his service in the 
State legislature and here in Congress. 

Like his students we can say that we 
learned from him and from his knowl
edge. I wish I had the opportunity to 
serve with PAUL longer. 

We often discussed issues before 
votes, and I enjoyed talking with him a 
great deal. I asked PAUL many ques
tions during those times, and his an
swers were always helpful and they 
made me better prepared. And I be-

came better prepared because he would 
ask me questions as well about these 
issues, and we were more than just 
members of the same State, same 
party, we were friends. He will be 
greatly missed. 

At a time when this institution is 
struggling so much within itself and 
with the difficult issues facing our 
country, more people like PAUL HENRY 
would be a blessing for the work which 
lies ahead. 

PAUL was a deliberative and deep 
thinker-one of the brightest minds in 
Congress-a citizen legislator in the 
true vision of our Founding Fathers. 
There are not many Members that are 
sought out as PAUL was-to discuss is
sues and concerns. 

"One of the rising stars in Congress," 
is what a respected news magazine said 
of PAUL HENRY in 1990. Yes, he truly 
was a star-not only as a legislator, 
but as a human being. 

Madam Speaker, we ask ourselves 
why is it that a star which shined so 
brightly can so suddenly be extin
guished? It is a question we ask our
selves many times when someone who 
has lived and is living such a full life as 
PAUL passes away before we think it is 
their time to go. 

Madam Speak er, as the minority 
leader, Mr. MICHEL, said during PAUL'S 
eulogy, PAUL'S star is shining in the 
heavens above us right now. His pres
ence in this Chamber will be missed, 
but his presence in our minds and the 
principles he embodied will stay with 
us forever. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. UPTON. I thank the gentleman 

for his kind remarks. 
Madam Speaker, at this point I yield 

to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
STUPAK]. 

Mr. STUPAK. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, Chairman DINGELL, 
Mr. UPTON, and fellow colleagues, even 
though I am from Michigan-PAUL 
HENRY'S home State-in all honesty-I 
probably knew PAUL less than any 
Member in this Chamber tonight. I had 
the opportunity to meet PAUL on a few 
occasions when I was in the Michigan 
House of Representatives. PAUL HENRY 
served in the Michigan House long be
fore me, and PAUL HENRY established 
himself as a leader here, in the U.S. 
House, long before I arrived. 

My colleagues have described PAUL 
HENRY in human terms-that I can
not-nor should I attempt. But, I would 
like to describe to my colleagues, and 
the American people, what I as a fresh
man Congressman have learned and 
seen through PAUL'S illness and death. 

I see a little of all of us, you, my col
leagues, and you the American peo
ple ,- in PAUL HENRY. 

I see it, and with all due respect to 
PAUL HENRY and his family, not just 
through PAUL'S death, but through the 
death of Roy Erickson, from my home 

county of Menominee, in Michigan's 
upper peninsula. 

Like PAUL HENRY-Roy Erickson was 
a husband and a father. Roy had 3 chil
dren, PAUL had 3. PAUL was 51, Roy was 
35. Roy never was a State representa
tive, nor a Member of Congress. He was 
a Menominee County Commissioner, 
District No. 4. 

PAUL HENRY and Roy Erickson just 
did not live long enough. Roy was just 
35, when he died 12 hours after PAUL 
HENRY passed away. Like PAUL, Roy 
had dreams, ambitions and a deep love 
for his family and his fellow citizens. 
Roy was a member of the Menominee 
County Board of Commissioners, he 
worked and farmed the land, and Roy, 
like PAUL, has a great love for our Cre
ator, and was extremely active in his 
Church. 

So Saturday, shortly after I learned 
of PAUL'S death, I saw Roy's wife, 
Julie, amongst Menominee County's 
farmers giving of themselves, celebrat
ing with friends and family- the dedi
cation of another centennial family 
farm. 

Neither of us knew then, that in just 
a few hours, Roy Erickson would sud
denly be taken from us. 

The centennial farm that we were 
celebrating is the same farm owned by 
the same family for 100 years. Neither 
PAUL HENRY or Roy Erickson lived to 
be 100. PAUL barely lived half as long as 
that farm. But both PAUL and Roy be
lieved in and lived to better their fam
ily. Not just thefr immediate family, 
but they gave to their community fam
ily-whether it was the Menominee 
County Board of Commissioners, the 
Michigan State Legislature, or the U.S. 
Congress. 

They both gave of themselves for us, 
so we can all be a better family. We are 
gathered here in this sacred chamber, 
or you the American people who are 
gathered with your family, to remem
ber both men, in their own way, who 
dedicated their lives to you. 

I am confident in saying that PAUL 
HENRY never met Roy Erickson here on 
Earth-but I know that they are both 
looking down on us tonight. And as we 
listened earlier to FRED UPTON'S eulogy 
of PAUL HENRY, the man, the husband, 
the father, the politician, the Congress
man, we were again reminded of PAUL 
HENRY'S love of family, for all of us and 
his country. 

There was another eulogy the day 
after PAUL HENRY'S eulogy in a little 
Catholic Church in Birch Creek, Me
nominee County, MI, for the man, the 
husband, the father, the politician, the 
county commissioner. The eulogy will 
not be by Members of Congress, but by 
Roy's family and his neighbors. 

I began these comments by commu
nicating what I have seen and learned 
in the 72 hours after PAUL HENRY'S 
death. Life is too short-true. We can
not predict our future-true . But, we 
can all learn from PAUL HENRY and 
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Roy Erickson. As the distinguished mi
nority leader, Mr. MICHEL stated at 
PAUL'S funeral-PAUL HENRY rep
resented civility. Roy Erickson re
minds us that civility begins at home
our immediate family, in our little 
local communities, like Birch Creek, 
like Menominee. 

PAUL HENRY taught us about civility 
in our larger communities like Grand 
Rapids and the State · of Michigan, but 
PAUL HENRY wanted that civility to 
truly be between us all-whether in a 
little town or a big town, whether in a 
little county building, the State legis
lature or even on the floor of this Con
gress. 

So when we speak on this floor, or 
with one another-may PAUL HENRY re
mind us of our civility, our own moral
ity, so we may learn from PAUL what 
he taught us and what appears on the 
front page of the order of his funeral 
service. "Learn to do right! Seek jus
tice, encourage the oppressed. Defend 
the cause of the fatherless, plead the 
case of the widow. Come now, let us 
reason together, says the Lord." 

As Congressman PAUL HENRY would 
say to us, as we begin debate on dif
ficult issues such as NAFTA and health 
care reform. Come now, let us reason 
together-with civility. If we can learn 
civility as we deal with one another, 
then we have learned from the life of 
PAUL HENRY. 

0 1950 
Mr. UPTON. Madam Speaker, I yield 

to my colleague, the gentleman from 
western Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA]. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Madam Speaker, it 
is with deep respect for my former col
league, PAUL B. HENRY, that I join in 
this special order this evening. I want 
to thank the senior member of the 
Michigan delegation, JOHN DINGELL, 
and the senior Republican, FRED 
UPTON, for offering me and so many of 
my colleagues this occasion to honor 
PAUL. 

Unfortunately, I did not have the op
portunity to get to know PAUL well. 
His service and mine in the Congress 
overlapped for only the past 7 months. 
So my experience of him in office is 
gained largely secondhand-from hear
ing about his work from his many 
former colleagues who are now my col
leagues-commenting on his integrity, 
his intelligence, his diligence in doing 
his job, and his respect for his col
leagues on both sides of the aisle. 

There are instances every day where 
I am reminded of his example and chal
lenged to meet the standards that he 
set. Many of my constituents in Michi
gan's second congressional district 
were represented by PAUL for the pre
vious 8 years as part of the fifth con
gressional district under earlier dis
trict lines. I am reminded each week as 
I go home of the close attention he 
paid to his citizens and how important 
that is for good representation. 

Constituents in the southern part of 
my district-west of Grand Rapids-are 
part of the same extended families, at
tend the same churches, learn at the 
same schools, read the same news
papers and listen to the same media. 
As such, their expectations for congres
sional service learned from PAUL are 
very high, and a challenge to meet. 

Several of the members of my staff in 
Washington and in West Michigan 
worked for PAUL in years past-both on 
his personal staff and on his many and 
always successful campaigns. Their de
votion to him speaks volumes about 
his character. 

Finally, PAUL and I also share the 
membership in the same religious de
nomination, the Christian Reformed 
Church. Of special importance in our 
tradition is the belief that public serv
ice is and can be a noble vocation and 
moral call. For these and many other 
reasons, I feel a close affinity with 
PAUL. 

PAUL was of great assistance to me in 
getting my start here in Congress. His 
Washington staff, headed by Mary 
Lobisco, was tremendously helpful dur
ing the early transition days of my 
coming to Congress. All of his Grand 
Rapids staff, headed by Anne Knox, 
were invaluable in training and advis
ing my district staff in casework and 
other constituent relations. In addi
tion, his staff on the Education and 
Labor Committee, on which I served 
with PAUL, was extremely helpful to 
me in learning the ropes of the com
mittee. I owe a debt of gratitude to all 
of them, and to PAUL, for their willing
ness to help me and my staff get our 
feet on the ground, based on solid prin
ciples. 

My friend and colleague FRED UPTON 
summed up PAUL'S contribution to this 
institution very well during his eulogy 
at PAUL'S memorial service-"Those of 
us who want to make Congress better 
should look to the marker established 
by PAUL* * *He was a principled lead
er in every sense of the definition, with 
all the respect and love one could 
have." 

I miss PAUL. I had hoped to serve 
with him in the House of Representa
tives for a long time, to learn from him 
in many ways, and to join him in 
bettering this institution and in serv
ing the people of western Michigan. I 
am sorry I did not have that chance. 
PAUL set a standard for integrity, in
telligence and dedication to which we 
all should strive. The editorial page of 
one of my newspapers said it so well
"When death cuts short such a person's 
life, the most meaningful tribute we 
can make is to resolve to act with 
greater integrity in our lives. That is 
the way it is with well-lived lives. They 
serve as models for the rest of us. In 
that way a life lived with integrity 
never really dies.'' 

Our prayers and thoughts continue 
for Karen and PAUL'S family. 

Mr. UPTON. Madam Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
LEVIN]. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the Congressman very much for yield
ing to me. 

FRED, you have been a wonderful 
friend to PAUL. You inspired us with 
your attentive and caring friendship. 
May we all have lots of close friends 
like you, or at least a few. 

Well, it has been 6 weeks. We were 
going to do a special order in early Au
gust, but events were so hectic then 
that we never finished here, so it was 
decided to wait until we returned. 

D 2000 
I am glad we did, because the passage 

of time has been a test, and that is: 
Do we still remember, and do we still 

remember vividly? 
And the answer of all of us who have 

come forth tonight is: 
Very much so, very much so. 
Those of us who were here can re

member PAUL standing there 20 feet 
away. We remember some of the de
bate, his discussion of environmental 
issues, and he had a record of accom
plishment on those. We can remember 
his discussion during the very, very 
controversial issues of the National 
Endowment for the Arts, and he was a . 
voice of reason in that debate. 

I remember working just a few feet 
away from PAUL on unemployment 
compensation issues, the extension of 
benefits. PAUL cared. He thought we 
should do something for those who 
were long-term unemployed through 
the area from which he came was clear
ly not the most heavily impacted by 
unemployment in Michigan or the 
country. 

However, Madam Speaker, in these 
few minutes I would like, rather than 
talking about his accomplishments, be
cause those have been noted earlier, to 
say a few words about two more per
sonal matters: one, friendship, and the 
other, integrity. PAUL proved that 
friendship does matter. 

I have such vivid memories: a parade; 
I think it was in Ionia. I do not quite 
remember why it was there. It was 
after I had run for Governor. I do re
member that I was not running for 
anything. I believe I may have been 
there representing my brother, but, 
while the reason for being there is very 
foggy, my recollection of PAUL, Karen 
and the family, those recollections are 
very vivid. It must have been his dis
trict, and he welcomed me there, and 
my wife there, like long lost friends. 

The family also clearly mattered. We 
walked together. I believe there was a 
buggy there for one of the children; it 
was that long ago. And I remember 
Karen's warmth, and we kind of walked 
down together, though I was not at all 
sure that it was to his advantage in his 
district to be walking down the street 
with me. It may have been better for 
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him to be greeting the crowd as their 
Representative, and it was a quite Re
publican area. 

Madam Speaker, we had a lot of fun 
that day, and I remember it so vividly, 
and I also remember, not so far from 
here, when PAUL used to bounce down 
the steps, and sometimes we were in a 
hurry, we wanted to get across the 
street, running through traffic, back to 
our office. But for PAUL there was al
most always time for a smile, for a 
conversation, for maybe a discussion of 
the issue. So, he was a wonderful 
friend. 

He also had a wonderful sense of in
tegrity. We could trust PAUL to tell us 
what was on his mind, rather unvar
nished and rather unblemished. He did 
stand for honesty. He stood for integ
rity. PAUL had faith, and it surely 
served him, and Karen, and Kara, Jor
dan, and Megan as well. 

I also think that he had a belief that 
there was life after death, also in the 
sense that goodness survives, that de
cency survives, that honesty survives 
and that friendship is remembered. He 
was so right. 

Madam Speaker, we come here today 
to praise his accomplishment legisla
tively, but also to remember his good
ness, his decency, his honesty, and to 
say to you, PAUL, and to the family, 
"Thanks for your everlasting friend
ship.'' 

Mr. UPTON. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
LEVIN], and, as he related the story 
about bounding down the steps, it re
minded me, too, of all the times we 
would steal away into the cloakroom 
and buy a Klondike or a Dove bar, and 
we just sort of walked around to get 
out of the maze of some of the issues 
here, just be a person, and that is what 
PAUL was. 

Mr. LEVIN. Very much so. 
Mr. UPTON. I now yield to the gen-

tleman from Michigan [Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG]. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Madam Speak
er, I thank the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. UPTON] for yielding to me this 
evening, and, Madam Speaker, before I 
share some thoughts with regard to our 
late colleague, PAUL HENRY, I would 
like to thank my good friend, the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. UPTON] who 
shared a special relationship with 
PAUL, and of course the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] for put
ting together, organizing, this special 
order this evening to pay tribute to one 
of America's outstanding public serv
ants who has left us much too soon. 

Madam Speaker, our colleague, PAUL 
HENRY of Grand Rapids, MI, was a true 
role model, a role model not just for us 
here in this institution, but for all 
Americans. He was a dedicated husband 
and father, a committed public serv
ant, active in his church and through
out the community. PAUL HENRY'S mo
tivation was not partisan advantage, 

but to use his God-given ability to do 
his share to make the world a better 
place. 

PAUL HENRY was a pioneer. When 
President Kennedy made the call to 
young Americans to form the Peace 
Corps, PAUL HENRY was one of the ear
liest volunteers working for America 
by helping the people of Ethiopia and 
Liberia. 

PAUL HENRY began his career work
ing for another former Member of this 
body, John Anderson of Illinois. When 
John Anderson offered an alternative 
voice within the Republican Party 
while seeking the GOP nomination in 
1980, PAUL HENRY took up his cause fol
lowing his convictions. He deserves our 
respect for not always doing what was 
popular, but doing what he felt was 
right, and, Madam Speaker, PAUL 
HENRY has done his share, made his 
mark and left us all the richer for hav
ing the benefit of his wisdom and the 
example of his leadership. 

PAUL HENRY was truly one of Michi
gan's best and brightest, one of the 
best my home State could send to 
Washington. When we lose a colleague 
as bright and vital as PAUL HENRY, we 
feel a strong sense of loss here in this 
institution, and likewise the people of 
western Michigan, for whom PAUL 
HENRY had the honor of serving, under
stand the loss best when their best and 
brightest was no longer their voice in 
the people's House. 

But clearly, Madam Speaker, the 
greatest loss is felt by the Henry fam
ily who remain in our prayers. Hus
band, father, teacher, leader, servant-
PAUL HENRY has left us much too soon, 
but his legacy lives on in the strength 
and character of his family, his wife 
Karen, children Kara, Jordan, and 
Megan. They are an outstanding testi
mony to values and beliefs that PAUL 
HENRY held dear, and from that we 
should learn perhaps the most impor
tant of PAUL HENRY'S life lessons. 

Mr. UPTON. Madam Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Madam 
Speaker, as my colleagues know, I can
not help but believe that PAUL HENRY 
was one of God's gifts to his family, to 
his community, to his children, to the 
State of Michigan, and to the United 
States of America. 

I first came to know PAUL when he 
was on the State Board of Education in 
Michigan. We were subsequently elect
ed to the Michigan House of Represent
atives in the same year, 1978. We served 
in the House for 4 years. In 1982 we 
were both elected to the Michigan Sen
ate. We happened to be seatmates for 
the 4 years in the House. We were also 
seatmates in the Senate, and also our 
offices were next to each other. 

0 2010 
It gave me the opportunity to dis

cover the vigor that PAUL HENRY had 

in trying to decide what was the best 
way to go in terms of policy decisions 
for the State of Michigan. 

He was very interested in education. 
When he left to become a United States 
Congressman in 1984, before he left I 
took up some of his initiated efforts in 
the areas of education. Later those be
came Michigan law. 

PAUL HENRY, I suggest, is not only 
one of God's gifts, but his wife, Karen, 
is also one of God's gifts to the commu
nity and to the church. They have 
raised a wonderful family. And PA UL 
HENRY is not going to just vanish from 
the face of the Earth. His life is going 
to be immortal in terms of the influ
ence that he has had on other people. 
Certainly, the influence that he and 
Karen have had on Kara, Jordan, and 
Megan. Certainly the influence they 
have had on their church and commu
nity. 

I commend, and hope to emulate, his 
dedication, his ability, and his perse
verance, in trying to discover the best 
way to go, that is going to best help 
humanity. 

So we share with his family the grief 
of their loss, but also celebrate the tre
mendous life and influence he has had. 

Thank you, FRED, for the time. 
Mr. UPTON. Madam Speaker, at this 

point I yield to the gentleman from Il
linois [Mr. HASTERT]. 

Mr. HASTERT. Madam Speaker, 
FRED UPTON, FRED, thank you for your 
efforts here, and certainly Chairman 
DINGELL, in having this special order. 

I certainly join with our other Mem
bers of the House to pay tribute to a 
dear friend and colleague who passed 
away before his time. You know, as 
you stop and think about somebody we 
have known for a long time, I have 
known PAUL for a long time. It goes 
back almost 30 years to when PAUL and 
I were undergraduates together at 
Wheaton College. And you go back in 
time with those types of experience 
that you have together at a small col
lege like that; PAUL was a year ahead 
of me in school, and he was my ROTC 
sergeant in my platoon. PAUL was a 
great leader in that respect, and he was 
also a stickler for shiny shoes and 
clean rifles, and handed out demerits 
when they needed to be. 

But he lived his life like that. PAUL 
was a stickler. He was a stickler for 
what was right, for what was good, for 
what was decent, for what was fair, and 
for the rights of not just his electorate, 
but people all over this world; people 
who were downtrodden, people who 
needed help, and people who were too 
proud sometimes to reach out. And 
PAUL was there to work for those 
causes, to share. 

As you talk about PAUL walking 
down the steps, we shared an office 
over in Cannon. And I know my first 
term in Congress, we were talking 
about families, about bringing the fam
ilies back to Washington or leaving 
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them back at home in the district, and 
what was right. And PAUL was invalu
able. He kind of put his arm around 
me, and I guess as an undergraduate 
still as he saw me, we shared those con
cerns, what is best for the family. 

His wife Karen was teaching in 
school, just as my wife was teaching 
school back in Illinois, and we talked 
about the pros and cons of what we 
should do and how to make ends meet, 
as it was, as a new Member of Con
gress. And PAUL'S friendship was cer
tainly invaluable. 

But his example, as we hear all the 
stories tonight and all the examples of 
how PAUL lived his life, I think cer
tainly is the marker that any man, cer
tainly any legislator, can lay out as a 
measure, as a measure that others fol
lowing behind him can live up to, can 
follow, can try to emulate. And cer
tainly the impact that PAUL HENRY put 
on this place, was certainly one that 
was indelible. It is here for a long time. 

To remember the words and the deeds 
and the commitment of PAUL HENRY is 
certainly something that will not fade 
away in this place, as all too many 
voices do fade away in this place after 
the light goes out. 

PAUL will be around here for a long 
time, his commitment of what he be
lieved in, how he did the job, and his 
commitment to people. 

So, FRED, I thank you for bringing 
this special order before us, you and 
Chairman DINGELL. It is something 
that is certainly fitting. 

I want to extend again our great con
dolences to Karen and the family that 
PAUL loved so well. I know they can be 
proud of what he did and what he 
stands for. Certainly PAUL was one who 
loved his Lord, and that gift to his 
family will last forever. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. UPTON. Thank you very much, 

DANNY. 
Madam Speaker, I would insert in the 

RECORD at this point a number of arti
cles relating to PAUL HENRY. First a 
eulogy delivered by the Republican 
leader, Mr. MICHEL; the eulogy deliv
ered by myself; a story written in the 
Detroit Free Press by Karen Schneider 
and Jean Calmen; an editorial on 
PAUL's accomplishments from the De
troit Free Press; an editorial in the 
Grand Rapids Press; an editorial in the 
Cadillac Evening News; an editorial in 
the Holland Sentinel; a story by Hugh 
McDiarmid; a story by George Weeks; 
and a story by Richard Ryan. 

REMARKS BY ROBERT H. MICHEL 

Karen, Kara, Jordan, Megan, members of 
the family and friends. I speak today with a 
heavy heart for my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle who are sorely grieved to lose 
one of our most highly respected and dearly 
loved members. 

It's particularly sorrowful for me because 
Paul's last vote was cast for me as Speaker 
on the opening day of the 103rd Congress. 

We all had high hopes and expectations for 
Paul's beating the odds because he was such 
a good Christian soldier. 

While we mortals find it difficult to rec
oncile, I suspect Paul would have had an an
swer for us rooted in Scripture. 

One word comes to mind when I think of 
Paul's contribution to our public life: That 
word is "Civility". 

We Americans have developed a rich politi
cal vocabulary for the ugly side of public 
life. 

How often we hear: "It's not enough to get 
mad; we have to get even." 

But civility seems to have no similar pub
lic vocabulary. 

So we might ask: what is this quiet, but 
vital, public virtue that was at the heart of 
Paul Henry's life? 

I'd define it this way: 
Civility means knowing that ra1smg the 

level of your voice doesn't raise the level of 
the discussion. 

It means recognizing that listening is a 
very good way of communicating. 

Civility means realizing that peaks of un
common progress can be reached by paths of 
common courtesy. 

Civility means being tough without being 
mean and being principled without being fa
natic. 

Civility means believing in the power of 
reason to influence public debate, and the 
power of the spirit to transform private 
lives. 

Civility is the public embodiment of the 
Golden Rule: "Do unto others as you would 
have them do unto you." 

By those standards, Paul Henry was the 
embodiment of civility. 

If I were asked to sum up Paul's impact on 
those of us who knew him, I would recall a 
favorite phrase of my father: "Dare to be a 
Daniel." 

By that he meant we should have the cour
age of Daniel in the lion's den, retaining our 
convictions in difficult times, trusting in 
Providence, doing what's right, especially 
when it is unpopular to do so. 

Paul Henry dared to be a Daniel. 
He dared to think through problems in

stead of being carried along with the crowd. 
He dared to take a look at an old problem 

from a new angle, when others were content 
with mouthing slogans. 

He dared to bring to bear on difficult polit
ical questions a formidable array of philo
sophical and religious insights, when it 
would be so easy to just go along and get 
along. 

When we have truly difficult votes in the 
House, we say to other members: "Vote your 
conscience on this one." 

Paul Henry didn't have to be told to vote 
his conscience: he simply didn't know any 
other way to vote. 

For him voting one's conscience was a po
litical as well as a moral imperative. 

Three years ago, National Journal, one of 
the most admired and prestigious publica
tions in America, named Paul Henry a "Ris
ing Star" in Congress. 

In one sense, the great tragedy for his fam
ily and friends, and for us in the Congress 
and the nation, is that Paul's political star 
never got the opportunity to rise to its ze
nith. 

And yet, in another sense, Paul's star is 
now visible in a way none of us could have 
foretold. 

It has arisen to a permanent place in the 
political firmament. 

Twenty-five hundred years ago, a wise man 
said: "He who exercises government by 
means of his virtue, may be compared to the 
north polar star, which keeps its place, and 
all the stars turn toward it." 

And that sums it up: Paul Henry always 
tried to exercise government by means of 
virtue. 

And because he did, for years to come, 
Paul's memory will serve as a guide and an 
inspiration for those who seek to improve 
our public life. 

His star is now fixed, steady and perma
nent. 

It's singular brightness can serve to show 
us all the way toward a much higher level of 
civility, thoughtfulness and courage as ex
emplified in the life and works of our dear 
friend Paul Henry. 

CONGRESSMAN FRED UPTON'S EULOGY IN RE
MEMBRANCE OF CONGRESSMAN PAUL B. 
HENRY 

In Chapter 2 of Timothy, Paul tells his 
good friend Timothy to be faithful and learn 
from the way he has lived his life, saying, "I 
have fought the good fight, I have finished 
the race, I have kept the faith* * * Finally, 
there is laid up for me the crown of right
eousness which the Lord will give me * * *" 

Paul Henry and I were very best of friends. 
He was a thoughtful, honest, caring, intel
ligent, decent guy. He was also my mentor 
and confidant, who set a wonderful example 
for all of us in Congress. He never let Wash
ington go to his head. 

Congressmen Carl Pursell, Dave Camp, 
Paul, and I did almost everything together. 
We sat next to each other coming home to 
Michigan, we ate sometimes 5-6 meals a 
week with each other, we talked about legis
lative issues almost daily and cast literally 
thousands of votes together. I have to echo 
what Bob Michel said-Paul Henry WAS The 
Soul of our delegation, the soul of Congress. 

His colleagues listened when he spoke lead
ing debates both in committee and on the 
House Floor. He was a principled leader in 
every sense of the definition with all the re
spect and love one could have. Since his di
agnosis, there hasn't been a single day when 
a handful of Members haven't stopped me to 
inquire about his status-even freshmen. 

Paul lived his Faith and he never lost that 
Faith or his wonderful sense of humor as he 
struggled the last several months. 

Paul was a regular at the weekly prayer 
breakfast. As we shared life's struggles, we 
developed an even stronger bond through the 
Bible. Our favorite verse that we both leaned 
on was always the 23rd Psalm. The Lord is 
my Shepherd * * * we'd help each other out 
by repeating those words. In fact, sometimes 
we'd just smile at each other and say 2-3. 

Many of you know that Paul's dad is a 
leading theologian. Paul had a calling too
for helping others. From his service in the 
Peace Corps, to a Congressional Staffer, to 
Professor, to elected office. He deeply be
lieved that public service indeed is a sacred 
trust. 

Paul never lost that perspective. As some 
say, once a staffer, always a staffer. No task 
was too small. All of his staff here and in 
D.C. reflected his deep caring and thought
fulness-they were family too. When Paul 
got the very rare, angry constituent phone 
call, it was standard practice for him to deal 
with it personally. 

He was a tireless worker-here and in D.C. 
In D.C. he'd work late and come in at 7:00-

7:30 a.m. Paul's personal touch on everything 
confirmed to all of us that he did his home
work well. 
· Every weekend he spent home with his 
family. Sundays, of course, were sacred. 
You'd see him here in the morning, but after 
that, Sundays were always Karen & Paul 
days. 
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Paul was known for his ability to under

stand an issue and work with all sides to 
hammer-out the winning formula that every
one knew was best. He won not with politics 
but with substance. 

He was always viewed as a rising star. The 
National Journal wrote that he is the kind of 
person who is well-regarded even when peo
ple disagree with him. 

Today there's a lot of cynicism about Con
gress. One of this country's leading col
umnists is David Broder. Broder wrote spe
cifically last year of Paul that "he rep
resents the other side-the unpublicized side 
of politics and Congress. When people express 
their scorn for politicians and legislators, it 
tells me that we in the press have not done 
our job in depicting what the honorable men 
and women in those fields contribute 
through their service." 

Those of us that want to make Congress 
better should look to the marker established 
by Paul. 

In public life one has to juggle legislative 
priorities as well as family responsibilities. 
Not everyone can honestly say he or she 
made a difference. Paul certainly could. He 
stuck by his convictions and altered the 
lives of many still to come. 

He had so many successes * * * work for 
the disabled; tax incentives to encourage 
savings for college; the National Institute of 
Heal th bill. 

Paul was respected for his work on a na
tional bottle bill and OSHA reform. 

As I said earlier, Paul kept his family pri
orities. I can remember a birthday or anni
versary that conflicted with a state GOP 
Convention in Detroit. Even though Paul 
was the odds on favorite to be the GOP front 
runner in the '94 Senate race-Paul's prior
ities were right. He spent the weekend in 
Chicago with his wife Karen and even took in 
a Cubs game. 

Last fall, Paul's daughter Megan was part 
of the homecoming Court at a Friday night 
football game. Paul, who had nearly a per
fect voting record, missed votes to surprise 
her and returned back to D.C. for votes that 
next day. Looking back, we're reminded that 
Paul has his priorities in the right place all 
the time. 

A lot of Members bring their families to 
D.Q. Paul kept his family home yet shared 
them through his values with all of us. 

As I've gotten to know the family better 
through Paul's struggle, I know that his leg
acy will live on through Karen, Kara, Jor
dan, and Megan. As Paul had such a knack 
for the personal touch, I cannot believe all 
the love and warmth and care that this fam
ily extends to others. 

We still have Paul through them and their 
touch shines through like a rainbow. 

I was at a funeral for a good friend and 
what made it so sad was that none of us real
ly had the chance to say goodby or thank 
you. 

Though his experience has been so tough 
on Paul and his family, I know that he knew 
how we all appreciated him through our love. 
The wonderful nurses, those that brought 
him meals every day and even added a little 
extra ice cream when I showed up. The car
rot cakes, flowers and beautiful notes all 
helped him as he "walked in the shadow of 
death where he feared no evil" and now we 
know that "goodness, kindness, and mercy 
will follow him in the House of the Lord For
ever.'' 

The 1986 Almanac of American Politics, 
sometimes viewed as the Bible of Capitol 
Hill, summed up Paul like this, "The ques
tion is, to what use will a GOP of this 

stripe-and a Jr. Member of Minority Party 
in the House put it to* * *" 

The answer can be again found in the Bible 
in Matthew, "Well done, good and faithful 
servant, well done." 

Life will always be too short. When you 
really think about it, it doesn't take very 
long to live a life and Paul made the very 
best of his. 

Because of his life, all of us have a better 
chance to make the very best of ours. 
· The country and our world is truly a better 
place. 

HON. PAUL HENRY 

(By Karen Schneider and Jean Calmen) 
The commodity most prized by U.S. Rep

resentative Paul Henry, R-Mich., who died 
after a battle with brain cancer, was integ
rity. 

Henry, 50, a five-term moderate Republican 
who had been considering a run at the U.S. 
Senate, had it in spades. 

It meant he occasionally broke with his 
party or president to vote his conscience. 

It meant that when he got caught up in the 
House bank scandal, he was anguished that 
it might tarnish his reputation for moral 
rectitude. 

It meant that, at times, he became a hon
est broker of compromises between extreme 
elements in Congress. 

"The word 'integrity' went hand in hand 
with Paul," said U.S. Rep. Frank Wolf, R
Va., who became close to Henry at weekly 
prayer breakfasts on Capitol Hill. 

"There was not a more ethical person in 
Congress." 

Henry's integrity combined with an ana
lytical mind to make him a leader in hashing 
out issues and crafting compromises on im
portant legislation, from state budgets ·in 
the Michigan Legislature to obscenity stand
ards for the National Endowment for the 
Arts. 

Born in Chicago, Henry was the son of 
Helga and Carl Henry, a noted theologian of 
modern evangelical Protestantism. He joined 
the Peace Corps after graduating from Whea
ton College in Wheaton, Ill. serving in Ethio
pia and Liberia. He also taught political 
science at Calvin College in Grand Rapids be
fore beginning a career in the Michigan Leg
islature. 

He often spoke of his faith in God, telling 
colleagues in an open letter this year about 
his struggle against cancer: "My life is in 
God's hands, as it always has been. My walk 
with Him goes on." 

A member of the Christian Reformed 
Church, Henry drew on his faith during the 
most difficult of political times. During his 
first months in Congress in 1985, Henry was 
torn over whether to vote for the controver
sial MX missile. 

The issue brought Henry's deepest convic
tions into conflict, recalled former Rep. Carl 
Pursell. Henry's support for a strong na
tional defense clashed with his distaste for 
wasting taxpayers' money and his religious 
opposition to offensive weapons. 

"We were sitting on the House steps for 
hours talking about that issue," said Pur
sell, also a moderate Michigan Republican. 
"It was very emotional for him." 

Henry was lobbied hard by former Presi
dent Gerald Ford, who once represented the 
same western Michigan district, and by 
President Ronald Reagan. · 

"It was pretty hard to tell Gerry Ford 
'no,' " Henry confided to his good friend, 
Fred Upton, who joined him in the House as 
the Republican congressman from St. Joseph 
a year later. 

But vote 'no' he did. He went on to help 
forge a compromise that reduced the number 
of missiles. 

"He withstood mighty, mighty pressure," 
Upton said recently. "That vote and others 
set Paul apart from the go-along, get-along 
crowd, and established that Paul's vote was 
hard to get.'' 

That kind of reasoned stance was in evi
dence when Henry served in the state House 
and Senate. 

"I always knew when * * * I needed him for 
a vote, he was not going to be guided by po
litically expediency," former Gov. William 
Milliken said recently. "When he couldn't 
give his vote, he would always very candidly 
tell me why, and I respected that." 

Henry bucked a Republican president again 
in 1992, when he voted to lift the ban on fed
erally financed transplants using cells from 
aborted fetal tissue. 

Henry was ardently opposed to abortion, 
but he believed that "there are aborted 
fetuses out there, so can you put that to 
good use to enhance the life of others?" re
called Doug Koopman, a former Henry staff
er. 

"He ticked off a lot of people," said 
Koopman, "but it was a mark of his openness 
to the other side." 

The vote cost him an endorsement from 
Michigan Right to Life last fall. 

"They took it out on Paul," Upton said. 
"But Paul felt in his heart that it was the 
right thing to do." 

One of the most upsetting events in 
Henry's political career was the revelation in 
1992 that he, like hundreds of other House 
members, had written some checks at the 
House bank without enough money to cover 
them. 

He called a reporter into his office and 
pored in detail over his checkbook and bank 
statements to show that he was unaware at 
the time that he was writing bad checks. 

But what tore at him were the critical 
news accounts and editorials in his home
town newspaper in Grand Rapids. Already 
slender, Henry lost weight as he agonized 
about the attacks on his integrity. 

"Paul was just sick about it," Upton re
called. 

Henry loved his work in Congress, but his 
strict morality also left him occasionally 
frustrated with the behavior of some of his 
colleagues. When told that another Congress 
member had put his hand on a female staff
er's knee, Henry was shocked-though such 
sexual harassment was not uncommon on 
Capitol Hill. It was inconceivable to him 
that such behavior went on in Congress. 

Henry was known for his advocacy of a na
tional bottle bill, which would establish a 10-
cent deposit on bottles and cans for states 
that don't adopt recycling programs. He 
served on the Education and Labor Commit
tee, where he supported school reforms. He 
also pushed for ways to shore up the na
tion's, and his district's, manufacturing 
base. 

Well respected for his intelligence and 
thoughtfulness, Henry was also very inde
pendent. "Paul did work more independently 
than other folks," said Koopman, his former 
aide. 

Henry was touted as a strong potential Re
publican challenger to U.S. Sen. Donald Rie
gle Jr., who is seeking re-election next year. 
It was a mark of the man that when former 
GOP national committeeman Peter Fletcher 
was quoted as saying Henry would be a good 
candidate, Henry picked up the phone. 

"He called to say he appreciated it and was 
flattered,'' Fletcher recalled. 
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Henry loved music, especially opera. He 

and his wife Karen supported the arts com
munity in Grand Rapids. In addition to his 
wife, he is survived by his daughters Kara 
and Megan, son Jordan, and parents. 

Henry was a smoker, and often fudged 
about how much regular exercise he was get
ting. But he had been in good health when, 
during his re-election campaign last October, 
he suffered memory loss and headaches. He 
was admitted to the hospital, and doctors re
moved a three-inch tumor from his brain. 

He was re-elected to a fifth term 13 days 
later. Although he returned to Washington 
briefly in January and was sworn in with his 
colleagues, he quickly returned home to 
Grand Rapids. 

Several days before discovering his tumor, 
Henry confided in Upton that he wasn' t 
going to run for the Senate. He said that he 
didn't want to put his family through the 
stress and that he was content with his life. 

"He would have made a great senator," 
Upton said. 

[From the Detroit Free Press, Aug. 3, 1993] 
COURAGE AND ACCOMPLISHMENT 

Because he died at age 51, much about Paul 
Henry's political career must be recounted in 
terms of potential and promise. 

But for the cancer that claimed his life 
last week, the Republican Congressman from 
Grand Rapids might well have become a for
midable statewide candidate, perhaps for 
senator next year. In personal terms, 
though, Mr. Henry had long since dem
onstrated that he was a fulfilled man, one 
who knew who he was and who was beyond 
being defined either by his future in politics 
or by disease. 

His civility, his intelligence, his willing
ness to look at each issue on its merits all 
marked him as a man who deserved to be and 
had to be taken seriously. Rep. Henry was an 
honest conservative, but he understood and 
connected with the world beyond his western 
Michigan district. 

Mr. Henry brought to public life a 
rootedness and a view of the world shaped by 
his personal religious faith. He was sensitive 
to the concerns of those whose background 
might not be as stable and traditional as his. 

That combination made him a politician 
with potentially broad appeal. It also made 
him an exceedingly engaging and impressive 
human being. 

[From the Grand Rapids Press, Aug. 2, 1993] 
PAUL HENRY: CITIZEN, FRIEND-GRAND RAP

IDS AND THE COUNTRY WELL-SERVED BY 
THIS UNCOMMON MAN 

The death of Paul Henry on Saturday sur
prises no one. It grieves us all. We say that 
not just as journalists who covered him as a 
public official, but as neighbors who encoun
tered him at school meetings, at church and 
at countless other civic and neighborhood 
functions. He was a part of this community 
and a true representative of it. 

We knew that many of you feel a similar 
sort of attachment. His warmth, gracious
ness and loyalty to the people of West Michi
gan were palpable. Much of that came 
through in a letter he wrote last April to his 
constitution, his last letter to them, "So 
many people," he said, "find themselves 
alone in these situations. I am truly blessed 
to be a part of the fair and thoughtful West 
Michigan community." 

A measure of the community's affection 
and respect for him was the support given 
throughout his illness. This wasn't a par
tisan matter. Democrats and Republicans 

and others of no party affiliation were will
ing to wait with him through this time. His 
years of service earned him that patience 
and the fervent prayers that went with it. 

In his various public offices-member of 
the State Board of Education, state House of 
Representatives, state Senate and Con
gress-Mr. Henry was no different than the 
man known to his Grand Rapids neighbors 
and friends. He was unpretentious, far more 
taken with the seriousness of his work then 
with his own importance in doing it. And his 
professionalism enabled him to separate pol
icy differences with other people from his 
personal feelings toward them. Campaign op
ponents were among his friends. They, in 
turn, respected him for his thorough, even 
scholarly, approach. And he was, in fact, an 
intellectual-a reasoning, inquiring person 
in addition to being well grounded in prin
ciple. He held a doctorate in political science 
and at one time taught political science at 
Calvin College. 

On the political scale, Paul Henry was usu
ally known as a Republican moderate but he 
really defied easy labeling. He picked his 
own way through issues, gradually changing 
from support of the Nicaraguan Contras, for 
instance, to opposition when he saw that pol
icy failing. He was generally loyal to Repub
lican presidents, and was like minded, 
though he wasn't reluctant to differ and hold 
his ground. Nor was he reticent about step
ping into highly-charged cultural debates. 
Three years ago he was at the center of a 
raucous national controversy over federal 
arts funding, arguing successfully for "gen
eral standards of decency" in awarding 
grants and rejecting projects which "delib
erately denigrate" religious, racial or ethnic 
groups. 

On that issue, as on most others, he accu
rately reflected both his own opinions and 
those of his district. Also like his district, he 
held strong religious views. They motivated 
and defined him in his work as well as in his 
family life. They led him to an idealism 
which, in early adulthood, took him into the 
Peace Corps and service in Liberia and Ethi
opia. At the end, through these past few 
months, that same faith sustained him 
through the frustration and darkness of 
brain cancer. "My life is in God's hand, as it 
has always been," he wrote to his colleagues 
in Congress. "My walk with Him goes on." 

Paul Henry was 51 when he died. For the 
past 14 of his years, he represented the peo
ple of Grand Rapids in Lansing and Washing
ton, always with integrity and uncommon 
dedication. This parting now. so premature, 
saddens and pains the community he loved. 
Because it loved him, too. 

[From the Cadillac Evening News, Aug. 3, 
1993] 

PAUL HENRY LEAD WITH CONSCIENCE 

(By Mark Lagerwey) 
United States Representative Paul Henry 

(R-Grand Rapids) will be laid to rest today. 
But his political insights will live on. To 
that end, his life should be celebrated beyond 
the Third District. 

Henry, a victim of brain cancer, had a re
freshing political posture that should be 
heeded by the partisan guardians of gridlock. 

The difference in Paul Henry's life was his 
ability to rise above partisan standards. It 
was, I think, a skill he had honed decades 
ago. 

As a peripheral observer outside his dis
trict, I am not qualified to say whether 
Henry's propensity to avoid the political in
crowd of both conservative and liberal tradi
tions was the result of inconsistencies or j'us-

tifiable convictions. As a former student of 
his, I can say it was probably the latter. 

Professor Henry may have been at his po
litical prime back in the early 1970's when I 
took his class at Calvin College. Back then, 
his political ambitions were still only 
dreams and his convictions were equally 
youthful and not particularly in line with 
the radical, 60's era. 

Many classes were spent in splendid debate 
between long-haired students and this con
servative instructor. Many discussions ended 
with differences unreconciled. 

But, like most good arguments, the topics 
of these debates were soon lost. What re
mained was a profound sense of respect and 
tolerance for differing perspectives and the 
simple acknowledgment that ideology takes 
a second chair to a moral and conscientious 
human spirit. 

One of his favorite books at that time was 
entitled "The End of Ideology." Henry's lec
tures emphasized that man is a fallen crea
ture. 

"The purpose of politics," he said at one of 
his classes, "isn't to bring the truth-it's a 
pragmatic holding pattern." 

Paul Henry earned a kind of " moderate" 
label during the better part of five terms in 
Congress. His votes against MX missile fund
ing and Reagan-era policies on Nicaragua 
consternated conservatives while his votes 
on economic policies often left liberals want
ing. 

Paul Henry transcended simple partisan 
politics and avoided ideologues. More sim
ply, he voted his conscience. And it was a 
good and Christian conscience. 

In discussing various Soviet theories of 
controlling human behavior, Henry revealed 
the simple flaw he saw in politics. 

"They're trying to find a perfect way to 
determine personality," he said. "Man, how
ever, isn't perfect. He's often inconsistent 
and irrational. It's the same with ideology. 
No one should follow a certain ideology." 

It's a message that Washington could use 
during times when politicians are honestly 
hoping to end the partisanship holding legis
lation hostage. 

Paul Henry led with compassion and con
science. And he was doing it long before his 
first visit to Washington. 

REPRESENTATIVE HENRY-WEST MICHIGAN 
LOSES MAN OF INTEGRITY 

Congress, the American people and his con
stituents are poorer for Rep. Paul Henry's 
death Saturday. 

He was, by all accounts, the kind of elected 
representative every legislative body, but 
particularly Congress, needs more of. His 
constituents desoribed him as accessible, ap
proachable and caring. 

The fact that voters last November elected 
him to a fifth term weeks after doctors re
moved a malignant tumor from his brain 
speaks to his abilities and his service. His 
death at 51, when he surely would have con
tinued to serve his country's people so capa
bly for many years, is a tragedy. 

At a memorial service in Grand Rapids 
Sunday, the word "integrity" was used re
peatedly to describe the late representative 's 
life of service. Integrity is defined as the 
condition of being whole, complete, upright, 
honest and in unbroken condition. When 
death cuts short such a person's life the most 
meaningful tribute we can make is to resolve 
to act with greater integrity in our own 
lives. 

That is the way it is with well-lived lives. 
They serve as models for the rest of us. In 
that way a life lived with integrity never 
really dies. 
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Paul Henry was a class act of Michigan 

politics, as courageous in fighting for his be
liefs as in fighting for his life. 

He won many of the former, and just lost 
the latter. 

Had he not been stricken with brain can
cer, fifth-term U.S. Rep. Henry, R-Grand 
Rapids, probably would be the current 
frontrunner for the Republican nomination 
to oppose Democratic U.S. Sen. Don Riegle. 

The value of the nomination was 
trumpeted last week by Republican National 
chairman Haley Barbour, who branded Rie
gle " one of the most vulnerable" Democratic 
senators. 

"Michigan is one of our best opportunities 
to pick up a Senate seat," Barbour said in an 
interview at the Grand Traverse Resort near 
Traverse City, where he attended a meeting 
of the Republican Governors' Association. 

Henry, who had almost as secure a House 
seat in west Michigan as Democrats do in 
Detroit, backed off running for the Senate in 
the past but seemed to be gearing for a bid 
in 1994. 

After Henry was stricken, many of those 
who would have supported him were encour
aging U.S. Rep. Fred Upton of St. Joseph to 
run. Upton nearly did, but on Thursday an
nounced that he would not-and at the same 
time paid tribute to Henry. 

Henry had many tributes long before his 
death. The National Journal named him a 
congressional "Rising Star" in 1990. 

Henry was a rarity among modern day Re
publicans-a moderate in an era of conserv
atism. 

But Henry marched more to his heart than 
to a label when he was a lawmaker in Lan
sing and in Washington. 

As the 1992 Almanac of American Politics 
put it: 

"Henry has been tagged a moderate, but he 
has taken stands more interesting than the 
label. He is pro-life but spoke out against the 
flag-burning amendment, which he called 'a 
cheapening of the Constitution.' ... A free 
market man on most economic issues, he 
voted against the 1990 budget summit pack
age, and has pushed a national bottle deposit 
bill with a recycling trust fund from un
claimed deposits." 

Michigan's late, great Phil Hart became 
know as the "conscience of the Senate." Had 
he lived, and stayed there, Henry might well 
have become the conscience of the House-
which, of late, does not seem to have one. 

A congressman who stood tall while the 
reputation of Congress sunk low. 

Who will replace Henry in a seat that once 
was held by Gerald R. Ford-but won by 
Henry with greater margins than Ford ever 
got? 

Henry had an ability to instill " the highest 
respect for public service," and to get people 
involved in the process that sustains it, ac
cording to Grand Rapids attorney Richard F. 
Vander Veen III. 

Vander Veen, whose father once held the 
seat, is among the Democrats being men
tioned as a contender to seek the seat that 
Henry filled with such dedication, compas
sion and distinction. 

POLITICS 
(By Hugh McDiarmid) 

The stories about the death of U.S. Rep. 
Paul Henry of Grand Rapids are full of well
deserved praise for his probity and prin
cipled, straight-arrow approach to politics 
and government. Many suggest that, had he 
not been done in at age 51 by a brain tumor, 
he would have been a favorite for the Repub
lican U.S. Senate nomination in 1994. 

All true. 
Many of them also mention that he was 

widely known as a Republican "moderate," a 
term that, in Henry's case, is worth further 
exploration. 

That's because, among Michigan Repub
licans in recent years, the "moderate" label 
and politicians, such as Henry, who wear it 
proudly have become suspect as outsiders 
and, in some party circles, as objects of deri
sion. 

The 1980 presidential election year was 
something of a watershed for him. 

Seeking a second term in the Michigan 
House, Henry not only signed on with the 
quixotic presidential campaign of liberal 
U.S. Rep. John Anderson, then an Illinois 
Republican (for whom he 'd worked years ear
lier in Washington), but agreed to be Ander
son's Michigan chairman. And when, early 
on, Anderson defected from the GOP, prefer
ring to run as an independent, Henry bowed 
out to support George Bush, but reluctantly 
and with this cool explanation: "There is 
such a thing as institutional obligation .... 
It's sometimes difficult, but I have chosen to 
be a Republican, and I'll remain one." 

Then in 1984, despite being an all-but-an
nounced congressional candidate in a fairly 
conservative, Grand Rapids district and de
spite the GOP's Reagan-inspired plunge to 
the conservative right, he agreed to be the 
keynote speaker at a gathering in Lansing of 
the Michigan Moderate Republican Con
ference. 

That group was a melange of disaffected, 
Bill Milliken-era GOPers, many of whom 
were openly hostile to President Ronald 
Reagan and some of whom were involved in 
distinctly non-GOP agendas-pro-choice, 
equal rights for women, a "big-tent" ap
proach to civil rights and minorities, 
environmentalism, etc. 

Yet Henry saw it as an opportunity and 
urged then-GOP state Chairman Spencer 
Abraham and others to get involved with the 
moderates. 

" It was my feeling that we should not let 
the gap continue to grow' ', he explained 
later. "There is a danger in leaving people 
out." 

He also said this: " There is a role for 
ideologues of both the right and left because 
they raise the issues. But when it comes to 
resolving the issues, moderation prevails." 

Hmm! Anyway, the party ignored him and 
the GOP moderates drifted off. Henry went 
on to Congress to become . . . well, GOP 
leaders respected his intellect and his pro
bity, but he was not always a team player. 

For example, his " no" vote (the only one 
from a Michigan Republican) in March 1985 
on MX missile funding-despite an Oval Of
fice lobbying effort by Reagan-enraged 
them. 

In Michigan, the board of the Michigan 
Conservative Union condemned him and 
sponsored a noisy (but unsuccessful) effort to 
have him censured by the GOP State Com
mittee. 

There were subsequent votes in Congress
in support of designating Michigan wilder
ness areas, in support of fetal tissue re
search, etc.-that cut against the grain of 
GOP orthodoxy and in which Henry dem
onstrated an independence that marked him 
as something of an outsider politically. 

But he was always a thoughtful, respon
sible outsider . .. or moderate or independ
ent ... or whatever people preferred to label 
him. 

That's what distinguished him from many 
of his colleagues, and it's what earned him so 
much respect. 

Anyway, there seem to be fewer and fewer 
Paul Henrys around any more, certainly not 
in today's Republican Party. 

And that's a shame. 

[From the Detroit News, Aug. 1, 1993) 
TRIBUTES POUR IN FOR PAUL HENRY 

(By Richard A. Ryan) 
WASHINGTON.-Rep. Paul Henry was re

membered Saturday as a professorial law
maker whose thoughtful approach to issues 
earned him a reputation for conscience and 
integrity. 

The soft-spoken Henry, 51, who served 
eight years in Congress in the seat once held 
by former President Gerald Ford, died of 
brain cancer at 3:25 a .m. Satur:day in his 
Grand Rapids home. He had been ill since un
dergoing surgery last October. 

Republicans and Democrats alike mourned 
their colleague, an ex-college professor who 
took his duties seriously. 

" He was a very decent, honest, honorable 
and capable individual who worked very 
hard, " said Rep. John Dingell, D-Trenton, 
the dean of Michigan's congressional delega
tion. "He was well liked by everyone. " 

"If there were more Paul Henrys here in 
the Congress, we could get things done rath
er than sitting around shouting at one an
other," said Rep. Dale Kildee, D-Flint, who 
served with Henry on the House Education 
.and Labor Committee. " He really wanted to 
accomplish things for this country. He will 
be sorely missed." 

Chuck Yob, a Republican national com
mitteeman from Grand Rapids, said Henry 
" was a straightforward, honest guy and in 
politics, I hate to say it, that is not always 
the rule. He had all of the things we pray for 
every day in an elected official.'' 

Henry, R-Grand Rapids, was running for re
election to a fifth term last fall when he ex
perienced severe headaches. Examination re
vealed the cancer and in an operation Oct. 
21 doctors removed a 3-inch tumor from the 
right frontal lobe of his brain. The cancer 
was diagnosed as glioblastoma multiforme, 
one of the most malignant varieties with an 
average survival rate of about one year. 

Henry easily won re-election to a fifth 
term two weeks after the surgery, defeating 
Carol Kooistra with 63 percent of the vote. 

After the operation Henry made two ap
pearances in public. Last Thanksgiving Day, 
following a tradition started in 1984, Henry 
read the president's annual Thanksgiving 
proclamation at the Mayflower Congrega
tional Church in Grand Rapids. Henry, whose 
father is Carl Henry, the noted Christian 
theologian who founded the magazine 
" Christianity Today," was deeply religious. 

He was a member of the Dutch Reformed 
Church. 

Last January, Henry flew to Washington to 
take the oath of office . In an emotional 
scene, Henry-by then in a wheelchair- was 
surrounded by his friends and colleagues as 
he was sworn in by House Speaker Tom 
Foley. 

" He was a Republican in the mold of Ar
thur Vandenberg and Jerry Ford," said U.S. 
Sen. Carl Levin, D-Mich. " He was an ideal 
public servant." 

In April, Henry took out an advertisement 
in Roll Call, a newspaper circulated on Cap
itol Hill , in which he proclaimed his deter
mination to " return to the fray" in Con
gress. 

" My life is in God's hands, as it always has 
been," Henry said in the ad. "My walk with 
Him goes on." But in mid-May Henry's aides 
admitted for the first time that it was not 
likely he would return to Washington. 



September 13, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 21003 
"We had all been hoping for a miracle," 

Republican Gov. Jon Engler said in a state
ment Saturday. 

Henry is survived by his wife, Karen, a 
former concert pianist, and three children, 
Kara, Jordan, and Megan. 

On Saturday, President Bill Clinton said: 
"It's tragic when such a productive and 
promising life is cut short much before its 
time. His personal courage and bravery will 
be an inspiration to us." 

Henry was born in Chicago and received his 
undergraduate degree at Wheaton College in 
Illinois and his master's and doctorate de
grees from Duke University. After a stint as 
a Peace Corps volunteer in Ethiopia and Li
beria, Henry taught political science at Duke 
and later Calvin College in Grand Rapids. 

Henry as elected to the Michigan House of 
Representatives in 1978 and spent four years 
in the House and two years in the state Sen
ate before being elected to Congress. He de
feated Keary Sawyer, the son of ex-Rep. Har
old Sawyer, in a hard-fought Republican pri
mary and had not faced a serious challenge 
since. 

He was considering running against Demo
cratic Sen. Donald Riegle in 1994 before being 
stricken. 

Gary Lytle, a longtime lobbyist for Michi
gan Bell Telephone Co. who now lobbies for 
Ameritech, called Henry "a helluva guy." 

"I have been doing this for 10 years," Lytle 
said, "and of all the members I've ever called 
on, he was absolutely one of the nicest, most 
honest, most decent guys I've ever dealt 
with. I think Grand Rapids and Michigan 
have suffered quite a loss." 

As a congressman, Henry was hard to label. 
He was generally conservative, but with an 
independent streak, even though his Grand 
Rapids district is considered one of the na
tion's most conservative. 

In his first year in Congress, Henry defied 
President Reagan and voted against building 
the MX missile and providing assistance to 
the Nicaraguan contras. His actions prompt
ed a few Michigan Republicans to attempt to 
censure him for "hostile behavior." 

He opposed President Bush and voted for 
such issues as fetal tissue research and ex
tending benefits to the long-term unem-
ployed. . 

"I'm a fiscal conservative," he said once, 
"but not a Scrooge." 

Henry fought unsuccessfully in Congress 
for passage of a national bottle bill that 
would require deposits on bottles and cans 
similar to the Michigan law. His environ
mental efforts won him the endorsement of 
the Sierra Club in his re-election campaign 
last year. 

He was viewed by his colleagues as a voice 
of reason in the squabble over funding of the 
National Endowment for the Arts. He op
posed funding what he considered to be por
nographic or blasphemous art, but neither 
did he want to put the government in the po
sition of being a censor. 

Rep. Frank Wolf, R-Va., said that Henry's 
thoughtfulness and care in deciding issues 
helped influence the decisions of others. 

"He was the type of person that for a num
ber of us you would want to see how Paul 
Henry was voting," Wolf said. "I found his 
advice and judgment to be very, very sound." 

Madam Speaker, PAUL and I had a 
very special relationship and a very 
special friendship. He served his con
stituents very well. He traveled home 
nearly every weekend. He paid close 
personal attention to all of his mail. 
And we talked and conferred on lit-

erally hundreds of votes cast in this 
Chamber. 

As it has been said many times this 
evening, when Paul spoke on issues on 
this floor, people on both sides of the 
center aisle listened, and his argu
ments in support of or against an issue 
were substantive. They were based on 
the merits, not on the politics. 

He was not afraid to look a Repub
lican President in the eye and say no; 
and, consequently, when he said yes, 
folks in both parties knew that his con
victions were strong. 

I could easily fill the night with the 
many, many stories of our relation
ship, the two of us. Some of them were 
serious; obviously some of them were 
not. But he was viewed by everyone as 
very conscientious, effective, hard
working, thoughtful, and caring. He be
lieved very strongly that public service 
indeed was a sacred trust. 

All through his life PAUL focused on 
helping others, whether it be in the 
Peace Corps, as a congressional staffer, 
as a state legislator, or, later, as a 
Member of Congress. 

On his last day in the chamber when 
he was sworn in, Jim Ford, who is on 
the floor tonight, the Pastor of the 
House, talked to PAUL with regard to 
his brain cancer and related the story 
that the word was out that only about 
5 percent of those that had this par
ticular type of cancer were able to sur
vive a year. And as Jim and PAUL 
talked, PAUL said, "Jim, we are all a 
child of God.'' 

PAUL had a great sense of humor. He 
had many practical jokes that he 
played on people on both sides of the 
aisle. A particular story that I remem
ber involved a Member of our Michigan 
delegation, DALE KILDEE. Both DALE 
and PAUL had a spotless record in 
terms of voting. I do not think either 
one of them really had missed a vote in 
the last decade. 

I can remember racing off to the air
port after a vote, bounding down the 
stairs, as SANDY LEVIN was relating, 
trying to catch our car and catch a 
plane that left literally in 12 minutes 
from National Airport. And as we got 
onto the plane, tired, on a hot summer 
day, DALE KILDEE was in the seat 
across the aisle, and PAUL and I played 
a little joke on DALE. 

We said, "Boy, when that little beep
er went off when we got across the 14th 
Street Bridge, did you make it back to 
cast the vote to adjourn?" 

Well, we did not have a vote to ad
journ that night or that afternoon. But 
DALE just about died. And all the way 
to Dayton, where we changed planes 
and went our ways, to Grand Rapids, 
South Bend, or Detroit, DALE was wor
ried that he had missed a vote, the first 
one in a long, long time. 

0 2020 
As folks across this country listen to 

this special order, I would like to re-

fleet for a moment on a lesson that 
many of us learned through PAUL'S 
struggle: How many times is it when 
we might lose a friend and we wonder 
why we did not give them an extra pat 
on the back or a hello, or were we too 
busy, had we not wished that we had 
said something? 

Well, we learned with PAUL, we really 
did, and it was marvelous. 

As I would travel to his house and 
hold his hand, to see the volumes of 
letters, not only from Members of Con
gress, but his constituents and people 
around the country who wrote praising 
his work. And I know that that out
pouring of love was appreciated deeply 
by PAUL. Not a day would go by when 
Members in this House on both sides of 
the aisle would not stop and ask how 
their dear friend PAUL was doing. And 
that gave him strength; it really did. 

In fact, near the end of his life, he 
took out a letter and wrote this: 

"On my desk at home in Michigan, I 
keep a very special album. Its pages 
contain the scores of cards and letters 
you have sent to me during my battle 
with cancer. You will never know just 
how uplifting your kindness and sup
port have been to me and my family. I 
count as one of God's great blessings 
the opportunity I have to serve so 
many fine people. Caring and thought
fulness and hope knows no political 
party. Please note that despite the 
frustrations of continuing my recovery 
at home, I remain determined to return 
to the fray on Capitol Hill. My family 
and I have grown through this struggle. 
We face our challenges together each 
day. God has not taken us out of the 
storm but he is leading us through it. 
Your letters, your encouragement, 
your humor and my great staff mem
bers"-and they were great, still are
"who keep my offices running smooth
ly are so important along the way. My 
life is in God's hands, as it has always 
been. My walk with him goes on.'' 

That is PAUL. That really was. 
Last fall our Michigan delegation 

held a celebration honoring our es
teemed retiring Members of Congress. 
For this event, all of us in the delega
tion recorded our thoughts on tape 
that was given to those retiring Mem
bers. 

Thinking of PAUL, I pulled out that 
tape and watched a little bit of it again 
today. 

On it, a buoyant PAUL HENRY, with a 
smile and enthusiasm we will always 
miss, says words which have a special 
significance today. He says this: 

"It is unfortunate that the public 
sees politics so often only in terms of 
combat and political hyperbole and is 
unaware of the fact that generally we 
work very closely together and very 
strong friendships have bound us to
gether. I am sure that these friendships 
will continue to grow over the years." 

It was just a few weeks later, after 
we did that special order, that PAUL, 
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who appeared so full of life, was diag
nosed with this terrible brain cancer. It 
is still hard to believe. 

Today, I know I speak for all of us 
when I say that his death has left us all 
with a tremendous amount of sadness. 
Yet, it is also true that his life and the 
way that he lived it has left us all with 
a tremendous amount of hope. If he 
could keep his faith in the face of such 
pain and adversity, then certainly, as 
we deal with our daily struggles, so can 
we. 

PAUL'S example of fighting the good 
fight and keeping his faith, of keeping 
his concern for others with that mar
velous sense of humor, despite his own 
suffering, is a lesson and a legacy to us 
all. 

Mr. MICHEL. Madam Speaker, I am hon
ored to be part of the tribute for Congressman 
PAUL HENRY. Obviously the loss of such a tal
ented colleague and a wonderful person like 
PAUL has deeply moved all of us. It was my 
privilege and a great honor to have said a few 
words in honor of PAUL at a ceremony of re
membrance in Grand Rapids. At this time I 
would like to insert the eulogy I gave for PAUL 
HENRY on August 3, 1993. 

EULOGY FOR PAUL HENRY 
(Remarks by Robert H. Michel) 

Karen, Kara, Jordan, Megan, members of 
the family and friends. I speak today with a 
heavy heart for my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle who are sorely grieved to lose 
one of our most highly respected and dearly 
loved members. 

It's particularly sorrowful for me because 
PAUL'S last vote was cast for me as Speaker 
on the opening day of the 103rd Congress. 

We all had high hopes and expectations for 
Paul's beating the odds because he was such 
a good Christian soldier. 

While we mortals find it difficult to rec
oncile, I suspect PAUL would have had an an
swer for us rooted in Scripture. 

One word comes to mind when I think of 
PAUL'S contribution to our public life: That 
word is "Civility. " 

We Americans have developed a rich politi
cal vocabulary for the ugly side of public 
life. 

How often we hear: "It's not enough to get 
mad; we have to get even." 

But civility seems to have no similar pub
lic vocabulary. 

So we might ask: what is this quiet, but 
vital, public virtue that was at the heart of 
PAUL HENRY'S life? 

I'd define it this way: 
Civility means knowing that raising the 

level of your voice doesn 't raise the level of 
the discussion. 

It means recognizing that listening is a 
very good way of communicating. 

Civility means realizing that peaks of un
common progress can be reached by paths of 
common courtesy. 

Civility means being tough without being 
mean and being principled without being fa
natic. 

Civility means believing in the power of 
reason to influence public debate, and the 
power of the spirit to transform private 
lives. 

Civility is the public embodiment of the 
Golden Rule: " Do unto others as you would 
have them do unto you." 

By those standards, PAUL HENRY was the 
embodiment of civility. 

If I were asked to sum up PAUL'S impact on 
those of us who knew him, I would recall a 
favorite phrase of my father: " Dare to be a 
Daniel." 

By that he meant we should have the cour
age of Daniel in the lion 's den, retaining our 
convictions in difficult times, trusting in 
Providence, doing what's right, especially 
when it is unpopular to do so. 

PAUL HENRY dared to be a Daniel. 
He dared to think through problems in

stead of being carried along with the crowd. 
He dared to take a look at an old problem 

from a new angle, when others were content 
with mouthing slogans. 

He dared to bring to bear on difficult polit
ical questions a formidable array of philo
sophical and religious insights, when it 
would be so easy to just go along and get 
along. 

When we have truly difficult votes in the 
House, we say to other members: "Vote your 
conscience on this one." 

PAUL HENRY didn't have to be told to vote 
his conscience; he simply didn't know any 
other way to vote. 

For him voting one's conscience was a po
litical as well as a moral imperative. 

Three years ago, National Journal, one of 
the most admired and prestigious publica
tions in America, named PAUL HENRY a " Ris
ing Star" in Congress. 

In one sense, the great tragedy for his fam
ily and friends , and for us in the Congress 
and the Nation, is that PAUL'S political star 
never got the opportunity to rise to its 
zenith. 

And yet, in another sense, PAUL'S star is 
now visible in a way none of us could have 
foretold. 

It has arisen to a permanent place in the 
political firmament. 

Twenty-five hundred years ago, a wise man 
said: " He who exercises government by 
means of his virtue, may be compared to the 
north polar star, which keeps its place, and 
all the stars turn toward it. " 

And that sums it up: PAUL HENRY always 
tried to exercise government by means of 
virtue. 

And because he did, for years to come, 
PAUL 's memory will serve as a guide and an 
inspiration for those who seek to improve 
our public life. 

His star is now fixed, steady and perma
nent. 

It's singular brightness can serve to show 
us all the way toward a much higher level of 
civility, thoughtfulness and courage as ex
emplified in the life and works of our dear 
friend PAUL HENRY. 

Mr. GILMAN. Madam Speaker, it is a sad 
duty to rise in tribute to our departed col
league, the late PAUL B. HENRY of the Third 
Congressional District of the State of Michi
gan. 

Although we all knew that PAUL has been ill 
for some time, his passing nonetheless shocks 
and saddens all of us. PAUL was one of those 
Members of Congress who brightened this 
Chamber and made our tasks and toils more 
pleasant because of his reasonableness and 
his ability to bring us together on many issues. 
PAUL was singularly gifted in that he had the 
unique ability of respecting and soliciting other 
opinions and views on a variety of issues, 
while never wavering from his own firm con
victions and from the high standards which 
were the hallmark of his career and his life. 
PAUL HENRY will long be remembered in this 
Chamber due to his impeccable integrity. 

PAUL had been a Member of Congress 
since 1984, but even before his first election 

he had been highly touted as an eventual can
didate for the other Chamber or for the gover
norship of his home State of Michigan. Back 
in 1990, the National Journal labeled PAUL 
HENRY one of the young "rising stars" in the 
Congress, and no one in this Chamber dis
puted that assessment. 

PAUL HENRY'S contributions to this body 
were legendary and immeasurable. As a vet
eran of Peace Corps service, PAUL brought to 
the House humanity and compassion, which 
the insight of service abroad with that organi
zation instilled in him. As a former professor at 
Duke University and Calvin College, as well as 
a former member of his school board at home, 
PAUL reminded us all that an investment in the 
young of our Nation is the most worthwhile in
vestment we can make, because it is an in
vestment in the future of our cherished way of 
life. 

As a former Member of both houses of the 
Michigan State Legislature, PAUL brought to 
the Congress experience and expertise in the 
art of legislating and in the practice of com
promise and parliamentary procedure. As a 
devoted husband and father, PAUL reminded 
us all of the family values which have made 
our civilization thrive throughout the centuries. 

Congressman PAUL B. HENRY was only 51 
years young at the time of his most untimely 
passing, but his legacy in this Chamber and in 
his Third District of Michigan will not soon be 
forgotten. 

Mr. Speaker, I join with our colleagues in 
expressing sincerest condolences to his wife 
Karen Anne, to his daughters Kara and 
Megan, to his son Jordan, and to his many 
other relatives, friends, and loved ones. Our 
expressions of sorrow may be of small comfort 
to them, but perhaps the knowledge that many 
of us share their grief will help ease their irrep
arable loss. 

Mr. HASTERT. Madam Speaker, I join today 
with other Members of the House to pay trib
ute to a dear friend and colleague who passed 
away on July 31, Congressman PAUL HENRY 
of Grand Rapids, Ml. 

Those of us on Capitol Hill will remember 
PAUL as an able, dedicated Member of this 
body who served his constituents well over the 
last 9 years of his life. I can add that I knew 
PAUL 30 years ago, when we both were un
dergraduates at Wheaton College in Wheaton, 
IL, ·and I can truly say that his spirit and dedi
cation to improving the human condition were 
lifelong attributes. 

PAUL graduated from Wheaton College a 
year before I did, in 1963, and followed his 
studies by volunteering for 2 years in the 
Peace Corps. PAUL spent those 2 years in Li
beria and Ethiopia, joining in that great Amer
ican effort to bring hope and a new beginning 
to those less fortunate. Those of us who knew 
him would not be surprised at that decision; 
that is the kind of man PAUL was. 

As a teacher and a legislator, who served in 
both the Michigan State house and senate be
fore coming to Washington, PAUL showed us 
time and time again that a life of public service 
is a truly noble cause-and one that is not to 
be taken lightly. 

He will be missed. PAUL HENRY will be 
missed in this House, where we will no longer 
have the benefit of his knowledge and energy. 
I will miss PAUL because I have lost a col
league that I was proud to call my friend. 
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Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, on this 

most sullen of occasions, we come today to 
honor one of our fellow Congressmen, PAUL 
HENRY. Although Representative HENRY and I 
sat on opposite sides of the aisle, I respected 
and admired this fellow Michigander and most 
honorable statesman. 

Congressman HENRY'S many years of public 
service, both in the Michigan State Legislature 
and in the U.S. House of Representatives, ex
emplified his dedication to his constituency, 
his commitment to public service, and to those 
causes in which he believed strongly. 

Whether it was fighting for the taxpayer 
against wasteful Government spending when 
he won the "Bulldog of the Treasury Award," 
or when he was delivering constituent services 
to the people of western Michigan, PAUL 
HENRY served in this Congress with the ut
most dignity, honor, and modesty. 

PAUL was dedicated to the citizens of west
ern Michigan. He had a reputation for getting 
out into the community and listening to his 
constituents, and understanding their needs 
and concerns. People in the Grand Rapids 
area will certainly miss the personable and 
thoughtful Congressman that they found in 
PAUL HENRY. 

But most importantly, PAUL HENRY's strong 
Christian faith and his rich family life helped 
him and his family through these most trying 
of times. PAUL will be missed by many. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam 
Speaker, I appreciate this opportunity to pay 
tribute to our colleague, the late PAUL HENRY 
of Michigan. I do so with great sadness that a 
life so useful and so promising has been cut 
short, but also with gratitude for the privilege 
of knowing PAUL and for the contribution he 
made to this House and to our country's public 
life. 

PAUL had strong ties to my State of North 
Carolina. He and his wife Karen lived in Dur
ham in the late 1960's while PAUL was pursu
ing his doctorate in political science at Duke 
University. They have continued to visit our 
State and have many friends there. 

PAUL and I pursued similar academic 
courses. We finished our graduate work at 
about the same time, and I came to Duke to 
teach political science shortly after he left to 
assume a faculty appointment at Calvin Col
lege. His main academic interest was in politi
cal philosophy, but he had strong practical and 
policy interests as well. He was drawn to the 
political arena, and in 1979, after 8 years of 
teaching, was first elected to the Michigan 
State house. 

PAUL was a man of deep religious faith and 
reflection. He grew up in a family steeped in 
biblical learning and theological discussion, 
and he sought constructively to relate his faith 
to the challenges of public life, both in his 
scholarly work and in his personal career. His 
was a deeply rooted faith, but always, in 
Augustine's phrase, a "faith seeking under
standing." He was a source of inspiration and 
insight to many of us here. 

I felt a special kinship to PAUL because of 
the similarity of our backgrounds and interests. 
We have arrived at somewhat different points 
politically and philosophically, although not as 
different as our respective party labels would 
suggest. And I feel considerable regret-the 
kind of regret we feel most acutely when a 

friend and colleague departs prematurely
that the pressures and preoccupations of our 
life here prevented me from spending more 
time with him. 

But whether one knew PAUL HENRY well or 
simply observed the way he conducted his life 
and work, there was universal admiration for 
him in this body. I have seldom heard more 
sincere tributes than those delivered by Mr. 
MICHEL, Mr. UPTON, and others at the moving 
and majestic memorial service in Grand Rap
ids-tributes to which PAUL's colleagues there 
assembled said a silent "Amen." We are all 
better for having known him, just as the House 
of Representatives and our country have been 
blessed and enriched by his faithful service. 

Mr. HORN. Madam Speaker, I rise today to 
join those paying tribute to one of the truly ex
traordinary individuals who has served in this 
body in recent years, PAUL HENRY. 

My singular regret is that, having come to 
the House of Representatives only after his ill
ness, I missed the opportunity to work with a 
man who, by all accounts, represented the 
very best in public service and in a commit
ment to our country. 

PAUL HENRY was known for his fairness, his 
intellect, and his compassion. He took a cen
trist approach on social issues and a free mar
ket stance on economic ones. "The Almanac 
of American Politics" described him in this 
way: "In the House, HENRY has been tagged 
as a moderate, but has taken stands more in
teresting than the label." And he said of him
self, "I'm a fiscal conservative, but not a 
scrooge." 

A former Peace Corps volunteer, PAUL 
HENRY began his career in Washington as a 
legislative assistant to Representative John 
Anderson. He then taught political science at 
Duke University and Calvin College and 
served in the Michigan State Legislature be
fore being elected to the House in 1984. 
Named a "Rising Star" in Congress by Na
tional Journal in 1990, PAUL HENRY will be 
deeply missed by all who have known him
and also be those of us who, while not having 
the honor to know him personally, know of his 
many contributions on behalf of his fellow citi
zens. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Madam Speaker, earlier 
today, I returned from a weekend trip to Wis
consin. As I arrived at National Airport, I car
ried my bags to the congressional parking lot, 
got into my car, and drove to the Capitol. 
Nothing is unusual about any of this-except 
for one thing. For the past decade, it has be
come custom as I'd drive in or out of that 
parking lot to see a car with the candy-bar 
bumper strip. That "Oh-Henry" bumper strip 
said so much to me about our late dear friend 
and colleague, PAUL HENRY. 

PAUL HENRY represented everything that is 
good and wholesale about our country. His 
Midwestern roots showcased his satisfication 
with the basics of life. There was nothing flam
boyant or artificial about PAUL HENRY. There 
were no surprises or disappointments. But 
there was everything reliable and good-in a 
sense just like that candy-bar logo he used. In 
PAUL HENRY, what you see-is what you get. 
We all liked that very much. And the Congress 
today would have a whole lot better reputation · 
if there were more "Paul Henry's". 

For the past decade, I had the personal 
privilege of serving in Congress with PAUL We 

considered ourselves "governing Republicans" 
and thus political soulmates. We were seat 
mates on the Republican side of the Edu
cation and Labor Committee. And we consid
ered each other a personal friend. 

Everyone knows of PAUL'S deep religious 
faith and his keen intellect. I came to admire 
this often. But at no time did he use the 
strength of these two pillars better than during 
the reauthorization of the National Endowment 
for the Arts. As members of the Education and 
Labor Committee, with jurisdiction over the 
Endowment, we were both deeply committed 
to finding a solution to the controversies sur
rounding this agency. It would have been easy 
to walk away from this fight; vote against reau
thorization, and make easy and cheap political 
points. But PAUL was not that kind of legisla
tor. 

While I worked on the simple issue of grant 
reform, PAUL HENRY took on the almost impos
sible task of defining pornography as it per
tained to this agency. To recognize the con
flicts of church vs. state; artist vs. taxpayer; 
and constitutional rights vs. public interest, is 
no easy challenge. But I would suggest that 
the National Endowment for the Arts is a via
ble agency today because PAUL HENRY spent 
time in the Chamber. 

More recently PAUL served as the ranking 
Republican on the OSHA Subcommittee. As 
organized labor made a valiant effort last ses
sion to pass new legislation, PAUL HENRY pro
vided the leadership expected from his type of 
legislator. First, he spent countless hours on 
the subject mastering the issues. Second, he 
spent considerable time meeting with groups 
on both sides of the issue seeking input, infor
mation, and possible consensus. When it be
came clear that labor and he would not 
agree-he took what seemed to him the next 
logical step. He didn't just oppose their bill. 
Rather, he laboriously developed his own al
ternative in the true "PAUL HENRY" style. He 
sought positive and voluntary ways to achieve 
the same goals of worker protection. Yet, he 
recognized the need for a strong Government 
response to intentional and callous abusers. 
He was committed to the philosophy that en
couraged faith in the responsibility of our citi
zens. Yet, he was willing to use the force of 
Government when necessary. There is no 
doubt in my mind that the PAUL HENRY sub
stitute prevented Congress from passing a 
bad piece of legislation too quickly. If we are 
now successful, in passing a bipartisan reform 
bill in this Congress, we all have only PAUL 
HENRY to thank. 

These are just two of the many examples of 
PAUL HENRY'S mark on this Congress and the 
country. I could literally go over almost every 
issue before our committee and recall a simi
lar positive contribution from PAUL HENRY. 
PAUL was loyal, honest, and always a man of 
his word. One could always depend on him 
and look forward to working with him on an 
issue. You knew that PAUL would do his 
homework, and proceed in a constructive 
manner. 

For me, one of the most pleasant memories 
was our many personal conversations. These 
went beyond the mundane issues of the day. 
Each summer PAUL and his family took a trip 
through my district. And each summer PAUL 
would stop in my hometown. First, he would 
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go into my local campaign office to tell the Mr. PORTER. Madam Speaker, the death of 
campaign workers how much he enjoyed our colleague PAUL. HENRY, is a profound loss 
working with me. Then he would go to the for the Congress, the citizens of Michigan, and 
Norske Nook Cafe, my hometown's popular our entire Nation. One of America's most re
and famous restaurant known for its home- spected and promising leaders has been 
made pies. This was PAUL HENRY-enjoying taken from us much too soon, and together 
the best of life's basics. And while he did it, he with PAUL'S family, we are shaken and deeply 
always found time for a nice word about a saddened. 
friend. PAUL was once described as combining "the 

This summer, we missed PAUL in Osseo conservative instincts of an evangelical Chris
and at the Norske Nook. This year we have · tian, the open mind of a former Peace Corps 
missed PAUL here in Congress and at the volunteer, and the intellectual approach of a 
Education and Labor Committee. Yet we have political scientist." This is an unusual mix of 
all been blessed and touched by PAUL traits, but then, PAUL HENRY was an unusually 
HENRY-who he was to us personally, and gifted and engaging man. 
what he stood for professionally. To his family PAUL was someone who valued careful de
we say today, as we did at PAUL'S funeral in liberation and consensus above rhetorical 
Grand Rapids earlier this summer. "Thank you flourishes and partisanship. His integrity and 
for sharing PAUL with us. We are better for it sound judgment helped guide many debates 
as individuals, as a Congress, and as a Na- in this House toward resolution, and he held 
tion." his office as a sacred trust. As our distin-

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Madam Speaker, I guished Republican leader said at yesterday's 
would like to express my sincere grief over the service, "PAUL HENRY didn't have to be told to 
passing of my friend and colleague, Congress- vote his conscience. He didn't know any other 
man PAUL B. HENRY. way to vote." 

As a member of the Michigan delegation Throughout his service in public office, PAUL 
and from his dedicated service to the Edu- distinguished himself as a hard-working legis
cation and Labor Committee, I knew and re- lator, and in every chamber of which he was 
spected PAUL as a man of exceptional hon- a member-the Michigan House and Senate 
esty, integrity and character. In Michigan poli- and then this body-he gained the respect, 
tics he was a Republican in the tradition of admiration, and friendship of Members on both 
former Gov. William Milliken and not the more sides of the aisle. PAUL was one of those rare 
strident current Governor. elected officials who had what the pundits call 

While we sometimes disagreed on issues "reach"-the ability to understand other points 
that came before the Education and labor of view and to make connections and alliances 
Committee, his basic respect for the dignity of with people across the political spectrum. This 
the individual made it possible for us to work is why Mr. UPTON, PAUL'S Michigan colleague 
together to enact civil rights laws such as the and close friend, referred to him yesterday as 
Civil Rights Restoration Act and the Ameri- "the soul of Congress." 
cans With Disabilities Act. He supported the But most of all, we will miss PAUL'S delight
Civil Rights Restoration Act over the vetoes of ful friendship and his warm personality. He 
both President Reagan and President Bush. never allowed the cancer which he was fight-

Even where we strongly disagreed, as we ing to beat back his bright spirit or his sense 
did on issues such as occupational health and of humor. One recent press account captured 
safety, PAUL HENRY'S basic integrity made him this well, relating this comment that PAUL 
a constructive critic, who made proposals that made to a nurse who was helping him roll 
allowed the opportunity for dialog and co- over in bed: "I'm a Republican * * * I do bet
operation. For example, as the ranking minor- ter on the right side." 
ity member of the Health and Safety Sub- Madam Speaker, in his all too short life, 
committee, he proposed legislation in 1990 PAUL HENRY contributed great intelligence and 
that would have expanded the right of employ- compassion to the public policy debates in this 
ees to know the types of hazardous sub- country, and we will long cherish his memory. 
stances in their workplaces. He showed us all what distinguished public 

His service in the Peace Corps from 1963 to service really means. 
1965 is an early indication of his commitment I join my colleagues in expressing deepest 
to helping people and the world we live in. condolences to PAUL'S wife, Karen, and his 
This commitment continued in his political ca- three children, Kara, Jordan and Megan. All 
reer as both a State Representative and a Americans share in your great loss, and our 
State Senator prior to his election in 1984 as thoughts and prayers are with you. 
the U.S. Representative for Michigan's fifth Mr. BALLENGER. Madam Speaker, I am 
district. pleased to pay a special tribute to our col-

As a member of the Christian Reformed league PAUL HENRY. PAUL was a friend to all 
Church, religion played a meaningful role in and well respected by colleagues on both 
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health was well known and will be especially 
missed this year as the Education and Labor 
Committee grapples with this difficult issue. 

I would like to share one particularly fond 
memory of PAUL The Subcommittee on 
Health and Safety was in charge of the Mine 
Safety and Health Act [MSHA]. PAUL thought 
it only proper that we go down into a coal 
mine to see for ourselves what it was like. Be
fore our trip, we both agreed that coal miners 
had difficult jobs. After several hours in the 
mine, we agreed even more. I still have the 
picture of PAUL and myself in our coal miners 
outfits, headlamps and all-quite a sight. 

PAUL HENRY will surely be missed in Con
gress and I wish to off er my deepest condo
lences to his wife, Anne, and his three chil
dren. 

Mr. ZELIFF. Madam Speaker, I was deeply 
saddened when I learned of the passing of our 
colleague, PAUL HENRY. This institution lost 
one of its most respected and honorable 
Members, and in these turbulent times, that 
loss is even more magnified. 

I knew PAUL since I was elected in 1990, 
and had the opportunity to serve with him in 
the Republican whip organization. For me and 
the rest of this year's sophomore class, he 
served as a true role model. He was always 
there to offer advice and to lend a helping 
hand. In addition, PAUL was a distinguished 
man who had the integrity and charisma to be· 
respected on both sides of the aisle. 

His ability to demand respect from so many 
different people was a tribute to what he could 
have accomplished if he hadn't been taken 
from us so early. All of his qualities ensured 
him a spot high not only within the Republican 
party, but in national politics. He had a lot to 
offer this country, and a lot to offer those of us 
he left behind. It is my hope that my col
leagues will join me in working to continue his 
spirit of cooperation among all people, and to 
continue working toward a better future for our 
country. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to our courageous col
league, Congressman PAUL HENRY, who 
passed away in July at the age of 50 after a 
10-month battle with brain cancer. 

It is difficult to know where to begin in talk
ing about PAUL'S attributes; professionally, he 
was a brilliant former political science profes
sor who was one of the Republican Party's ris
ing stars; personally, he was a soft-spoken, 
thoughtful, always considerate friend who 
cared deeply about people. 

PAUL had forged a distinguished career 
even before he was elected to represent 
Michigan's Third District in the House in 1983. 
Holder of a Ph.D. from Duke, PAUL served in 
the Peace Corps, taught at Calvin College, 
and worked as an aide to Illinois Congress
man John Anderson before his election to the 
State House and State Senate. 

In Congress, he was best known for his 
work on the Education and Labor Committee, 
where he became the ranking member of the 
Human Resources Committee earlier this 
year. His encyclopedic interests on the com
mittee included OSHA and college funding is
sues. 

I worked most closely with PAUL on the 
Science, Space, and Technology Committee, 
where he focused on technology issues, espe
cially those dealing with manufacturing. On a 
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personal level, PAUL'S incisive questioning at a 
hearing proved of great assistance as I re
crafted provisions of legislation I developed on 
computer software. At his death, PAUL was the 
ranking member of the Committee's Sub
committee on Investigations and Oversight. 

Thanks in part to his many committee-relat
ed initiatives, PAUL was quickly-and justifi
ably-cited by many-including the National 
Journal and columnist David Broder-as one 
of the Republicans' stars for the future. He 
was viewed as a certain candidate for the 
Senate in the near future. 

How tragi~ to have the life of this great man 
snuffed out at the age of 50. We can find 
some consolation in the fact that he carved 
out a big legacy in Congress over the past 
decade, a legacy that will not soon be forgot
ten. 

My thoughts go out at this time to PAUL'S 
widow, Karen, and to their three children. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to join my colleagues in remembering 
PAUL HENRY. 

Everyone who had the opportunity to serve 
with PAUL in this House knows that he was 
one of the most fair, thoughtful, and respected 
Members of Congress. 

As his constituents knew, he always rep
resented his district with integrity and dedica
tion. 

This House, Grand Rapids, and the country 
lost one of the most admired and honest men 
in public service when PAUL passed away. We 
can take but small comfort in the knowledge 
that his suffering has come to an end and he 
is now in Heaven watching over all of us. 

As one who considered PAUL a role model 
as a new Member of Congress, and still to this 
day, I mourn his passing and wish to convey 
my deepest thoughts and prayers to his 
family. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Madam Speaker, I rise to
night with a heavy heart to pay a most deserv
ing tribute to our late dear friend and es
teemed colleague from Michigan, PAUL HENRY, 
who was taken from us July 31st. 

PAUL came here to Congress in 1985 after 
a distinguished career of service in the Peace 
Corps, as a college professor, and as a State 
legislator. He was elected by the people of a 
district that know men of integrity when they 
see them, for PAUL held the seat in the House 
formerly held by such notables as Senator Ar
thur Vandenberg and President Jerry Ford. 

Upon his arrival, he sought those assign
ments and duties that would allow him to do 
the most good for the most people. A man of 
unshakable religious faith, PAUL HENRY always 
sought to apply his Christian principles to the 
legislative process. When those principles 
conflicted with party politics or political ideol
ogy, PAUL would always place his beliefs first, 
and I admired him for it. He strove tirelessly to 
represent the best interests of his constituents 
and the Nation. 

Madam Speaker, a cruel illness has robbed 
us of a man of faith, integrity, compassion, 
and seemingly limitless potential. I join my col
leagues in remembering PAUL and in sending 
our sincere condolences to his widow and chil
dren. We can only wonder what PAUL'S future 
would have held, had cancer not stricken him 
down, but we know that this country is better 
off because of PAUL HENRY's service to it. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam Speaker, I 
join my colleagues today in paying tribute to a 
Member of this body that all of us will truly 
miss. When we lost PAUL HENRY to his battle 
with cancer, we lost not only a fellow col
league, but also a true friend. 

So much has been said in recent days 
about our friend, that I find it difficult to offer 

· more to the gracious words already spoken. I 
met PAUL shortly after he was first elected in 
1984 and enjoyed the distinct privilege of serv
ing with him on the House Science, Space, 
and Technology Committee. I quickly learned 
to appreciate PAUL'S skills and abilities as a 

. legislator coupled with his sincerity and fair 
treatment of those around him. 

Congress' reputation has suffered in recent 
months, but PAUL HENRY always stood as a 
beacon of integrity in this institution. He was 
an integral part of the Republican party and 
well respected by Members on both sides of 
the aisle. Although we can no longer take ad
vantage of his presence, the memory of our 
friend provides us all with an example to 
which to aspire. 

I pass along my sincerest sympathy to his 
family in this time of sorrow, and wish them an 
added measure of grace in the days to come. 

Mr. ORTON. Madam Speaker, it is always 
sad to hear of the death of a colleague. The 
sense of loss is all the more acute in the case 
of PAUL HENRY, whose decency, strong reli
gious grounding and ability to bridge political 
partisanship made him a friend on both sides 
of the aisle. 

PAUL was popular with his constituents and 
popular with his colleagues. He was serious 
about improving the educational standards of 
this country. He sought what he thought to be 
the best solution to each public policy issue 
regardless of whether this labeled him as a 
liberal or conservative. His background in the 
Peace Corps, in academia and in State poli
tics gave him an even-handedness which we 
all admire. 

One of PAUL'S greatest legacies to this body 
will be the example of his character: forged 
from solid values and yet dedicated to hearing 
all sides and finding common ground. He will 
be sorely missed. 

I extend my prayers and sympathies to 
PAUL'S wife, Karen Anne, and his three chil
dren. 

Mr. CLINGER. Madam Speaker, the death 
of PAUL HENRY is an enormous loss to the 
Congress and to this Nation. His probing intel
lect and dedication to this institution were an 
asset that will not easily be replaced. 

PAUL was a tireless worker on behalf of his 
constituents who were extraordinarily well 
served throughout his 9 years of service in 
this body. He was a man of great compassion 
for those in our society who were down
trodden or in pain and worked tirelessly to ad
dress the concerns and resolve the problems 
which individual constituents brought to him. 

PAUL HENRY was a man of ideas. He was 
an intellectual force in this House-one whose 
thoughtful contributions to debate were always 
listened to and respected even if one did not 
agree with his position. He relished the give 
and take, thrust and parry of the debates. As 
a senior member of the Education and Labor 
Committee he was a regular and valued par
ticipant during the consideration of some of 

the most contentious and controversial issues 
over this last decade. 

I have known PAUL best as a Member of the 
House Wednesday Group. To all of his col
leagues in the group, he was a warm and 
thoughtful friend. Moreover, he was a friend 
whose judgment one could rely upon com
pletely. On issues coming to the House floor 
from his committee with which I was unfamil
iar, I came to trust PAUL'S counsel and analy
sis with ever increasing confidence. He was 
always a solid and totally reliable resource. 

It is difficult to accept the loss of someone 
with such talent and with so much promise for 
the future. PAUL HENRY has made a lasting 
contribution to this place and has touched the 
lives of many, many people. The tragedy is 
that his death cut short a life of such excep
tional promise. 

Mr. GALLEGLY. Madam Speaker, I join in 
mourning the passing of our colleague PAUL 
HENRY. He was a man who served his con
stituents well, but more importantly, he was a 
man who was respected for his honesty and 
integrity, and he will be missed. 

PAUL was an independent-minded Con
gressman, a political scientist who understood 
the ways of Congress and who held a deep 
and abiding respect for this institution. At the 
same time, his deep religious faith and moral 
convictions led him to take principled stands 
that sometimes would have been easier to 
have avoided. But all of us who knew him un
derstood and respected his views, his faith 
and his hard work. 

The reception he received this January 
when he briefly returned to Washington to be 
sworn-in stands as vocal testimony for the re
spect PAUL had on both sides of the aisle. 

With the rest of my colleagues, I join in ex
tending my condolences to PAUL'S wife, Karen, 
and their three children. I hope they are com
forted in their faith, and in the knowledge that 
PAUL HENRY leaves a legacy that will not soon 
be forgotten. 

Mr. ROEMER. Madam Speaker, with great 
sadness I rise today in tribute to the distin
guished Representative of Michigan's Third 
Congressional District, PAUL HENRY. 

I had the opportunity to serve with Con
gressman HENRY, my neighbor to the north, 
on the Committee on Science, Space and 
Technology and the Committee on Education 
and Labor. On both panels, Congressman 
HENRY was respected by Republicans and 
Democrats alike for his keen understanding of 
complex legislative issues and for his willing
ness to work with Members from both sides of 
the aisle in an effort to develop good public 
policy. As a new Member of Congress, I be
lieve that PAUL HENRY's independence, dedi
cation and integrity were an example of what 
a representative of the people should strive to 
be. 

But what touched me most about PAUL 
HENRY was his faith in God and his loyalty to 
his family. For PAUL HENRY, his service as a 
U.S. Representative did not eclipse his com
mitment to God and to his wife Karen and 
their children, Kara, Jordan and Megan. He 
never forgot that he was a Christian. He never 
forgot that he was a husband. He never forgot 
that he was a father. 

May the wonderful examples of PAUL HENRY 
live long after his passing. 
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Mr. CRANE. Madam Speaker, PAUL HENRY 

will always be remembered by his colleagues 
as a conscientious, hard working Member of 
the House of Representatives who well-served 
the citizens of Michigan who sent him to this 
chamber. He will also be remembered as a 
good friend who continually sought to be help
ful. 

And those who sent him to Washington to 
look after their interests should know that 
PAUL had the most fiscally responsible voting 
record in the Michigan congressional delega
tion. He was well known to us as one who 
was concerned with reducing the overall cost 
of government. He fought the extravagances 
of the "tax and spend" group who believe big 
government and big spending provide the an
swer to every problem this country faces. 

PAUL's last election victory will long be re
membered by many of us. He continued his 
campaign for reelection in November although 
he underwent major surgery in late October. 
And almost two-thirds of those voting in that 
election contest cast their ballots for PAUL. 

PAUL was born 51 years ago in my home 
town of Chicago and, as you might imagine, 
he had a close link with members of the Chi
cago area delegation. Following graduation 
from high school in California, he returned to 

· Illinois for his collegiate education. After ob
taining a bachelor's degree at Wheaton Col
lege, he went on to Duke University where he 
received a Ph.O in political science. 

He had an illustrious and, certainly, a most 
interesting career with service in the Peace 
Corps in Liberia and Ethiopia; teaching assign
ments at Calvin College in Michigan and Duke 
University; membership on the Michigan State 
Board of Education; and election to the Michi
gan State House of Representatives and Sen
ate before his first of five elections to the U.S. 
House of Representatives in 1984. 

PAUL HENRY was a gentleman, an outstand
ing Member of Congress and a friend. 

We extend our sympathy to his wife, Karen, 
and to his children, Kara, Jordan and Megan. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Madam Speaker, today 
we remember and pay tribute to PAUL B. 
HENRY. 

Congressman, State representative, political 
scientist, Peace Corps volunteer, father, hus
band and devout christian, he brought to this 
Chamber a wealth of lite experience that 
made him an independent thinker and a distin
guished individual. 

His struggle with cancer moved all of us, 
from his diagnosis during last fall's campaign 
to his reelection only weeks after surgery, 
from his emotional return here for the swear
ing in of the 103d Congress to the grace he 
showed in his last months. As he addressed 
his colleagues not long ago in Roll Call, "I 
count as one of God's great blessings the op
portunity to serve with so many fine people. 
Caring and thoughtfulness know no political 
party." 

PAUL HENRY will be missed. My condo
lences go out to his wife, Karen, and three 
children. 

Mr. GALLO. Madam Speaker, just a few 
weeks ago, we lost a good friend and valued 
colleague, the Honorable PAUL B. HENRY of 
Michigan. 

PAUL and I came to Congress in 1985 and 
our friendship was forged during the early de-

bates in the House on the Republican's role 
as the minority party and on our mutual com
mitment to the cause of responsible conserv
atism. 

Because we both came from State legisla
tures, we shared many insights on the legisla
tive process and its impact on people. He un
derstood, as we all must, that the first ques
tion about a pending piece of legislation must 
be, how will this affect my constituents? 

PAUL'S abiding strength during good times 
and bad was derived from his faith-his reli
gious faith, and his faith in the democratic 
process. 

In that fine combination of personal faith 
and public dedication, PAUL said many times 
that he considered his opportunity for public 
service to be one of the great blessings of his 
life. 

And, at a time when it has become fashion
able in the media and among the public to see 
dark political motives in the every action of 
each Member of this House, PAUL stood as 
the proof that those critics were wrong-the 
highest calling for service in this House is the 
ability to reach out to people and to under
stand their concerns. 

PAUL knew that service means more than 
just understanding. It includes a commitment 
that each of us makes to do our best every 
day to give the average citizen a level playing 
field in dealing with a government that has be
come too big and too impersonal. 

In a town where it is big business to sec
ond-guess the actions of elected officials and 
to label them based on the causes they cham
pion, it is a great complement to PAUL that no 
one was ever able to put a label on him. 

He took each issue as an opportunity to 
solve problems for people and he always 
called them as he saw them, based on his 
own analysis of the situation. 

Madam Speaker, it is always difficult to lose 
a friend and a colleague, but it is particularly 
sad when that individual is taken at the prime 
of life. 

PAUL HENRY'S legacy to us is his dedication 
to the high principle of public service. His 
friendship will be greatly missed, but his ex
ample will live on among us during these con
tentious and challenging times. 

Our sincere condolences go out to his fam
ily, with our heartfelt appreciation for PAUL 
HENRY'S many contributions to our democracy 
and for his high standard of service to the 
people of the United States. 

Mr. WOLF. Madam Speaker, it is with great 
sadness today that I rise to recognize the out
standing service of my colleague and dear 
friend PAUL HENRY during his all-too-brief ten
ure in the House. 

As we all know, PAUL passed away May 31 
as a result of brain cancer. He is, however, re
membered by all of us as a very hard work
er-devoted to God, his family, our Nation, 
and the people of Michigan's 3d Congres
sional District. PAUL was a political scientist, 
educated at Wheaton College and Duke Uni
versity, where he earned his Ph.D. in 1970. 
Following his service as an aide to former 
Congressman John Anderson, PAUL when 
elected to the Michigan House in 1978, and 4 
years later, in 1982, PAUL was elected to the 
Michigan Senate. 

In 1984, PAUL came to Washington to serve 
Congress, and he quickly earned the well-de-

served reputation among his colleagues and 
others as an honest, thoughtful, and effective 
Member of the House. As a member of the 
House Education and Labor Committee, Paul 
worked to improve the quality of life for all the 
people of Michigan as well as our entire Na
tion. He dedicated his time and effort in work
ing to reduce crime on our Nation's streets 
and improve opportunities for all Americans 
with regards to jobs and education. He also 
concentrated on gaining support for legislation 
he sponsored requiring a 5-cent deposit on 
beverage cans and bottles. PAUL always was 
deeply concerned about working conditions for 
employees, especially construction workers, 
who face some of the highest rates of death 
and injury among workers, and employees ex
posed to hazardous substances. 

PAUL'S strength and dedication were recog
nized not only by his colleagues in Congress 
but more importantly the people he so ably 
served in the Third Congressional District. Fol
lowing his victory in 1984 with 62 percent of 
the vote, PAUL went on to win three more 
terms in the House, each time compiling well 
over 70 percent of the vote. The deep support 
of his constituents meant a great deal to PAUL, 
and even after PAUL was diagnosed with a 
brain tumor before the 1992 election, the vot
ers in the Third District acknowledged PAUL's 
service in the past and his ability to overcome 
long odds in easily re-electing PAUL to a fifth 
term. 

I know I speak for all of us in recognizing 
PAUL'S accomplishments in the House and his 
service to our Nation. I, like so many others, 
will miss PAUL'S wisdom, integrity, and civility. 
We should be guided, however, by the devo
tion to God and dedication to country by which 
PAUL HENRY lived. His outstanding career in 
the House will always be remembered. To his 
wife Karen, his three children, and his parents 
Or. and Mrs. Carl Henry, we offer our deepest 
sympathy. 

Mr. WALKER. Madam Speaker, this special 
order in memory of our former colleague, PAUL 
HENRY, is truly a sad occasion. No one would 
have thought a year ago that we would be 
paying our last respects to such a young, en
ergetic, and bright man. When PAUL went 
home to Michigan last October to campaign 
for reelection, he had already served the peo
ple of the 6th District of Michigan for 8 years, 
and we certainly had no reason to suspect he 
would not be back to complete another term. 

I had the privilege serving with PAUL on the 
Science, Space, and Technology Committee 
for the 81/2 years he spent in Congress, an as
signment which I know he considered an im
portant priority. During those 8 years I came to 
know him and to respect him as a thoughtful 
and always knowledgeable member of the 
committee. Earlier this year, the committee 
confirmed his appointment as the ranking Re
publican member of the Investigations and 
Oversight Subcommittee; unfortunately, we 
never had the benefit of his leadership in that 
post. He was also deeply committed to his 
work on the Education and Labor Committee. 

PAUL's contribution in the fields of science 
and technology and education has not gone 
unnoticed, however. Grand Valley State Uni
versity announced last week that it plans to 
name its new science complex at its Allendale 
campus in his honor. This is a fitting tribute to 
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PAUL, combining his interest in improving the 
quality of education with his recognition that a 
strong science and technology base will keep 
this Nation prosperous. 

We will miss PAUL'S wisdom and experi
ence. I extend my deepest sympathy to his 
wife, Karen, and their children for their loss. 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Madam Speaker, PAUL 
HENRY was a friend-a decent, intelligent 
man, and a special "life giver." He was what 
this institution needs in bucketfuls-a fine per
son, broad gauge, with a deep sense not of 
self service, but of service. 

No man is irreplaceable, but PAUL comes 
closer than almost any I know. 

Mr. FISH. Madam Speaker, I rise this 
evening to pay tribute to PAUL HENRY. PAUL'S 
steadfast ideals and dedication to the people 
of Michigan and the entire country brought 
honor to the institutions in which he served, 
and his work and commitment will not be for
gotten. 

Ever since he came to Congress in 1985, I 
knew him to be a thoughtful, diligent contribu
tor who made friends quickly and easily. He 
shared his life with others; serving in the 
Peace Corps, teaching college, and then rep
resenting the Grand Rapids area in both State 
and Federal politics. He was widely respected 
by Members on both sides of the aisle, and he 
fought his illness with great courage and dig
nity. 

I would like to express my deepest sym
pathy to PAUL's wife, Karen Anne, and their 
three children. I hope they can take some 
comfort in knowing that we share their loss. 
We miss him. 

Mr. BAKER of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker, the 
ability to stand for principle, and yet not be un
reasonable in your perspective is a rare gift. 
To attend to every responsibility, and yet have 
time for everyone, is a difficult task. But to re
main a sensitive and caring person in the 
midst of public life, may be the most challeng
ing task of all. PAUL HENRY, was not just a 
Congressman, he was a caring man who 
fought for principle and who believed in his 
country. He was always ready to help a friend, 
but never failed to perform his duties as a 
Member of Congress. 

The loss to his family is painful and deep. 
Among his broad circle of friends there is 
much emptiness. There are many with whom 
he worked who will miss his strong leadership. 
But this great country will be less determined 
and less noble, less able to become what we 
all hope for, without the strength of PAUL 
HENRY. 

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
Congress has lost one of its most dedicated 
Members with the untimely death of PAUL 
HENRY. Representative HENRY and I first met 
when we served in the Michigan State legisla
ture together during the late 1970's. It was 
then that I first had the opportunity to realize 
what a caring and giving public servant PAUL 
HENRY was. Years later, it was my ~onor to 
serve with him again, here in the House of 
Representatives. 

PAUL HENRY quickly distinguished himself in 
Congress by serving as a strong voice for chil
dren and education. He made certain that their 
voice was heard by initiating the College Sav
ings Bond Program and the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act. 

PAUL HENRY faced his battle with cancer as 
he tackled every other challenge-with a cour
age and strength that served as an inspiration 
to all of us. 

There is no greater tragedy than that of un
realized potential. It is tragic, indeed, that this 
body and our Nation will be denied the bene
fits of the future achievements of PAUL HENRY. 
The National Journal recently deemed PAUL 
HENRY "A Rising Star." We can now only 
speculate as to just how high PAUL'S star 
would have climbed, and how many voiceless 
children would have benefited from its rise. 

PAUL HENRY's legacy as a public servant, 
however, will not die. It has been said that no 
amount of darkness can overcome the light of 
a single candle. During his life PAUL HENRY lit 
a candle of commitment, dedication and excel
lence that will burn in all of our hearts and 
souls, forever. 

Mr. GOODLING. Madam Speaker, I was 
privileged to attend, with many of my col
leagues, the memorial service for PAUL HENRY 
in Grand Rapids, the depth of loss felt by all 
was unmistakable. Here is a man who, while 
some comfort can be taken in knowing that 
today he sits with God, will be truly missed
in his home district, in his home State of 
Michigan, here in Congress, and among all 
those he touched during his all too brief jour
ney on this Earth. 

Although it sounds trite I suppose, to say 
Paul was a man who, when he came to that 
fork in the road, usually took the one less trav
eled. Oh, I'm sure, politics occasionally played 
a role in that decision, but more often he took 
that road because it was the course de
manded by his sense of what was the right 
thing to do. These weren't decisions Paul 
made lightly, based on some quick gut reac
tion that can be categorized under one politi
cal philosophy, but rather ones based on a 
very deliberative, thoughtful review of every
thing he could get his hands on pertinent to 
the relevant issues. Described by his first pri
mary opponent as a "John Anderson Liberal 
Republican," PAUL, in fact, defied political la
bels, often following the Republican main
stream but, as often, charting his own course. 

Examples on the Committee on Education 
and Labor range from the large to the small. 
Last year he spearheaded the development of 
an OSHA reform bill when, frankly, it was a 
less than popular thing to do with either the 
business community or even many of his fel
low members on the committee. However, his 
efforts set the stage and will be built upon this 
year. Similarly, a few years back, he devel
oped a key alternative on occupational dis
ease notification with then-ranking Jim Jef
fords. 

He was heavily involved in job training is
sues, with a constant commitment to watching 
out for older workers. But I also remember the 
smaller examples which bear out PAUL'S fine 
attention to detail and his willingness to cut 
across the grain. He supported the original 
Civil Rights Act of 1990 when his party and 
President were opposed, but conditioned that 
support on the correction of one little-noticed, 
but important, provision dealing with attorney 
fees. He knew it was wrong and although few 
of the rest of us paid much attention to it-and 
the press even less-worked successfully be
hind the scenes to correct it. There was no 
glory here, only hard work. 

In another situation, he successfully worked 
to correct a highly technical, but critical, prob
lem concerning ERISA preemption of State 
prevailing wage laws when, frankly, few were 
supportive of his efforts. Now, however, that 
same bill is up again for consideration on the 
House floor and the fix PAUL negotiated is 
known as the Henry language, and we are for
tunate he paid attention to the small details 
when the rest of us did not. 

But let me talk about some other areas 
where Paul's contributions were crucial. 

First and foremost, PAUL HENRY was an ed
ucator and a Member who turned his intellec
tual powers on issues he believed had moral, 
educational, or religious significance. For ex
ample, when the committee was drafting Fed
eral child care legislation, he was a major pro
ponent of allowing religious institutions to par
ticipate. He believed in the need for quality 
child care services for young children but also 
believed we should respect the parent's 
choice to give their children a moral and reli
gious training. 

In 1990, drawing on his love of the arts, his 
commitment to free expression, and his strong 
moral code, PAUL HENRY played a key role in 
crafting compromise legislation that ensured 
the reauthorization and continuation of the Na
tional Endowment for the Arts. 

As a former college professor, PAUL be
lieved that all Americans had a right to a high
er education and should be encouraged to do 
the very best. He was an active member of 
the Subcommittee on Postsecondary Edu
cation, and through his intellect and attention 
to detail, he made many contributions over the 
years to the Higher Education Act. 

PAUL was willing to take sides on issues 
that politics alone would have led him to 
avoid. For example, in 1991, it became known 
that USDA's regulations for the WIC Program 
were going to continue excluding cereals that 
contained fruit from WIC food packages. 
Given the importance of this industry in his 
district, one might think he would have come 
down hard on the Agency. Instead, Mr. HENRY 
was persuaded that the WIC regulations ex
cluding cereals that contained fruit were war
ranted. A few weeks later Mr. HENRY met with 
Kellogg's executives and, in effect, told them 
he was going to stand by the USDA position. 

These are small examples in a life rich with 
many contributions that demonstrate PAUL'S 
devotion to getting things right-and in doing 
the right thing-and they provide just a small 
insight into why he was so highly respected in 
the House. He will be sorely missed in the 
committee and the Congress as a whole. 

PAUL HENRY was a man who took politics 
seriously because of the effect laws can have 
on others, but he never took himself too seri
ously as a politician. He could step back from 
it all and put it in the context of his faith and 
his family, whom he put first in his life-ahead 
of politics. The rest of us can learn from the 
course he set and only hope to do half as 
well. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. UPTON. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have five legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks on the subject of this special 
order. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 

VELAZQUEZ). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Michi
gan? 

There was no objection. 

ON NAFTA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 

VELAZQUEZ). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentlewoman from Ohio 
[Ms. KAPTUR] is recognized for 60 min
utes. 

IN TRIBUTE TO THE LATE HON. PAUL B. HENRY 

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Speaker, in lis
tening to the prior special order, I 
must add my own comments, as a sis
ter from the neighboring State of Ohio, 
to my colleagues in the Michigan dele
gation, to the gentleman from Michi
gan, Congressman FRED UPTON, a 
friend to all of us here and, certainly, 
a lifelong friend to PAUL HENRY and to 
his family. 

What a credit to PAUL. He is smiling 
down on all of you right now, paying 
such a beautiful eloquent tribute to 
such a fine, good, decent man. 

As emotional as the tribute was, I 
think he would be a bit humbled by it 
all and probably would not have want
ed you to do it. But I know that from 
my own experience with him, in travel
ing that route between Washington and 
Detroit Airport oftentimes, what 
amazed me about PAUL was how he al
ways found time to read books, which 
is so very hard in this job. 

I do not think in the years that I 
have served with PAUL HENRY there 
was ever an unkind word that I heard 
the man utter to anyone. He truly was 
a gentleman's gentleman and raised 
the level of this institution. I know 
with capable leaders like the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. UPTON], his 
legacy will continue in this Congress. I 
am just honored to have been here in 
the Chamber when this tribute was 
paid by the entire Michigan delegation 
and as a next-door Buckeye from the 
State of Ohio. I am just glad to have 
known our dear colleague, PAUL 
HENRY, and wish his family, Karen and 
Kara and Jordan and Megan, Godspeed 
in the days and the weeks and the 
months ahead. Your strength will 
strengthen them. 

JOINT STATEMENT OF THE ARAB AND JEWISH 
COMMUNITIES OF GREATER TOLEDO 

Madam Speak er, I wanted also to 
place in the RECORD this evening a 
beautiful statement that was written 
and signed today, this historic day of 
September 13, 1993, on the day that the 
Working Peace Accord and Statement 
of Principles was signed by the nation 
of Israel and the Palestinian Libera
tion Organization. 

In my home community of Toledo, 
OH, northwest Ohio, a wonderful event 
occurred. I am very fortunate to rep
resent a community that has a large 
number of citizens who trace their ori
gins to the Middle East. They are peo-

ple who come from different faiths, 
Jewish, Christian, Muslim, but to
gether they have helped to build one of 
the finest communities in the United 
States of America. 

Today, they gathered at the Federal 
building in downtown Toledo as the 
ceremony was transpiring on the lawn 
of the White House, and they drafted 
their own statement and signed it as a 
community of great hope, a statement 
of hope, that I would like to read into 
the RECORD. 

It says: 
We, the members of the Arab and Jewish 

communities of Greater Toledo, representing 
the Christian, Muslim and Jewish faiths, 
have issued the following joint statement ac
knowledging our common support of the 
Declaration of Principles agreed upon by the 
State of Israel and the Palestine Liberation 
Organization. 

The Arab and Jewish communities of 
Greater Toledo join together today in 
thanksgiving and in appreciation for this 
historic beginning. This event marks the 
dawning of a new era in the relations be
tween the Israeli and Palestinian peoples, 
which will hopefully in turn usher in an era 
of peace for all parties to the Middle East 
conflict. 

We realize that there will be many chal
lenges that will be confronted during the 
days and years which lie ahead. We hope and 
we pray that a rapport of trust and con
fidence will be established which allows for 
the creation of a comprehensive, just and 
lasting peace for all the peoples of the re
gion. 

This special part of the world, the birth
place of Judaism, Christianity and Islam, 
gave the world a vision of peace inscribed in 
our sacred writings-the Torah, the New Tes
tament and the Koran. It is most appropriate 
that the peoples of the region realize the 
beautiful vision of their prophets and teach
ers. We fervently join together as commu
nities intricately bound to the Middle East 
with our sincere and earnest prayer. May 
God grant the leaders of the Middle East the 
wisdom and the insight to fulfill the goal of 
an everlasting peace for our brothers and sis
ters. 

D 2030 
The signers of this statement of hope 

were from our community: Laila Asad, 
Rabbi Arnold Beinstcok, Nabil L. 
Hanna, Nadeem Salem, Mr. Steve 
Edelstein, Reverend Michael Ellias, 
Yehia Shousher, Mr. Neil Light, Mi
chael Sugheir, Joanne Rubin, Samir 
Abu Absi, Rabbi Alan Sokobin, Maryse 
Mikhail, Michael Berebitsky, Howard 
Fried, Marla Levine, and Jack Gallon. 

Madam Speaker, I include for the 
record this statement and the names 
just noted. 

Madam Speaker, I would also like to 
say what an honor it is for me to serve 
citizens like these in the Nation's Cap
ital. In watching their faces today as 
we jointly watched that ceremony on 
the White House lawn, and sharing that 
very historic moment with them, it 
gives me a great fulness of heart to 
know that there are citizens like this 
in our country who are not narrowly 
focused, but who reach across the lines 

of faith and heritage and have good 
will for all people. It is a great honor 
for me to enter their names in the his
toric record this evening of September 
13, 1993. 

Madam Speaker, I would like to 
move on to events that are before us 
this week here in Washington, D.C., be
cause we expect this week, probably to
morrow, the President of the United 
States to make a major statement 
from the White House with the support 
of several others to push through this 
Congress this fall a treaty, actually an 
executive agreement, that was nego
tiated by the Bush Administration, 
more familiarly known as the North 
American Free Trade Agreement. 

In my own judgment, I hardly think 
it will be free. We have here in Wash
ington the situation now where lobby
ists are literally prowling the halls try
ing to ram through this Congress an 
agreement that does not have the sup
port of the American people. They are 
spending a lot of money to do it. This 
is an issue where the American people 
must speak up. They must speak up to 
their Members of Congress and they 
must speak up to the Members of the 
other body, for fully $25 million and 
more will be spent to try to push this 
agreement through Congress. 

What makes it so troublesome, if we 
look at the document which is about 
2,000 pages long, and I have read it, and 
I am waiting for the President to send 
up the side agreements, it is written in 
language that I am sure most college 
professors would have difficulty deci
phering. It is not a document of high 
purpose. It is a document of technical
ity. It will be a lawyers' field day. Law
yers from this country, from other na
tions, will have to define words that 
are left hanging in the text. 

I really am concerned about what it 
will mean for the future of our coun
try, our working people, our farmers, 
those who govern our States, localities, 
our small businesses, so many people 
who have so much at risk with this 
agreement that is largely not well pub
licized and not well understood by the 
public. 

Thousands and thousands of jobs and 
companies and businesses and farm en
terprises are on the line in our country 
as a result of this negotiated agree
ment. The agreement was really done 
by what I would call experts, trade ex
perts, people who are not subject to 
election by the people of the United 
States. 

We know that this is an agreement 
that will not be debated. Of the three 

. countries that it concerns, the United 
States, Canada, and Mexico, the agree
ment will not be debated in Mexico, be
cause Mexico does not allow for dissent 
or full debate on any issue. It is a one
party state. It is a nation that borders 
us on the south, but its traditions and 
its political systems are very, very dif
ferent from our own. 
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In Canada the vast majority of Cana

dian people do not support this agree
ment. Yet that government allowed the 
agreement to be approved with very 
little debate. Where will this agree
ment rest for full debate? In this 
Chamber, in the House of Representa
tives of the United States of America, 
the most democratic body of govern
ment on the face of the Earth. We wel
come that debate. 

This week it was announced that in 
Glendale, WI, Briggs-Stratton Co. will 
move an additional 230 jobs to Mexico, 
jobs lost in the State of Wisconsin. The 
press release read that those jobs 
would be expanded after August of 1994. 
Very interesting, the timing on the 
movement of jobs from the United 
States to Mexico. We have already lost 
over 2,100 companies south of the bor
der. Now they anticipate over 700,000 
people employed at very low wages 
south of the border, while our people 
are forced to look for work, more peo
ple working part-time in our country 
than ever before in our history, people 
who do not get full benefits, people who 
are having difficulty supporting their 
families, and the people in Mexico who 
end up working in these jobs, not earn
ing a living wage. 

Who is really making money out of 
this deal? I find it ironic that one of 
the corporations that is supporting 
this accord, IBM, recently announced 
thousands and thousands and thou
sands of layoffs in our country. Yet 
they are here in Washington trying to 
lobby this agreement so that more of 
those jobs, IBM jobs, can be moved to 
Mexico. Is that right? Is that really the 
best we can do as a country and as a 
continent? 

We know that other companies are 
poised to move south. In fact, the State 
of Yucatan in Mexico has advertise
ments in the trade magazines telling 
our companies just to call a number 
and they will make it very easy for 
companies to find labor, people who 
will work for $1 an hour. Is that the 
best we can do as a country and as a 
continent? 

I would say to Members of Congress 
who are listening to this special order 
this evening, if they have not traveled 
the highways and the byways of Mex
ico, they should not vote for this agree
ment. If they have only traveled to the 
tourist spots of Acapulco and Puerto 
Vallarta and Cancun, they should not 
vote for this agreement. They should 
put th ems elves in the shoes of the peo
ple of our country who have lost their 
jobs, and the list is endless, then go see 
where those jobs have gone in Mexico, 
and then make their judgment. 

This past May I, along with the gen
tlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. BENT
LEY], who spoke earlier this evening, 
led a congressional bipartisan delega
tion of eight women Members on a 
factfinding mission to Mexico to find 
out what happened to our jobs and to 

examine the human face of trade, the 
people who are affected in our country 
and in Mexico, and what effect has U.S. 
trade with Mexico and the presence 
there of over 2,100 of our companies had 
on our people here back at home, and 
also on the people of Mexico; how have 
our people benefited, and how have 
Mexican workers and their families 
benefited, or have they rather suffered 
from the growing transnational com
pany presence in that country? 

What has happened to living condi
tions here in our country, and what 
about in Mexico? It is particularly 
vital that we ask these questions be
cause we expect the full court press to 
begin this week to try to line up votes 
in this Congress. By any measure, 
NAFTA will increase United States 
corporate movement to Mexico. What
ever effect these corporations have had 
on the Mexican people up to now, this 
accord will amplify. We know over 
700,000 U.S. jobs are already located 
south of our border, and they have 
moved there at an alarming rate since 
1985. They are companies whose names 
we recognize. In fact, if I unrolled 
them, we could wrap the room with 
their names. 

They are names you know: Proctor 
Silex out of North Carolina; Trico out 
of Buffalo, NY; Delco from Indiana; 
General Motors, from throughout the 
United States; Green Giant from Cali
fornia; Converse shoes. You had better 
check the labels on your shoes. Then 
here is Dura Corp. from my own com
munity in Toledo, OH, and Zenith 
Corp. Zenith, remember, those are the 
televisions that used to be made in the 
United States. They put out of work 
thousands of workers in Illinois, thou
sands of workers in Missouri, and now 
12,000 people of Mexico are employed in 
the Zenith plant down there. 

D 2040 
And all of that production is sent 

back here to the United States. The 
people of Mexico cannot afford to buy 
the televisions they are making. 

And what happened to the workers of 
the United States who used to work at 
Zenith, where are all of these stories in 
the press about what happened to our 
people? The press is almost silent on 
the thousands and thousands and hun
dreds of thousands of U.S. citizens 
whose lives have been impacted by the 
movement of these jobs to the south. 
Where are the old investigative report
ers? Where are the modern-day Edward 
R. Murrows? Where are the stories that 
should be written about our people who 
are out there trying to make it after 
their jobs have moved out of town? 

I asked myself throughout our visit 
who has benefited from all of this. 
What we found in Mexico was dismay
ing. The Mexican people who work at . 
the plants called maquiladora plants, 
and that is translated golden mills, and 
I can tell you who is making the gold, 

have not benefited from their associa
tion with these companies. Worker 
after worker related their personnel 
stories of subsistence pay. One woman 
said to me, "MARCY, you must under
stand. I work for hunger wages." She 
does not make enough to support her 
family, but she lives at the edge of sur
vival. 

Dangerous working conditions. A 
man who worked in a furnace in a U.S.
owned company whose job was to crawl 
up into that furnace every night, and 
to clean it out with no protection, no 
ability to wash off those chemicals. 
And his wife told me when he comes 
home at night he is blue in the face, 
and he is sick, and he has very bad 
headaches. No one cares. There is no 
occupational safety and health protec
tions for the people in that country. 

Exploitation by American managers 
and companies. Yes, exploitation. I 
talked to one plant manager who drove 
down to a company every day. He lived 
in California, went into Mexico during 
the day, and drove back to California 
at night. And I said, "Sir, how much do 
these workers in your plant make for 
social security benefits? Do they get to 
put aside social security?" He said, 
"Congresswoman, I don't worry about 
that. I worry about the bottom line." I 
said, "Well, sir, if you don't worry, who 
does worry about these workers?" They 
have no voice. And what about denial 
of labor rights. What about the fact 
that the people there cannot speak up 
for themselves? They do not have the 
legal protections of citizens in our 
country. They do not have a court sys
tem like ours. 

And what a shame that the side 
agreement on labor that was supposed 
to be put into this treaty has come up 
so short. If there is a violation, if 
someone really wants to wage a com
pliant, and they are found guilty, there 
is no sanction, there is no penalty. It is 
a toothless side agreement, and even if 
it were an agreement that had some 
teeth, we were told by the Secretary of 
Commerce of the nation of Mexico that 
the side agreement will have no ability 
to really affect anything in the main 
body of the agreement. That is not 
something I want to buy for the people 
of our country. 

We complied data while we were 
down there and actual samples that 
show the exploitation of the Mexican 
workers by United States companies 
does not stop at the factory door. In 
fact, we went through the neighbor
hoods, we went through the industrial 
parks. We saw the release of toxic 
chemicals into the environment near 
where the people lived. United States 
companies operating in Mexico have 
created a severe health risk. A multi
billion-dollar continental cleanup prob
lem exists already, and this accord has 
not even been passed. We ought to 
clean up the past mess before we allow 
any more to be created. 
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The samples that we took in these 

communities were contaminated with 
such toxic industrial pollutants as 
lead, mercury, benzene, xylene. These 
are dangerous chemicals. Some con
centrations were so great that the sam
ples would be considered as hazardous 
waste in our country, and our samples 
were taken from shallow drainage 
ditches that ran unfenced behind resi
dential and industrial areas where chil
dren played and livestock graze<L 
Clearly, the manufacturers responsible 
for this pollution have not made a 
good-faith effort, and I underline good
faith, to comply with the requirements 
of Mexican environmental law or of 
plain common sense. They have created 
a life-threatening continental mess 
that will cost billions of dollars to 
clean up. 

And where is that money to clean it 
up supposed to come from? Certainly 
not from the taxpayers of the United 
States who have lost their jobs by the 
thousands to Mexico? Why should they 
be asked to pay? And certainly not the 
citizens of Mexico who are earning 
such low wages they cannot even afford 
to buy what they make? Certainly not 
them. And so where is the money to 
come from for all of the cleanup? 

Most of the samples that we took had 
an extremely high number of coliforms 
and fecal coliforms in drinking water, 
too dangerous to drink, indicating that 
the areas from which those samples 
were taken right near where people 
lived were contaminated with human 
fecal matter. That is not surprising. 
People who work at United States
owned factories in Mexico live in com
munities without running water, no 
electricity, no heat in the wintertime, 
and no sewage system. Their ram
shackle outhouses are often flooded. 
And it is no wonder that they have had 
outbreaks of cholera, typhoid fever 
having been reported, and where some 
of the water drains into our country se
rious, serious problems with hepatitis 
B. 

We have released a report that is 
available to the public entitled "Eco
nomic and Environmental Conditions 
in the Lower Rio Grande Valley along 
the Texas-Mexico Border." This report 
finds that United States-owned plants 
in Mexico have flaunted Mexican envi
ronmental requirements and have con
tributed to environmental degradation. 
And if you would like a report all you 
have to do is write Congresswoman 
MARCY K;APTUR, U.S. Congress, Wash
ington, DC. They will find me. I will 
send you that report. 

As disturbing as our findings are, it 
is certain that conditions for Mexican 
families will worsen if this agreement 
is approved. By easing investment 
rules, this agreement will increase 
United States investment in Mexico, 
and that means more factories down 
there doing business as usual, contami
nating their own workers and commu
nities. 

A second report that has been re
leased that I can make available is one 
entitled "NAFTA's Corporate Cadre." 
This report, released by the Institute 
of Policy Studies here in Washington, 
details the leadership of the organiza
tions here in Washington promoting 
this treaty, and the main one is called 
USA-NAFTA, and it is dominated by 
the heaviest polluters. Ten of the top 
leaders in this pro-NAFTA coalition 
rank in the top 30 U.S. releasers of 
toxics in 1992. You know some of the 
names. Du Pont ranks No. 1. Monsanto, 
No. 3. 3M is No. 8. Now these companies 
are working with the USA-NAFTA coa
lition that is going to be coming out 
with a big press announcement this 
week so that they can go to Mexico and 
pollute down there and leave a legacy 
for us to have to clean up in this coun
try with Superfund money. We can 
only imagine what this means for the 
heal th and safety of millions of people 
who will reside on this continent in the 
years to come. 

Our delegation took samples at sites 
along the border which showed dan
gerous toxic contamination. For in
stance, one sample we took from an 
open ditch that runs between various 
chemical companies in a residential 
area close to the GM plant located, 
called Finsa in Matamoros, Mexico, 
contained enough petroleum hydro
carbons to qualify it as a hazardous 
waste four times over under the defini
tions used in our country. High levels 
of mercury were also present. The sam
ples also were contaminated with ben
zene, toluene, ethyl benzene, and xy
lene, again at levels to qualify as haz
ardous waste. 
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Further east along the same canal 

closer to residential areas, a sludge 
sample that we tested contained mer
cury at 145 times acceptable levels. 
These industrial pollutants cause brain 
damage, birth defects, and other health 
problems. We also obtained samples 
from the soil and water in the residen
tial communities, known as colonias, 
where the people live down there. Many 
of these people lived near the compa
nies that had moved down there from 
our country. Many of these residential 
areas are sited very close to the compa
nies, the companies and their toxic 
chemicals. The colonias are also with
out those basics necessary to human 
health-running water and sewers, de
cent sewage control-even those resi
dents working at plants that were so 
spanking brand-new that you would 
swear you must be in a suburban area 
of the United States, in industrial 
areas. 

But just go to where the workers 
live; one water sample we took from a 
residential area was contaminated with 
coliform bacteria at 400 times our 
standards here. A soil sample we took 
from where children were playing was 

contaminated with coliform at rates 
1,500 times U.S. standards. A third sam
ple that we took was taken near a 
water outlet where children run 
through and play near, an outhouse. It 
was contaminated with coliform at 
rates over 1,000 times U.S. standards. 
We released these results from our trip 
to the colonia roma in Reynosa, Mex
ico, and we know that that type of bac
teria and exposure is linked to typhoid 
fever and choloera. 

Let me say that Reynosa is home to 
some companies that you would know 
the names of: General Electric, General 
Motors, TRW Corporation, and many, 
many other U.S. companies. 

This NAFTA agreement must be de
feated, and in its place we must nego
tiate a trade agreement that does not 
jeopardize the jobs or the standard of 
living or the environmental conditions 
of the people of the United States of 
America but also genuinely addresses 
the terrible conditions of the region 
south of the border. 

We need tough enforcement of inter
national standards, we need to uphold 
the standard of living of the United 
States and our democratic principles as 
what we expect of the nations to the 
south of us that wish to do busines·s 
with us, and we need secure and dedi
cated funding sources paid for by the 
polluters, adequate to clean up both 
present and future contamination. 

In future days I will be reading from 
many of the people whom we visited 
while we were in Mexico, particularly 
those who have been silenced by their 
own governments. I will enter those 
into the RECORD. 

Madam Speaker, I make a plea to the 
President of our country to try to build 
democracy through any agreement to 
which the United States is a party. 
Trade is not enough by itself, but in 
fact the power of this marketplace 
must be used to build democracy in all 
nations whose people hunger for a bet
ter way of life, and a functioning de
mocracy should be the first threshold 
of entry into any common market of 
the Americas. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and .any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. lNHOFE) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. lNHOFE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. Goss, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, for 5 min

utes, today. 
Mr. HYDE, for 60 minutes each day, 

on September 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 27, 28, 29, 
30, and October 1. 

Mrs. BENTLEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. LAROCCO) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 
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Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, on Sep

tember 14. 
Mr. LARocco, for 5 minutes, on Sep

tember 14. 
Mr. DINGELL, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mrs. MALONEY, for 60 minutes, on 

September 28. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. INHOFE) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN. 
Mr. GALLO. 
Mr. SOLOMON in two instances. 
Mr. HYDE. 
Mr. SANTORUM. 
Mr. GILMAN. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. LAROCCO) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. 
Mr. ·-FARR. 
Mr. BECERRA. 
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. 
Mr. MARTINEZ. 
Mr. FORD of Tennessee. 
Mr. SANGMEISTER. 
Mr. OLVER. 
Mr. SLATTERY. 
Ms. DELAURO, in two instances. 
Mr. BLACKWELL. 
Mr. MOAKLEY. 
Mr. DEUTSCH. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Ms. KAPTUR) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Ms. KAPTUR. 
Mr. CLAY. 
Mr. SERRANO. 
Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. 
Mr. FORD of Tennessee. 
Mr. DE LUGO. 
Mr. TRAFICANT. 
Mr. HUGHES. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTIONS AND 
A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION RE
FERRED 
Joint resolution and a concurrent 

resolution of the Senate of the follow
ing titles were taken from the Speak
er's table and, under the rule, referred 
as follows: 

S.J. Res. 50. Joint resolution to designate 
the weeks of September 19, 1993, through 
September 25, 1993, and of September 18, 1994, 
through September 24, 1994, as "National Re
habilitation Week," to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

S.J. Res. 94. Joint resolution to designate 
the week of October 3, 1993, through October 
9, 1993, as "National Customer Service 
Week," to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

S. Con. Res. 42. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress that the 
sixtieth anniversary of the Ukraine famine 
of 1932--1933 should serve as a reminder of the 
brutality of Stalin's repressive policies to-

ward the Ukrainian people, to the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

SENATE ENROLLED JOINT 
RESOLUTION SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his signa
ture to an enrolled joint resolution of 
the Senate of the following title: 

S.J. Res. 126. Joint resolution designating 
September 10, 1993, as "National POW/MIA 
Recognition Day" and authorizing the dis
play of the National League of Families 
POW/MIA flag. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 8 o'clock and 56 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues
day, September 14, 1993, at 10 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1870. A letter from the Director, the Office 
of Management and Budget, transmitting 
the cumulative report on rescissions and de
ferrals of budget authority as of September 
1, 1993, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 685(e) (H. Doc. 
103-134); to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. 

1871. A letter from the Chief of Legislative 
Affairs, Department of the Navy, transmit
ting notification of the Navy's intent to offer 
for transfer a vessel to the Government of 
Morocco, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2321j; to the 
Cammi ttee on Armed Services. 

1872. A letter from the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting the 
fourth biennial report of the Director of the 
National Institutes of Health, pursuant to 42 
U.S.C. 283; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

1873. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of De
fense, transmitting notification of a pro
posed transfer of United States origin major 
defense equipment by the Government of the 
United Kingdom to the Government of Aus
tria (Transmittal No. DRSA-1-93), pursuant 
to 22 U.S.C. 2776(d); to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

1874. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of State for Legislative Affairs, transmitting 
copies of the report of political contributions 
by Edward P. Djerejian, of Maryland, to be 
Ambassador to Israel and members of his 
family, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 3944(b)(2); to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1875. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of State for Legislative Affairs, transmitting 
copies of the original report of political con
tributions by Thomas A. Loftus, of Wiscon
sin, to be Ambassador to Norway; of Alan 
John Blinken, of New York. to be Ambas
sador to Belgium; of Swanee Grace Hunt, of 
Colorado, to be Ambassador to the Republic 
of Austria; of Parker W. Borg, of Minnesota, 
to be Ambassador to Iceland; of William 
Lacy Swing, of North Carolina, to be Ambas
sador to Haiti; and members of their fami
lies, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 3944(b)(2); to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1876. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of State for Legislative Affairs, transmitting 
copies of the original report of political con
tributions by Thomas Michael Tolliver Niles, 
of Kentucky, to be Ambassador to Greece; by 
Richard W. Teare, of Ohio to be Ambassador 
to the Republic of Vanuatu; and by Edward 
Joseph Perkins of Oregon, to be Ambassador 
to Australia; and members of their families, 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 3944(b)(2); to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

1877. A letter from the Chairman, the J. 
William Fulbright Foreign Scholarship 
Board, transmitting the annual report of the 
Board; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1878. A letter from the Secretary of the In
terior, transmitting a copy of the final engi
neering report for the Mni Wiconi Rural 
Water Project, South Dakota; to the Com
mittee on Natural Resources. 

1879. A letter from the Secretary, Depart
ment of Transportation, transmitting a re
porting on emergehcy vehicle weight restric
tions on interstate highways, pursuant to 
Public Law 102--240, section 1023(e)(4) (105 
Stat. 1955; to the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation. 

1880. A letter from the Administrator, Gen
eral Services Administration, transmitting a 
copy of the report of building project survey 
for Rockford, IL; to the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation. 

1881. A letter from the Administrator, 
Agency for International Development, 
transmitting the AID section 653(a) report-
development assistance program alloca
tions--fiscal year 1993; jointly, to the Com
mittees on Foreign Affairs and Appropria
tions. 

1882. A letter from the Secretary, Depart
ment of Commerce, transmitting the annual 
report of the National Technical Information 
Service for fiscal years 1991 and 1992, pursu
ant to Public Law 100-519, section 212(f)(3) 
(102 Stat. 2596); jointly, to the Committees 
on Science, Space, and Technology and En
ergy and Commerce. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. DERRICK: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 250. Resolution providing for con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 1340) to provide 
funding for the resolution of failed savings 
associations, and for other purposes (Rept. 
103-237). Referred to the House Calendar. 

SUBSEQUENT ACTION ON 
INITIALLY REFERRED 
TIME LIMITATIONS 

BILLS 
UNDER 

Under clause 5 of rule X, the follow
ing actions were taken by the Speaker: 

[Submitted September 10, 1993] 

The Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology discharged from further consid
eration of H.R. 1845; H.R. 1845 referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 
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By Mr. STUDDS (for himself, Mr. 

YOUNG of Alaska, and Mr. SAXTON): 
H.R. 3049. A bill to extend the current in

terim exemption under the Marine Mammal 
Protection Act for commercial fisheries 
until April 1, 1994; to the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. BILBRAY: 
H.R. 3050. A bill to expand the boundaries 

of the Red Rock Canyon National Conserva
tion Area; to the Committee on Natural Re
sources. 

By Mr. BREWSTER: 
H.R. 3051. A bill to provide that certain 

property located in the State of Oklahoma 
owned by an Indian housing authority for 
the purpose of providing low-income housing 
shall be treated as Federal property under 
the act of September 30, 1950 (Public Law 874, 
81st Congress); to the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor. 

By Mr. SANTORUM: 
H.R. 3052. A bill to amend the Harmonized 

tariff Schedule of the United States to cor
rect the tariff treatment of certain nickel 
catalysts; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. VALENTINE: 
H.R. 3053. A bill is suspend until January 1, 

1997, the duty on keto ester; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 3054. A bill to revive and extend until 
January 1 1996, the suspension of duty on 
norfloxacin; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

H.R. 3055. A bill to revive and extend until 
January 1, 1996, the suspension of duty on 
Tfa Lys Pro in free base and tosyl salt forms; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WALKER: 
H.R. 3056. A bill to amend certain provi

sions of title 5, United States Code, relating 
to the treatment of Members of Congress for 
retirement purposes; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. GILMAN (for himself and Mr. 
SOLOMON): 

H.J. Res. 259. Joint resolution concerning 
United States policy towards Somalia; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. KLECZKA: 
H.J. Res. 260. Joint resolution designating 

the week of October 24 through 30, 1993, as 
" National Health Care Quality Week"; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER: 
H. Con. Res. 142. Concurrent resolution re

specting actions to be taken by the Security 
Council of the United Nations in Yugoslavia; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. DERRICK: 
H. Res. 249. Resolution electing the Honor

able G.V. (SONNY) MONTGOMERY, a Represent
ative from the State of Mississippi, as 
Speaker pro tempore until September 15, 
1993; considered and agreed to. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori
als were presented and referred as fol
lows: 

241. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
Legislature of the State of Oregon, relative 
to the Forestry Incentive Program; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

242. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
Legislature of the State of Oregon, relative 
to earthquake funding and earthquake haz
ard mitigation efforts; to the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. TOWNS: 
H.R. 3057. A bill to renew patent numbered 

3,387,268, relating to a quotation monitoring 
unit, for a period of 10 years; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 25: Mr. GUTIERREZ. 
H.R. 115: Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. WYNN, and 

Mr. STARK. 
H.R. 134: Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. KIM, Mr. 

QUINN, and Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. 
H.R. 207: Mr. ROEMER. 
H.R. 214: Mr. DURBIN. 
H.R. 302: Mr. SCHAEFER. 
H.R. 323: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. 
H.R. 465: Mr. ROEMER. 
H.R. 500: Mr. VENTO and Mr. BILBRAY. 
H.R. 595: Mr. GEKAS. 
H.R. 604: Ms. FURSE. 
H.R. 608: Ms. THURMAN. 
H.R. 611: Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 
H.R. 672: Mrs. KENNELLY and Mr. TOWNS. 
H.R. 786: Mr. FAZIO. 
H.R. 799: Mr. BARCIA of Michigan. 
H.R. 863: Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut, Mr. 

SCHIFF, and Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. 
H.R. 1036: Mr. ANDREWS of Maine and Mr. 

POMEROY. 
H.R. 1129: Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN. 
H.R. 1130: Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. 
H.R. 1156: Mr. BEILENSON and Mr. MCKEON. 
H.R. 1164: Mr. COSTELLO and Mr. CLAY. 
H.R. 1194: Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MCDERMOTT, 

Mr. STUPAK, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. DURBIN, and 
Mr. BREWSTER. 

H.R. 1231: Mr. ROEMER. 
H.R. 1251: Mr. PORTMAN. 
H.R. 1279: Mr. HOLDEN and Mr. CANADY. 
H.R. 1300: Mr. ROYCE. 
H.R. 1509: Mr. MURPHY. 
H.R. 1523: Mr. ROEMER. 
H.R. 1595: Mr. BUYER. 
H.R. 1627: Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina and 

Mr. LINDER. 
H.R. 1775: Mr. UPTON, Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. 

POMEROY, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. EVANS, and Mr. 
STUDDS. 

H.R. 1797: Mr. MILLER of California and Mr. 
EDWARDS of California. 

H.R. 1798: Mr. WASHINGTON. 
H.R. 1799: Mr. WASHINGTON, Ms. BYRNE, Mr. 

MILLER of California, and Mr. FISH. 
H.R. 1867: Mr. LEHMAN. 
H.R. 1888: Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. HAST

INGS, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. BACCHUS of Florida, 
Mr. FISH, and Mr. BEREUTER. 

H.R. 1910: Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. TANNER, Mr. 
SWETT, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER, Mr. ALLARD, Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. 
CRAPO, Mr. PACKARD, and Mr. INGLIS of 
South Carolina. 

H.R. 1948: Ms. BYRNE and Mr. ANDREWS of 
Maine. 

H.R. 2013: Mr. SANTORUM,. Mr. ENGEL, Mr. 
TORRES, and Mr. SERRANO. 

H.R. 2019: Mr. FOGLIETTA. 
H.R. 2076: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. 

SERRANO, Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey, Mr. 
OBERSTAR, Mr. ANDREWS of Maine, Mr. 
PALLONE, Mr. MEEHAN, Ms. SLAUGHTER, and 
Mr. LEHMAN. 

H.R. 2151: Ms. PELOSI, Mr. NEAL of Massa
chusetts, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. Goss, and Mr. 
GEJDENSON. 

H.R. 2152: Ms. PELOSI and Mr. NEAL of Mas
sachusetts. 

H.R. 2159: Mr. HUGHES, Mrs. CLAYTON, and 
Mr. POSHARD. 

H.R. 2211: Mr. HERGER and Mr. FARR. 
H.R. 2271: Mr. SHAYS. 
H.R. 2292: Mr. PALLONE and Mr. HINCHEY. 
H.R. 2307: Mr. ROGERS. 
H.R. 2415: Mr. BAKER of California. 
H.R. 2427: Mr. JACOBS, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. 

MARKEY, Mr. STUDDS, and Mr. EMERSON. 
H.R. 2429: Mr. BACCHUS of Florida, Mr. DEL

LUMS, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
GILLMOR, Mr. HYDE, Mr. LIPINSKI, MRS. 
MEEK, Mr. OWENS, Mr. PARKER, Mr. PASTOR, 
Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. TUCKER, Mr. FROST, Mr. BOR
SKI, Ms. NORTON, Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. JEFFER
SON, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. HAST
INGS, Mr. ENGEL, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. GIL
MAN, Mr. SWIFT, Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. 
SHAYS, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, 
Mr. MARKEY, and Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 

H.R. 2479: Ms. PELOSI, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Mrs. UNSOELD, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
OWENS, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. 
STOKES, Mr. YATES, Mr. BACCHUS of Florida, 
Mr. STARK, and Mr. MILLER of California. 

H.R. 2599: Ms. PELOSI and Mr. VISCLOSKY. 
H.R. 2606: Mr. SUNDQUIST. 
H.R. 2610: Mr. COYNE, Mr. SABO, and Mr. 

YATES. 
H.R. 2612: Ms. WOOLSEY and Mr. BROWN of 

Ohio. 
H.R. 2622: Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. WALSH, and 

Mr. LEVY. 
H.R. 2640: Mrs. VUCANOVICH and Mr. HAN

COCK. 
H.R. 2641: Ms. MCKINNEY and Mr. WILSON. 
H.R. 2646: Mr. DORNAN, Mr. Goss, Mr. SAM 

JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. 
OXLEY, and Mr. SOLOMON. 

H.R. 2731: Mr. ZIMMER and Mr. SMITH of 
Texas. 

H.R. 2745: Mr. RIDGE and Mr. KLINK. 
H.R. 2831: Mr. CUNNINGHAM. 
H.R. 3006: Mr. FORD of Tennessee. 
H.R. 3007: Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. MCDERMOTT, 

and Mr. OWENS. 
H.R. 3021: Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. BURTON of In

diana, Mr. KIM, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. HUNTER, 
Mr. SAXTON, and Mr. HALL of Texas. 

H.R. 3024: Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mrs. JOHNSON of 
Connecticut, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Ms. Ros
LEHTINEN, Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina, Mr. 
LIVINGSTON, Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, Ms. 
MOLINARI, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. 
BONILLA, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. FA
WELL, Mr. HALL of Texas, and Mr. GALLEGLY. 

H.J. Res. 11: Ms. WATERS, Mr. YOUNG of 
Alaska, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. WISE, Mr. TANNER, 
Mr. UPTON, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. WILSON, Mr. 
HAYES, Mr. DICKS, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. SLAT
TERY, Mr. WELDON, Mr. BACCHUS of Florida, 
Mr. BAESLER, Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 
DARDEN, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. FROST, Mr. NEAL 
of North Carolina, Mr. FORD of Michigan, Mr. 
YATES, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. 
GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, 
Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. SANGMEISTER, 
Mr. WYDEN, Mr. HORN, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Mr. FILNER, Mr. INSLEE, Ms. 
LOWEY, Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas, and Mr. 
SISISKY. 

H.J. Res. 79: Mr. REGULA and Mr. STEN
HOLM. 

H.J. Res. 86: Mr. STARK, Mr. BONILLA, Mr. 
ANDREWS of Maine, and Ms. BROWN of Flor
ida. 

H.J. Res. 112: Mr. SHAW and Mr. BLILEY. 
H.J. Res. 148: Mr. HAYES, Mr. LIVINGSTON, 

Mr. MCCRERY, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, 
Mr. TAUZIN, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. 
HALL of Ohio, Mr. CRANE, Mr. REGULA, Mr. 
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BURTON of Indiana, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. APPLE
GATE, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. GORDON, Mr. 
FIELDS of Texas, Mr. KLEIN, Mr. HAMBURG, 
Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. FOGLIETTA, and Mr. 
FRANKS of Connecticut. 

H.J. Res. 155: Mrs. MINK, Mr. PRICE of 
North Carolina, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, 
Mr. RAHALL, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. REGULA, Mr. 
COSTELLO, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. SMITH of 
Texas, Mr. COBLE, Mr. SCHAEFER, Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG, Mr. EVANS, Mr. ROSE, Ms. 
MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. 
FORD of Michigan, Mr. SOLOMON, and Mr. 
LEWIS of Florida. 

H.J. Res. 242: Mrs. MINK, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. 
GEKAS, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. FRANK of Massachu
setts, Mr. MANTON, Mr. BROWN of California, 
Mr. KLEIN, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. PRICE of 
North Carolina, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. NEAL of 
Massachusetts, Mr. WOLF, Mr. CASTLE, Mr. 
COYNE, Mr. SLATTERY, and Mr. RAHALL. 

H.J. Res. 256: Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mrs. JOHNSON 
of Connecticut, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Ms. Ros
LEHTINEN, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. 
INGLIS of South Carolina, Mr. LIVINGSTON, 
Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. 
QUILLEN, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. BONILLA, Mr. BATE-

MAN, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. FAWELL, and Mr. 
HALL of Texas. 

H. Con. Res. 17: Mr. CALLAHAN. 
H. Con. Res. 56: Mr. SERRANO. 
H. Con. Res. 66: Mr. MARKEY and Ms. 

BYRNE. 
H. Con. Res. 95: Mr. CLAY. 
H. Con. Res. 104: Ms. MOLINARI. 
H. Con. Res. 127: Mr. RIDGE and Mr. KLINK. 
H. Con. Res. 138: Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. YATES, 

Mr. ACKERMAN, Ms. MALONEY, Mr. SAXTON, 
Mr. KING, Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
BACCHUS of Florida, Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN, Mr. 
SHAYS, Mr. SHAW, Mr. FILNER, Mr. OLVER, 
Mr. KLEIN, Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. 
GLICKMAN, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. FROST, and Mr. 
CARDIN. 

H. Con. Res. 140: Mr. Cox. Mr. HOYER, Mr. 
FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr. GALLO, and Mr. 
LAZIO. 

H. Con. Res. 141: Mr. MILLER of Florida, 
Mr. LEVY, Mr. PETERSON of Florida, Mr. 
SHAW, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. GREENWOOD, and Mr. 
CAMP. 

H. Res. 26: Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey and 
Mr. BAKER of California. 

H. Res. 134: Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. KIM, Mr. 
QUINN, and Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. 

H. Res. 236: Mr. DORNAN, Mr. WOLF, Mr. 
TOWNS, Mr. REED, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. BLUTE, 
Mr. DELLUMS, and Mr. MACHTLEY. 

H. Res. 239: Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming, Mr. 
PACKARD, Mr. KLUG, Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas, and Mr. MANZULLO. 

H. Res. 247: Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mrs. JOHNSON 
of Connecticut, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Ms. Ros
LEHTINEN, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. 
INGLIS of South Carolina, Mr. LIVINGSTON, 
Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. 
QUILLEN, Mr. !STOOK, Mr. BONILLA, Mr. BATE
MAN, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. HALL of 
Texas, and Mr. GALLEGLY. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XX:II, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 1490: Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. 
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SENATE-Monday, September 13, 1993 

September 13, 1993 

(Legislative day of Tuesday, September 7, 1993) 

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the Honorable HARLAN 
MATHEWS, a Senator from the State of 
Tennessee. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard 

C. Halverson, Jr., offered the following 
prayer: 

Let us pray: 
Heavenly Father, on this occasion we 

pray for peace. As we offer this prayer, 
not far from here preparations are 
being made for the formal signing of a 
historic peace accord in the Middle 
East. It comes to mind that it was into 
that same region You sent messengers 
to proclaim, "Peace on earth, goodwill 
toward men.'' 

The world longs for a Messiah to ful
fill that promise. Until then, we are ex
horted to pray for * * * kings and for all 
that are in authority that we may lead a 
quiet and peaceable life * * *.-I Timo
thy 2:2. And so we make supplications, 
prayers, intercessions, and thanks
giving for the national leaders who are 
assembling this day to wage peace. 

We remember those who serve in this 
Senate who, at this time, are seeking 
the most reasonable means of main
taining the peace through strength. 
Grant them wisdom and foresight in 
this endeavor. And for those who lack 
peace in their homes and even within 
themselves, we off er this prayer as 
well. 

We know that true peace is elusive. 
It cannot be achieved only through 
strong defenses and good diplomacy. 

Your Word declares, There is no king 
saved by the multitude of a host: a mighty 
man is not delivered by much strength. An 
horse is a vain thing for safety: neither 
shall he deliver any by his great 
strength.-Psalm 33:16, 17. 

Grant us therefore grace on all fronts 
among the nations, within our cities 
and homes, and within our hearts to 
discover the missing peace that can 
only be found in You. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

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

The assistant clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, September 13, 1993. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 

appoint the Honorable HARLAN MATHEWS, a 
Senator from the State of Tennessee, to per
form the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. MATHEWS thereupon assumed 
the chair as Acting President pro tem
pore. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order leader
ship time is reserved. 

APPOINTMENT BY THE 
REPUBLICAN LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair, on behalf of the Re
publican le~der, pursuant to Public 
Law 102-325, appoints Carolynn Reid
Wallace as a member of the National 
Commission on Independent Higher 
Education. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senate will now resume con
sideration of S. 1298 which the clerk 
will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1298) to authorize appropriations 

for fiscal year 1994 for military activities of 
the Department of Defense, for military con
struction, and for defense activities of the 
Department of Energy, to prescribe person
nel strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 
(1) Leahy amendment No. 821, to extend 

the moratorium on the sale, transfer or ex
port of antipersonnel landmines abroad. 

(2) Brown amendment No. 825, to ensure 
proposals for merger of United States Space 
Command and the United States Strategic 
Command proceed with thorough cost-bene
fit analysis and consultations with Canada. 

(3) Harkin amendment No. 829, to strike 
the provision requiring the conversion of the 
Kinetic Energy Antisatellite (KE-ASAT) 
Program. 

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

pore. The Senator from Iowa is recog
nized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 840 

(Purpose: To require the Secretary of De
fense to terminate the Defense Business 
Operations Fund if the Inspector General 
of the Department of Defense determines 
that the fund was not in compliance with 
applicable financial management stand
ards during fiscal year 1993) 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

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

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY] 

proposes an amendment numbered 840. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 84, strike out line 15 and insert in 

lieu thereof the following: 
Comptroller General considers appropriate, 

including recommendations for alternatives 
to the Fund.". 
SEC. 312A. COMPLIANCE OF DEFENSE BUSINESS 

OPERATIONS FUND WITH FINANCIAL 
MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS. 

(A) CONDITIONAL REQUIREMENT FOR TERMI
NATION OF DBOF .-The Secretary of Defense 
shall terminate the Defense Business Oper
ations Fund at the end of December 31, 1994, 
unless the Inspector General of the Depart
ment of Defense certifies to the congres
sional defense committees before such date 
that-

(1) as determined pursuant to the audit re
quired by section 3521(e) of title 31, United 
States Code, for fiscal year 1993, the Defense 
Business Operations Fund was, for such fis
cal year, in compliance with all laws, regula
tions, directives, requirements, guidance, 
and manuals considered by the Inspector 
General for purposes of the audit; 

(2) the Inspector General did not include in 
the report submitted to the Secretary of De
fense pursuant to section 3521(f) of title 31, 
United States Code, a disclaimer of opinion 
regarding the financial statements so au-
dited for fiscal year 1993; and · 

(3) the Inspector General concluded, on the 
basis of such audit, that the assets of the De
fense Business Operations Fund were pro
tected against loss from unauthorized use for 
fiscal year 1993. 

(b) MATTERS REQUIRED TO BE CONSID
ERED.-In conducting the audit required by 
section 3521(e) of title 31, United States Code, 
for fiscal year 1993, the Inspector General 
shall consider (among any other matters 
that are considered in accordance with gen
erally accepted government auditing stand
ards) all laws, regulations, directives, re
quirements, guidance, and manuals consid
ered by the Inspector General during the 
audit of the financial statements of the De
fense Business Operations Fund that the In
spector General conducted for fiscal year 

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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1992 under such section, to th'3 extent that 
such laws, regulations, directives, require
ments, guidance, and manuals continued to 
be applicable to the Defense Business Oper
ations Fund during fiscal year 1993. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, this 
is one of the four amendments that is 
on the list for unanimous-consent 
agreement that we had that I will be 
offering today. 

This amendment deals with the de
fense business operation fund. We call 
this DBOF for short. 

Mr. President, I have had an oppor
tunity to come to the floor on at least 
four other occasions this year to talk 
about the defense business operation 
fund. I have tried to show how DBOF is 
used in practice. It is one thing to have 
a very good program set up to take 
care of cash-flow and cash management 
in the Defense Department, and to 
have that set up with good intentions 
with good theory; but it is another 
thing to see how it operates in prac
tice. 

I think you will find in this particu
lar instance that this is not operating 
the way the good intentions of the peo
ple that set it up had indicated. 

DBOF is really a cash generator for a 
new Pentagon slush fund to circumvent 
the will of Congress. I do not think it 
was set up for that purpose. At least 
Congressmen and Senators who were 
involved with setting it up did not have 
that in mind. But neither did Congress 
40 years ago when it set up M accounts 
have in mind that over a period of 40 
years they would turn into the accu
mulation of $50 to $60 billion of money 
that in effect provided the Defense De
partment leeway to spend money, in 
some instances for things that were 
not even authorized, to get around the 
control of Congress on the purse 
strings of the taxpayers. 

I have spoken about some of these 
bad practices in my past speeches 
going back to March of this year. I do 
not want to cover that same ground 
again today. I can, if need be, for the 
education of my colleagues about what 
this procedure does. 

But instead, what I want to do today 
is focus on the sorry state of DBOF's fi
nancial statements and to send out 
what I think is a cure notice. 

For my colleagues on the Armed 
Services Committee, let me just sug
gest to you that what I am going to 
point out as bad policy-again I do not 
point any fingers to any Members of 
this body-that when you passed some
thing in the past that you set it up 
with any intent that the will of Con
gress be subverted, or the Constitution 
not be followed, or that we would waste 
the taxpayers' money. I am not saying 
that at all. 

My friends, I am saying to you that 
this is something that has evolved with 
the defense business operation fund 
that is bad business practice, contrary 
to law, and a waste of taxpayers' dol-

lars, and that even the Armed Services 
Committee has seen some of this and 
has set in motion some changes in 
DBOF that you hope will cure the situ
ation in the same way the House 
Armed Services Committee has tried to 
make some changes. 

I am saying to you that as I have re
viewed DBOF, I feel that we are not fo
cusing enough on the illegality of the 
expenditures or the situation and the 
conditions of the books; for instance, 
the fact that the books cannot be even 
audited. 

If I could say to the managers of the 
bill, I know that neither one of you 
will say that when books cannot be 
managed and reviewed and audited, 
you think this is a good situation. I 
know that you know this is not a prop
er situation. But I think I find it nec
essary to point out where I believe the 
corrections that have been suggested in 
this bill are not enough, and I am sug
gesting some additional things that, 
over a period of the next year and a 
half, will give an opportunity to get 
the legality certified, to get the books 
audited, and to make sure that the 
fund is put in a proper business man
agement condition. 

Mr. President, under existing law, 
the curtain automatically drops on 
DBOF on April 15 of next year. Section 
341 of Public Law 102-484. Sections 331 
through 334 of the House version of the 
defense authorization bill would leave 
that same April 1994 deadline intact, 
but would convert DBOF to a regulated 
operation with no more direct appro
priations from Congress. The bill that 
is before us, by comparison, extends 
DBOF's life until December 31, 1994, 
and would lay down a series of what 
the committee calls milestones to ad
dress these shortcomings. 

At this point, I think it is very im
portant to point out to my colleagues 
that the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee, through its legislation, admits 
that there is something wrong with 
DBOF. So the fact that DBOF has prob
lems is not something in dispute be
tween me and my colleagues on the 
Armed Services Committee. But as I 
say, I do not think we have done 
enough to see that the problems of 
DBOF are taken care of. 

So my amendment would still stick 
with that December 1994 date rec
ommended in the Senate bill. This new 
deadline gives DBOF an extra 8 months 
to clean house and get its books in 
order, but that is it. 

Again, to the managers of the bill, an 
original "Dear Colleague" letter of 
mine went out, and it said that in my 
original amendment I wanted to do 
away with DBOF by April 15, 1994-the 
original scheduled termination of it-
without any conditions whatsoever, or 
without any opportunity to improve 
and make it work. The amendment 
that I have before the body today keeps 
the same deadline that the committee 

has in this bill, but sets down three 
conditions that must be met for DBOF 
to continue beyond December 31, 1994. 

So remember this: The amendment 
that is before the Senate is not the 
original one that I was talking about 
in my "Dear Colleague" letter. 

If by this time next year DBOF has 
not cleaned up the books, then DBOF 
would be phased out on December 31, 
1994. That is the same date that is in 
the bill. My intention, though, is that 
there would be no more extensions. 
And the purpose of my amendment is 
to get the house in order, so that it is 
working as anticipated, so that it is 
not a slush fund, so that the inspectors 
general and the General Accounting Of
fice do not tell us money is being spent 
without legal authority for that ex
penditure, and that the inspector gen
eral will be able to audit the books. 

The General Accounting Office would 
be required, under my amendment, to 
develop DBOF alternatives by March 1, 
1994, and this would be for consider
ation in connection with next year's 
defense authorization bill. Mr. Presi
dent, if my amendment were adopted, 
DBOF would not be authorized to oper
ate beyond December 31, 1994 unless the 
following conditions were met. 

I hope you will listen to these condi
tions, and I hope if the managers of the 
bill scold me for anything, they scold 
me for not being brave enough or ad
venturesome enough in trying to put 
conditions on here that will probably 
be harder to meet. 

Mr. LEVIN. I wonder if the Senator 
will yield at that point? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. If I do not lose the 
floor, I will yield. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the Senator 
yields without losing the right to the 
floor. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, on this 
pending amendment, the Senator from 
Ohio, Senator GLENN, wants to be 
heard, and he is not here this morning. 
In no event can we dispose of it this 
morning, because Senator GLENN asked 
to be heard on it. 

We are in an unusual situation today. 
It is our intent to recess at 10 o'clock 
until 1 o'clock so that most of us can 
go over to the White House. I wonder 
whether or not the Senator from Iowa 
would be willing to set aside his 
amendment. I hate to interrupt him to 
do this, but there are a few other 
things we would like to do before 10, if 
possible. Since we cannot dispose of it 
in the absence of Senator GLENN, I 
wonder whether or not the Senator 
from Iowa might be willing to set aside 
his amendment, with the understand
ing that it recur at a certain time this 
afternoon, or immediately following 
the disposition of a particular amend
ment this afternoon, so that the Sen
ator would have some certainty that it 
will in fact come up. We are trying to 
find out--
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Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, if the 

Senator will give me a time or a point, 
the answer to his question should be 
yes. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank my friend from 
Iowa. We are trying to find out what 
that time would be from Senator 
GLENN'S office. Would the Senator from 
Iowa be willing to yield to Senator 
DECONCINI while we are waiting this 
time, without losing his right to the 
floor, and temporarily setting aside his 
amendment? Senator DECONCINI has a 
2-minute speech, not on any pending 
amendment. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. What I will do is 
this. My amendment would come up at 
1 o'clock and at that time, if that is 
not appropriate, because Senator 
GLENN or other people who want to 
participate cannot be here, then I 
would at that time set it for a more 
definite time. So it will come up at 1 
o'clock now. Will the Senator make the 
point? 

Mr. LEVIN. Yes. That is a very rea
sonable request. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment from the Senator from 
Iowa be laid aside and that it recur at 
1 o'clock, and between now and then 
Senator DECONCINI be recognized and 
then I immediately be recognized to 
see if we can pass some amendments 
which have been cleared between now 
and 10 o'clock. 

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

THE MIDDLE EAST PEACE PROC
ESS: ISRAEL WILL NEED A 
STRONG UNITED STATES COM
MITMENT 
Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. fresident, I rise 

today to express both my elation and 
trepidation regarding th'~ historic turn 
of events in the Middle East. The peace 
agreement and exchange of recognition 
between Israel and the PLO is one of 
the historical landmarks of our cen
tury. 

During my many visits to the Middle 
East and my meetings with regional 
leaders-Israeli and Arab alike-I have 
often wondered out loud if we would 
see a time when men and women of vi
sion would take a gamble for peace; 
whether there would be more leaders 
such as Menachem Begin and Anwar 
Sadat who, for the long-term good of 
their peoples, would risk everything
including their lives-to construct a 
foundation upon which a lasting Middle 
East peace could be built. Clearly, 
Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin is such 
a man. Imagine my surprise that, per
haps, the PLO's Yasser Arafat could be 
another. 

The peace agreement and exchange of 
recognition between Israel and the Pal
estine Liberation Organization is a 
major breakthrough in a process that 
has stretched over several generations 

of Jews and Palestinians. It holds great 
promise for future generations of these 
peoples to at last live in peace and se
curity. 

However, there are many people on 
both sides who are convinced that their 
leaders have sold them out. They be
lieve that this agreement greatly 
threatens their security and com
promises their dignity. Many Israelis 
believe that yielding the Gaza Strip, 
Jericho, and perhaps eventually major 
parts of the West Bank to the Palestin
ians leaves them with indefensible bor
ders. Palestinian critics say the agree
ment falls far short of providing them 
a homeland. Both may be correct, but 
this agreement is just a first step in a 
long and difficult process. The benefits 
of this momentous development will 
not be immediately apparent to peo
ples accustomed to decades of mistrust, 
violence, and death, but the alternative 
to this agreement is many more dec
ades of mistrust, violence, and death. 

Responsible leaders of Israel, and of 
the Palestinians, have the moral obli
gations to their peoples to take the 
risk inherent in this bold ini tia ti ve in 
order to give this peace agreement the 
opportunity to take hold. Likewise, the 
United States has a moral obligation 
to help ensure the success of this ef-
fort. _ 

From my visits to Israel, I know for 
certain that the citizens of Israel want 
to live in peace with their neighbors. 
Also, having met with Palestinians in 
east Jerusalem, I believe that many 
Palestinians are sincere in their desire 
for peace. And even though no peace 
plan can rectify the centuries of in
equities, nor quickly erase the memo
ries of the injustices which have char
acterized the tortured history of this 
region, this plan lays a cornerstone 
upon which a better future can be built 
based on justice and mutual respect. 

In agreeing to this plan, Israel has 
demonstrated tremendous courage and 
faith in the international community 
in accepting conditions which surren
der strategic military terrain to the 
PLO-an organization which only now 
has formally renounced its pledge to 
destroy Israel. The PLO has stained its 
hands with the blood of many innocent 
people through terrorist attacks, from 
the murder of Israeli athletes at the 
Olympic games in Munich, Germany in 
1972 to the infiltration of terrorists on 
to a peaceful Israeli beach in 1990. For 
some 30 years, the PLO has taught Pal
estinians to revile the State of Israel. 
With such a history, establishing real 
trust between Israel and the PLO can
not occur merely by signing a piece of 
paper. 

Of equal if not greater concern is the 
fact that the leadership of the PLO is 
not monolithic. Yasser Arafat's leader
ship of the mainstream PLO fatah fac
tion is not strong. There are many rad
ical factions, such as the PELP, the 
popular front for the liberation of Pal-

estine, which will do all that they can 
to destroy any peace agreement. What 
guarantee does Israel have that a di
vided PLO will have control over the 
actions of all Palestinians in the areas 
it controls? Can we be certain that 
these territories will not become bases 
for terrorist or outright military at
tacks against Israel? 

The answer lies in large part with the 
United States. A bold agreement of 
this type between Israel and the Pal
estinians will take many years to be
come fully implemented. The United 
States must work hand in hand with Is
rael's leaders-and with Arab States 
which are supporting this agreement
to foster the cooperation necessary to 
ensure its success. 

In order to provide the Israeli leader
ship the firm platform from which to 
oversee the implementation of this 
peace plan, the United States Govern
ment must pledge any and all moral, 
political, and material military sup
port necessary to make it clear to any 
of Israel's adversaries that Israel is se
cure. We must demonstrate to the op
ponents of peace that the precarious 
geographic and military position Israel 
is accepting cannot be exploited to de
stroy Israel. 

Let there be no doubt, there are Is
raelis who will try to overturn this 
plan because they believe it will lead 
to Israel's destruction. There also are 
Palestinian, and other Arab and Mos
lem factions and governments which 
support implementation of this accord 
because they believe that it will be the 
first step in the destruction of Israel. 

It is only through the strongest Unit
ed States commitment to the security 
of Israel that those who would seek to 
exploit this agreement to Israel's dis
advantage will see the futility of their 
efforts. With sustained United States 
support, I hope and believe that Israel 
will, at long last, be able to live in 
peace with the Palestinians and with 
all its neighbors. 

I urge the administration to fulfill 
its public commitment to Israel to pro
vide whatever support it requests in 
order to maintain its qualitative edge 
militarily and to defend itself during 
this long, difficult, and dangerous pe
riod of transition to a lasting peace. A 
bold gamble for peace has been made. 
It is incumbent upon the United 
States, which has long worked for such 
a day, to provide the security nec
essary to make the plan a reality. 

THE PHOENIX CARDINALS 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 
congratulate the Phoenix Cardinals on 
their victory yesterday. I thank the 
fans of the Washington Redskins for 
their kindness and courtesy during 
that game. 
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NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA

TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Michigan. 

AMENDMENT NO. 841 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The amendment will be stated. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] 

proposes an amendment numbered 841. · 

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

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

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

the following new section: 
SEC. . AMERICAN DIPLOMATIC FACILITIES IN 

GERMANY.-(a) No embassy, chancery, or 
consular facilities in Germany other than 
the facilities already occupied as of January 
1, 1993 by U.S. diplomatic personnel may be 
purchased, constructed, leased, or otherwise 
occupied unless such facilities are purchased, 
constructed, modified or leased with funds 
provided by the German Government as an 
offset for the value of facilities returned by 
the United States Government to the Gov
ernment of Germany pursuant to Article 52 
of the current Status of Forces Agreement 
with the Governor of Germany. 

(b) The Secretary of State or his represent
ative may not enter into any legal instru
ment to purchase, construct, modify, or 
lease any facility in Germany acquired pur
suant to subsection (a) of this section until 
the Secretary of Defense certifies that the 
United States Government has received or is 
scheduled to receive cash payments or off
sets-in-kind of a value not less than 50 per
cent of the value of the facilities returned by 
the United States Government to the Gov
ernment of Germany pursuant to Article 52 
of the current Status of Forces Agreement 
with the Government of Germany. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been cleared. I will 
briefly recount what is in it. 

If there are any other amendments 
we can dispose of in the next 10 min
utes that have been cleared, it would 
be useful to do that. 

This is an amendment of mine which 
addresses an important issue that con
cerns the facilities we built over the 
years in Europe and that were returned 
to Germany as we moved our forces . 

We have a treaty agreement with 
Germany that Germany will pay the 
United States for the value of the fa
cilities that we return to them. 

So far, the United States has turned 
back or announced plans to turn back 
nearly $3 billion in facilities. We have 
to deduct from that amount the cost of 
environment cleanup and repair of 
damages. Once that is done, we will 
have returned facilities with a residual 
value of $2112 billion to Germany that 
they are supposed to reimburse us for. 

So far the Government of Germany 
has paid the United States less than $3 
million out of the $21/2 billion in resid
ual value which they are supposed to 
pay. 

Germany has also built a small sewer 
system with a total cost of $25 million, 
but that can be deducted and still leave 
just about $21h billion. The main point 
of that sewer system was to help cities 
downriver from the training facility in 
any event. 

The problem is that as a country we 
have no leverage in our negotiations. 
We cannot threaten to stay in Ger
many until they pay us because we do 
not need to stay in Germany with all of 
our forces there, and we cannot afford 
it. 

So this would bring some pressure on 
the German Government. The amend
ment would effectively prohibit the 
United States from going to the enor
mous expense of building a new em
bassy in Berlin and moving to Berlin 
our diplomatic activities until Ger
many pays at least 50 percent of what 
it owes on residual value and it then 
states that the cost of any new em
bassy would come from remaining re
sidual payments. It is strong medicine 
but justified because of the frustration 
we had in getting some commitments 
observed, and I know of no other way 
to really force this issue, and in a dip
loma tic way, this does it. 

There is some reservation on the part 
of some in the State Department on 
this, but we think it will increase their 

The amendment (No. 841) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 842 
(Purpose: To enact sanctions against Serbia 

and Montenegro) 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I send to 

the desk an amendment which has not 
yet been cleared, but I want it to be 
pending and everyone have notice. This 
is an amendment relative to sanctions 
on Serbia that Senators DOLE and 
SIMON are cosponsoring. I do not know 
if it has been cleared. I will not seek its 
passage right now, but I do send it to 
the desk and ask for its immediate con
sideration. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will report the amend
ment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], 

for himself, Mr. DOLE, and Mr. SIMON, pro
poses an amendment numbered 842. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place insert: · 

SECTION 1. SANCTIONS AGAINST SERBIA AND 
MONTENEGRO. 

· · · t• · h (a) CODIFICATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH 
leverage in their negot1a 10ns w1 t SANCTIONS.-The sanctions against Serbia 
Germany, and we think it is appro- and Montenegro described in the following 
priate given the years of discussions directives of the executive branch of Govern
which have not yet borne adequate ment are hereby enacted into law: 
fruit. (1) Executive Order 12808 of May 30, 1992, as 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern- continued in effect on May 25, 1993. 
pore. The Senator from South Caro- (2) Executive Order 12810 of June 5, 1992. 
lina. (3) Executive Order 12831 of January 15, 

'd I 1993. Mr. THURMOND. Mr. Presi ent, (4) Executive Order 12846 of April 25, 1993. 
commend my colleague, Senator LEVIN, (5) Department of State Public Notice 1427, 
on his persistence toward ensuring that effective July 11, 1991. 
the United States receives a return on (6) Proclamation 6389 of December 5, 1991 
the investments it made in Germany (56 Fed. Register 64467). 
while standing guard against the Sovi- (7) Department of Transportation Order 92-
ets during the 40 years of cold war. He 5-38 of May 20, 1992. 
has been at the forefront of this effort (8) Federal Aviation Administration action 

of June 19, 1992 (14 C.F.R. Part 91). 
and I support his amendment. (b) PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE.-(!) No 

Mr. President, the United States is in funds appropriated or otherwise made avail
the process of closing 773 military loca- able by law may be obligated or expended for 
tions in Europe, most of which are in Serbia or Montenegro. 
Germany. Our Government is currently (2) The prohibition of paragraph (1) in
negotiating with the German Govern- eludes funds which were obligated but not 
ment on the transfer of these facilities expended under any law enacted before the 

date of enactment of this Act. 
and unfortunately is not having much (C) INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITU-
success in getting a fair return on our TIONS.-The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
investment. This amendment will, in instruct the United States executive director 
my judgment, hasten that process and of each international financial institution to 
at the same time ensure that the Unit- use the voice and vote of the United States 
ed States receives a return on its in- to oppose any assistance of the respective in-
vestment in its former facilities. stitutions to Serbia or Montenegro. 

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to (d) ExcEPTION.- Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the President is authorized 

support the amendment. and encouraged to exempt from sanctions 
The ACTIN~ PRESIDENT pro tern- imposed against the Republic of Serbia and 

pore. If there is no further debate, the the Republic of Montenegro those United 
question is on agreeing to the amend- . States-supported programs, projects, or ac
ment. tivities involving reform of the electoral 
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process, or the development of democratic 
institutions or democratic political parties, 
in these two countries. 

(e) WAIVER.-(1) Nothwithstanding any 
other provision of this section (other than 
paragraph (2)), the President may waive the 
application, in whole or in part, of any sanc
tion or prohibition contained in this section 
if the President determines, and so certifies 
to Congress, that it would be in the national 
interest of the United States to do so. 

(2) The waiver authority of paragraph (1) 
may not be used to waive any sanction or 
prohibition in Section 1 (a),(b),(c) unless the 
territory of Bosnia-Hercegovina, as recog
nized by the United States on April 2, 1992, is 
controlled by a government of Bosnia
Hercegovina recognized by the United 
States, and that government or its people, 
are not subject to military action in or 
against it by Serbia and Montenegro or 
Bosnian Serbian forces. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, this in a 
nutshell would put into law the sanc
tions currently against Serbia which 
currently exist in Executive order. 

It is important that the Serbians 
know that they cannot simply oblit
erate a country and assume that the 
pending sanctions against them are 
going to be lifted. Even if they can 
force a negotiated agreement to dis
member Bosnia, they should be put on 
notice that for the sanctions that are 
currently in Executive order to be lift
ed, it is going to require, if my amend
ment passes, that not only the Presi
dent agree to lift the sanctions but 
that the Congress agree to lift the 
sanctions as well. 

That is the thrust of this amend
ment. 

Again, I do not know whether it has 
been cleared or not. I am not going to 
seek its adoption at this moment. I did 
want to describe what is in it. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that immediately 
after the disposition of the amendment 
of the Senator from Iowa at 1 o'clock, 
or some other agreement relative 
thereto at 1 o'clock, that this amend
ment then be the pending amendment. 

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

RECESS UNTIL 1 P.M. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, on behalf 

of the majority leader I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate stand in recess 
until 1 o'clock today. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 9:58 a.m., recessed until 1 p.m.; 
whereupon, the Senate reassembled 
when called to order by the Presiding 
Officer [Mr. DORGAN]. 

AMENDMENT NO. 840 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending order of business of the Senate 
is Grassley amendment No. 840 now be
fore the Senate. 

Several Sena tors addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Sena tor from 
Iowa, Senator GRASSLEY. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the 
amendment that we discussed for about 
10 minutes this morning is before this 
body. It deals with the Defense busi
ness operation fund, or DBOF. As I said 
before-I have previously spoken on 
other occasions on this subject-I have 
tried to show how DBOF is used in 
practice. It is a cash generator for a 
new Pentagon slush fund to circumvent 
the will of Congress. 

I am not going to cover the same 
ground that I have in other speeches 
going back to March. Instead, I want to 
focus on the sorry state of DBOF's fi
nancial statements and to send out a 
cure notice. The bottom line is that 
you cannot audit this fund. You ought 
to be able to audit every fund. 

Mr. President, the curtain automati
cally drops on DBOF on April 15, 1994. 
That is under current law. However, 
sections 331 through 334 of the House 
fiscal year 1994 defense authorization 
bill would leave the April 1994 deadline 
intact but would convert DBOF to a 
regulated business operation with no 
more direct app~opriations from Con
gress. 

Section 311 of this bill, which I 
amend, could extend DBOF's life until 
December 31, 1994, and would lay down 
a series of milestones to address short
comings. 

My amendment, Mr. President, would 
stick with the same December 1994 date 
that is recommended in the Senate bill. 
The new deadline would give DBOF 8 
extra months to clean house and get its 
books in order and that is it. If by this 
time next year DBOF has not cleaned 
up the books, then DBOF would be 
phased out on December 31, 1994. There 
would be no more extensions, just that 
simple. The General Accounting Office 
would also be required, under my 
amendment, to develop DBOF alter
natives by March 1, 1994, for consider
ation in connection with next year's 
defense authorization bill. 

Mr. President, if my amendment 
were adopted, DBOF would not be au
thorized to extend beyond December 31, 
1994. That is the same date that is in 
the present bill. But it would not be ex
tended beyond that point unless the 
following conditions were met: 

First, the Department of Defense in
spector general's audit of DBOF's fiscal 
year 1993 financial statements must in
dicate that the fund's financial oper
ations comply with all applicable stat
utes, including the Chief Financial Of
ficers Act of 1990. 

Second, the Department of Defense 
IG's audit of DBOF's fiscal year 1993 fi
nancial statements must not contain a 
disclaimer of opinion. 

Third, the Department of Defense 
!G's audit of DBOF's fiscal year 1993 fi
nancial statement must verify that all 
assets are protected against loss from 
unauthorized use. 

So, Mr. President, I am asking basi
cally three things in this amendment, 

probably three things that are so sim
ple you might wonder what is the con
troversy about my amendment. I am 
not sure that I know what the con
troversy about my amendment is be
cause I am just trying to make it pos
sible and bring to the attention of the 
people of this body that a fund that the 
inspector general says cannot be au
dited ought to be audited. That is just 
a commonsense approach to govern
ance and to accounting. 

Second, the General Accounting Of
fice would study how DBOF operates. 
Obviously, the General Accounting Of
fice has found some problems with the 
fund. They ought to be, as an outside 
arm, in a position to recommend, as a 
fiscal agent for Congress, some changes 
for the fund. If that cannot be done, 
then what would a follow on to the 
fund be? 

Then, lastly, just simple common 
sense again, that there not be any 
money expended from this fund that is 
not expended for legal purposes. That 
is going on now, including as I said 
once before a few days ago, that $2 mil
lion was absconded from a base from 
this fund. That $2 million being taken 
illegally for personal use by a person 
who is now in jail was not found be
cause it was audited and found. It was 
found because of the living style of this 
individual who took the $2 million. 
People started raising questions and 
they turned it over to the prosecutors, 
and the prosecutors found out about 
the $2 million. 

So I say, Mr. President, the reason 
for my amendment is just plain simple 
common sense. We are staring another 
Department of Defense financial horror 
story right in the face. That happens to 
be the Defense business operating fund. 

The Department of Defense IG com
pleted an audit of DBOF's financial 
statements on June 30, 1993. The re
sults are presented in audit report No. 
93-134 entitled the "Principal and Com
bining Financial Statements of the De
fense Business Operations Fund, FY 
1992.'' This report is the basis for my 
amendment. This report was required 
by the Chief Financial Officers Act 
passed by this body in 1990. 

The IG says in this report that the 
books of DBOF are in a terrible mess. 
DBOF's financial house is in total dis
array. 

Mr. President, I want to briefly sum
marize some of the things that are the 
results of the IG's audit of DBOF so my 
colleagues can better understand what 
is going on. 

This is what the IG found after audit
ing the DBOF financial statement for 
fiscal year 1992: There were inadequate 
controls over cash, impossible to verify 
the accuracy of net disbursements to
taling $3.1 billion because of inad
equate audit trails and deficient auto
matic systems. 

When you hear that, you have to 
know something is wrong, $3.1 billion 
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that the inspector general could not 
verify because of inadequate audit 
trails and deficient automated sys
tems. 

There was a $249 million difference 
between what DBOF reported to OMB 
and what was presented as net dis
bursements in financial statements. 

Another thing the IG said is that 
transactions were not recorded timely. 
Another complaint: Misreporting of 
intrafund transactions. Another point: 
Accounts receivable not confirmed and 
revenue not recognized; lack of sup
porting documentation. 

Let me just explain a little bit about 
that. Once again, this is not CHUCK 
GRASSLEY's analysis of this. This is 
from the IG's report. Lack of support
ing documentation; subsidiary records 
were not available to support adjust
ments of $2.7 billion on the Defense 
Fuel Supply Center statements of cash
flows and $1.1 billion on the center's 
statement of budget and actual ex
penses. There were another $645.8 mil
lion in unsupported adjustments 
against other accounts. 

"Capital assets and inventory is not 
valued accurately," was another com
plaint of the IG. "Accounts not rec
onciled" is yet another one. "Unreli
able weekly flash cash reports." In 
other words, impossible to compare the 
weekly flash cash reports to actual in
formation. Meaningful trend analysis 
has been impossible. 

"Inadequate audit trails." Explaining 
this, it is impossible to perform tests 
to verify transactions due to the lack 
of audit trails. Revenue of $1.07 billion, 
expenses of $998.9 million, and as sets 
of $339.9 million could not be substan
tiated in the Air Force transportation 
business area. So inadequate audit 
trails, lack of uniform accounting sys
tems, lack of standard general ledger, 
and failure to comply with laws and 
regulations. 

Mr. President, I am looking at the 
DOD IG's list of laws and regulations 
violated by the Defense business oper
ating fund. There are here eight provi
sions of Federal statutory law and 
seven separate regulations that have 
been violated by the Defense business 
operating fund. 

In fact, on this whole list there is 
only one that was complied with-the 
Antideficiency Act, Public Law 99-344. 

These are regulations not abided by 
with this account: 

The Budget and Accounting Proce
dures Act of 1950; the Military Con
struction Codification Act, Public Law 
97-214; Federal Managers' Financial In
tegrity Act of 1982; Debt Collection 
Act, Public Law 97-365; Prompt Pay
ment Act of 1988; Department of De
fense Appropriations Act, 1992; Chief 
Financial Officers Act of 1990; National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Years 1992 and 1993; Joint Financial 
Management Improvement Program 
Core Financial Systems Requirements; 

Treasury Financial Manual, June 12, 
1990; U.S. Standard General Ledger, 
November 12, 1992; General Accounting 
Office Policy Procedures Manual for 
Guidance of Federal Agencies; OMB 
Bulletin 93--02, Form and Content of 
Agency Financial Statements; DOD 
Accounting Manual, June 17, 1991; DOD 
Guidance on Forms and Content of Fi
nancial Statements for Fiscal Year 1992 
Financial Activity, December 30, 1992. 

-What I have just read there, Mr. 
President, is 15 different laws, or regu
lations that the inspector general says 
was not followed by DOD in the man
agement of DBOF. I want to add one 
more. Section 1501 of title 31 of the 
United States Code for failing to main
tain documentation to support finan
cial transactions. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
list be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
LAWS AND REGULATIONS REVIEWED AND AUDI

TOR ASSESSMENT OF MANAGEMENT COMPLI
ANCE 

LAWS AND REGULATIONS REVIEWED-
MANAGEMENT COMPLIANCE 

Budget and Accounting Procedures Act of 
1950-No. 

Antideficiency Act, P.L. 93-344-Yes. 
Military Construction Codification Act, 

P.L. 97-214; 10 U.S.C. Section 2682, July 12, 
1982--No. 

Federal Managers' Financial Integrity Act 
of 1982, P.L. 97-255, August 19, 1982--No. 

Debt Collection Act, P.L. 97-365, October 
25, 1982--No. 

Prompt Payment Act of 1988, P.L. 100-495, 
October 17, 1988-No. 

Department of Defense Appropriations Act, 
1992, P.L. 102-172, Section 8121, November 26, 
1991-No. 

Chief Financial Officers Act of 1990, P.L. 
101-576, November 15, 1990--No. 

National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993, P.L. 102-190, Sec
tion 316, December 13, 1991, as amended by 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Years 1993, P.L. 102-484, Section 341, 
October 2, 1992--No. 

Joint Financial Management Improvement 
Program Core Financial System Require
ments (FFMSR-1, January 1988)-No. 

Treasury Financial Manual, June 12, 1990-
No. 

U.S. Standard General Ledger, November 
12, 1992--No. 

General Accounting Office's Policy and 
Procedures Manual for Guidance of Federal 
Agencies, Title 2, Accounting, May 18, 1988-
No. 

OMB Bulletin 93---02, "Form and Content of 
Agency Financial Statements," October 22, 
1992--No. 

DoD 7220.~M. "DoD Accounting Manual," 
June 17, 1991-No. 

"DoD Guidance on Form and Content of 
Financial Statements for FY 1992 Financial 
Activity," December 30, 1992--No. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the 
list of discrepancies in DBOF financial 
statements go on and on. I merely se
lected a few examples to highlight 
some of the most glaring deficiencies 
identified by the Department of De
fense IG. 

I think we have reason to be con
cerned about what is really going on in 
DBOF. The IG's assessment squares 
with other available information on 
DBOF. The IG is telling us that DBOF 
financial records are inaccurate, unre
liable and incomplete. 

The IG is telling us that there are in
adequate controls over cash assets. The 
IG is telling us that there are wide, un
explained gaps on DBOF's balance 
sheets. DOD officials are using plug fig
ures and arbitrary adjustments to keep 
the books in balance, but there is no 
documentation to support those adjust
ments. 

The IG is telling us that there are 
few, if any, audit trails to follow in 
this $120 billion fund. The IG is telling 
us that DBOF is disregarding the laws 
of the land, that they are not spending 
money legally. 

DBOF's financial records were in 
such poor condition that the Depart
ment of Defense IG had to issue what is 
called a disclaimer of opinion. That, 
Mr. President, in the language of ac
countants, means that the IG could not 
audit the books. 

The !G's auditors could not express 
an opinion on the accuracy and com
pleteness of the financial statements. 

So what is the bottom line? The DOD 
IG is "unable to ensure the public that 
DBOF's assets were safeguarded 
against loss from unauthorized use." 

As Mr. Perot says, "Pay attention, 
folks, that is a red warning flag." 
There is ample justification for the De
partment of Defense !G's warning. 

Money was indeed stolen-outright 
stolen-from DBOF. 

A low level G8-8 accountant at Reese 
Air Force Base, TX, named James 
Lugas, stole $2,094,318.50 from the stock 
fund and commissary accounts at 
Reese between November 1989 and No
vember 1992. He is now serving jail 
time for that crime. 

Mr. Lugas picked those two accounts 
because they were the easiest targets 
he could find. Well, guess what? They 
are also part of DBOF. 

I think my colleague who is on the 
floor, Senator GLENN, had something 
better to say about Mr. Lugas: 

Lugas was caught, not as a result of 
Air Force internal control procedures, 
but because his neighbors, noticing his 
lavish lifestyle, believed that he was 
involved in illegal drug activity and re
ported him to DEA. 

Mr. Lugas recognized the lack of fi
nancial control and discipline within 
DBOF and decided he could rip into 
DBOF's money sack at both ends and 
never get caught. 

Using plug figures and phony ac
counting entries, he was able to hide 
the theft and keep the cash flowing 
straight into his account at the base. I 
think that is not just because this 
money was stolen but, more impor
tantly, the 15 laws and regulations that 
have been disregarded and, most impor
tant, because money is spent illegally, 



21022 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 13, 1993 
and maybe even more important, that 
the books are in such shape that the IG 
cannot give it an audit, is intolerable. 

How many others like Mr. Lugas 
have tapped into this money without 
detection? 

Mr. President, Ms. Alice C. Maroni, 
Principal Deputy DOD Comptroller 
told the House Armed Services Com
mittee on May 13 this year that DBOF 
is supposed to be run like a business. 

She said: 
The Business Fund provides the mecha

nism to adopt a businesslike corporate ap
proach to improve and measure the manage
ment of vital support activities which pro
vide goods and services to our operating 
forces. 

Well, Mr. President, if the likes of 
the IG's audit had been presented to 
the board of directors of a major cor
poration in America, I feel certain that 
the chief financial officer of the cor
poration-anybody in that position
would have lost their job, been be
headed along with several others. 

This would be a financial disaster for 
any private sector company. Nobody 
would want to own stock in that pri
vate sector corporation. The SEC 
would prohibit further sale of the 
stock. Its value would plummet, and 
the company would quickly collapse. 

With revenues and expenses ap
proaching $120 million-that is what we 
are talking about that goes in and out 
of this fund-DBOF is equivalent in 
size to the fourth largest corporation 
in America. Its annual financial trans
actions are equivalent to roughly 40 
percent of the DOD budget. 

Mr. President, there is no financial 
control over a huge chunk of the de
fense budget. The breakdown of finan
cial discipline at the Pentagon must be 
brought to a screeching halt. We have 
a responsibility, Mr. President, as U.S. 
Senators, to make this happen. 

First, bureaucrats must provide a 
full and accurate accounting of how 
they are spending the people's money. 

Those of us in Congress, who exercise 
the power of the purse, have a respon
sibility to the citizens of this country 
to make sure that there is a full and 
accurate accounting for every penny 
that the Government spends. The tax
payers deserve nothing less than that. 

Well, on June 30, the DOD IG submit
ted a formal audit report to the Con
gress, an audit required by law. The IG 
says an accurate accounting of billions 
entrusted to DBOF cannot be rendered, 
and the IG cannot · assure us that 
money has not been used for unauthor
ized purposes---that more money has 
not been stolen. 

Congress now has a responsibility to 
react in a constructive way, and I be
lieve that my amendment is construc
tive. If there are any shortcomings of 
my amendment, if you were at the 
grassroots listening to this debate, you 
would say to the Senator from Iowa, 
"You are not doing enough." 

Maybe some of my colleagues think 
that, but I am doing what I think is 
reasonable and what is within the con
text of a bad situation that cannot be 
corrected overnight, but that we can
not let go on anymore. 

I recommend that we give DBOF an
other year to clean up the books and 
get control of the money. 

That is the same period of time that 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
authorizes DBOF. 

Second, we cannot evaluate the per
formance of DBOF without accurate 
and complete financial information. 

Section 312 of this bill lays down a 
series of important "milestones" that 
must be met by DBOF. 

Some have suggested that these mile
stones are "inchstones." 

Mr. President, there is no way to 
measure DBOF's progress toward those 
milestones without accurate and com
plete financial information. 

Next year's audit of DBOF's financial 
statements will tell us whether we are 
in a position to evaluate DBOF's per
formance. 

My amendment would put DBOF on 
probation for a year. 

So the message is clear: Clean up the 
books and get control of the money or 
you are out of business on December 31, 
1994. 

In the process, by March next year, if 
my amendment is adopted the Govern
ment Accounting Office will have rec
ommendations to us. 

I hope my colleagues will support 
this amendment. I think it is reason
able, but most importantly, Mr. Presi
dent, I do not know how we can justify 
to the taxpayers $120 million in an in
and-out account that the IG, the in
spector general , cannot audit and that 
$2 million is stolen from to adequately 
demonstrate that happens to be the 
case even beyond what the Comptroller 
General said. 

Bottom line: Before I yield the floor, 
we ought to be able to audit the books, 
and that is simply all my amendment 
does. It makes it clear that this body 
feels strongly enough about the work 
of the IG and vouching for the expendi
ture of taxpayers' money that the 
books ought to be in a position to be 
audited and then take action as a re
sult of that audit based upon rec
ommendations of the Government Ac
counting Office. We cannot let this go 
on anymore. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Ohio. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise to 
oppose the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Iowa, Senator GRASSLEY. 
I hope the amendment will be defeated, 
but I share the great concern with him 
about how we manage these financial 
accounts. 

I agree completely with Senator 
GRASSLEY that the Defense business 

operations fund, or DBOF as we call it, 
has very, very serious problems. Our 
whole accounting system for Govern
ment is in a system of turmoil, par
ticularly the Department of Defense. 
And I agree with that. 

But we are not ignoring these prob
lems. The Armed Services and Govern
mental Affairs Committees have spent 
a lot of time on this issue this year. I 
think we already have a formula in 
this bill that addresses these pro bl ems, 
and I believe that adoption of the 
Grassley amendment would hurt our 
efforts to fix these problems. 

The DBOF is at the heart of the fi
nancial management problems facing 
the Defense Department today. It has 
not been there for a long time. It was 
formed in 1991 to try to put together a 
financial management system and 
solve all these problems that are facing 
the Defense Department. 

Now, I know that talking about a de
fense management auditing system 
like DBOF is a subject that can put 
people to sleep in a very big hurry. And 
maybe that is one of the reasons why 
we have not addressed this adequately 
a long, long time ago. 

But I want to take just a moment to 
outline the background of the DBOF 
issue for my colleagues and what we 
are trying to do about it. 

Beginning October 1, 1991, DOD con
solidated its five industrial funds and 
four stock accounts into a single new 
revolving fund called the DBOF, or De
fense business operations fund. The ob
jective was to improve cash manage
ment, make DOD workers more con
scious of the cost of their operations 
and be able to keep a more day-to-day 
running total on what was going on 
over there. And, finally, to make a 
central accounting system for the 
whole Defense Department, rather than 
the myriad of different accounting sys
tems we have now. 

The Army alone, we had testimony 
on, has some 43 different accounting 
systems. We are trying to straighten 
those out. And the same thing occurs 
in the other services, also. 

Consolidating nine funds into one 
sounds like a simple arithmetical oper
ation, but is has been anything but 
simple. Since its inception, DBOF has 
been plagued with persistent financial 
and accounting problems which it in
herited from the past. Most of these 
problems, Mr. President, are the result 
of very, very antiquated finance and 
accounting systems and lack of atten
tion by senior management to financial 
management and financial integrity is
sues. 

In April of this year, Deputy Sec
retary of Defense Perry instituted a de
tailed review of DOD's implementation 
of DBOF to make recommendations for 
changes or improvements in the fund. 
The recommendations of this DBOF 
Implementation Review Group are cur
rently being reviewed at the highest 
levels of the Defense Department. 
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Over the past several months, I have 

chaired hearings in the Subcommittee 
on Military Readiness and Defense In
frastructure on the Armed Services 
Committee and on the Governmental 
Affairs Committee that examined the 
problems with DBOF in detail. During 
these hearings, we hear from the Act
ing DOD Comptroller, from the mili
tary services, and from the General Ac
counting Office. In the Governmental 
Affairs Committee, the Assistant DOD 
IG presented the results of the DOD 
!G's financial audit required by the 
Chief Financial Officers Act of 1990. 

My conclusion from these hearings, 
Mr. President, is that the DBOF inher
ited serious problems. Right now, 
though, DBOF is about the only game 
in town and the best hope we have to 
bring some order to DOD financial 
management. 

I do not believe the amendment sug
gested by my friend from Iowa really 
sets up a system that would replace 
DBOF. It basically does away with 
DBOF. 

What we need is to solve the DBOF 
problems, not just ignore them by ter
minating DBOF as Senator GRASSLEY'S 
amendment would do. As GAO pointed 
out in their testimony-

A full-scale effort to make the fund suc
cessful could prove to be the catalyst needed 
for effective action to correct DBOF's long
standing financial and information manage
ment problems. 

Mr. President, the provisions already 
in the committee bill are designed to 
force DOD to make this full-scale ef
fort: Everybody in town-GAO; The of
fice of the Secretary of Defense, the, 
OSD, the DOD Inspector General, the 
military services, and the Armed Serv
ices and Governmental Affairs Com
mittees-agrees with Senator GRASS
LEY that there are significant problems 
with the DBOF. But in my view, the 
committee bill already takes into ac
count the concerns that Senator 
GRASSLEY'S amendment raises. 

Last year, the fiscal year 1993 De
fense Authorization Act authorized the 
Secretary of Defense to operate the 
DBOF through April 15, 1994. The provi
sions in the committee bill extend the 
DOD's authority to operate DBOF for 
an additional 8 months-through De
cember 31, 1994--for one purpose: in 
order to give Deputy Secretary Perry 
time to try to resolve the serious prob
lems with this fund, to make it work
able. 

The committee bill then directs the 
Secretary of Defense to establish mile
stones to address the problems in the 
DBOF outlined by our hearings, by 
Senator GRASSLEY, and by the DBOF 
Review Group within 30 days of the en
actment of this bill. 

We then require a progress report by 
February 1 of the next year on how 
DOD is implementing these milestones. 

Finally, we direct GAO to monitor 
DOD's work and report to Congress on 
the results next spring. 

Mr. President, by authorizing the 
Secretary of Defense to operate the 
DBOF only through December 31, 1994, 
we are insuring that it will take a posi
tive action by the Congress for DOD to 
continue operating the DBOF after 
that point. This means that we will be 
reviewing the DBOF all this year and 
next, and we will have to consider in 
next year's authorization bill whether 
DOD has made sufficient progress in 
straightening out DBOF's problems to 
continue operating this fund. 

I feel Senator GRASSLEY's amend
ment is too inflexible because it re
quires DOD to terminate the DBOF if 
the DOD IG issues a disclaimer of opin
ion next year on the CFO audit of the 

. DBOF. The DBOF failed the CFO audit 
this year, as the testimony before the 
Governmental Affairs Committee 
showed in July. I can tell the Senate 
right now that the problems DOD in
herited are so severe that in all likeli
hood the DOD IG will issue a dis
claimer of opinion on its CFO audit of 
DBOF next year. That is almost to be 
expected. 

The question we have to consider, 
however, is whether DOD has made sig
nificant progress by next year's CFO 
audit in addressing DBOF's significant 
problems to warrant continuing the 
DBOF. That is a judgment we will 
make next year after reviewing the 
GAO report and the DOD !G's CFO 
audit. 

Let me just comment that the Sen
ator from Iowa gave some examples of 
$2 million that was fraudulently ob
tained on Air Force accounts in Texas. 
I would say that that fraud occurred 
before the process was started. The 
process was started before DBOF was 
even formed, so that problem in Texas 
was mainly the Air Force's own inter
nal controls. That came out of our 
Governmental Affairs hearing. 

GAO identified across the whole 
length and breadth of Government 
some 400 different accounting systems. 
When we challenged them on that situ
ation, they could identify actually 200 
major different accounting systems in 
Government. That is the kind of thing 
we are talking about. 

The Army itself has 43 basic different 
accounting systems. So we are talking 
about a very mammoth problem, not 
just in the Department of Defense, 
which is trying to address some of 
these problems through DBOF, but also 
all across other parts of Government. 
There are similar things that we could 
point out that would be similar to 
DBOF where our accounting systems 
are not really in order. 

So the problem with Senator GRASS
LEY's amendment is it would terminate 
DBOF next year if the DOD IG audit 
does not give DBOF a completely clean 
bill of health. Even if the audit shows 
significant progress has been made in 
addressing the problems in DBOF, if it 
does not completely pass the CFO 
audit, DBOF must be terminated. 

I was the chief author of the Chief Fi
nancial Officers Act of 1990. This act 
requires an annual financial audit of 
DBOF and many other funds and agen
cies in the Federal Government. We 
have had our first reports pursuant to 
the CFO reports, which had to be made 
to the Congress. 

In my opinion, use of the CFO Act to 
justify the termination of DBOF, at 
this point in time, is inconsistent with 
the intent of this legislation. Let me 
explain why. 

First, the DOD !G's audit this year of 
the DBOF that Senator GRASSLEY re
ferred to and that we had a hearing on 
in the Governmental Affairs Commit
tee was the first audit ever done of 
DBOF. That was the first time the CFO 
has been required to make that report. 
Frankly, no one really expected a clean 
bill of health on this audit this time 
around. Audited financial statements 
commonly produce disclaimers or ad
verse opinions for a number of years. I 
think it is unfortunate that is true, but 
it is. 

Our most successful agencies using 
financial statements have been the So
cial Security Administration and . the 
GSA. It took 4 years for Social Secu
rity to get a clean audit and it took 9 
years for GSA to get a clean audit. 

We can say we should go faster than 
that, and I agree that we should. But 
that is what it has taken to clean up 
the mess in Government financial au
diting in some of the other agencies. So 
improving financial management in 
the Federal Government will not occur 
overnight. 

Second, the use of CFO audits toter
minate programs or initiatives like the 
DBOF may have a chilling effect on 
agencies. Audited financial statements 
were implemented in the CFO Act as a 
tool for agencies to improve financial 
management systems and operations, 
not to terminate programs. 

Third, if we accepted Senator GRASS
LEY's logic that financial audit dis
claimers should result in terminating 
programs, we would have to terminate 
programs all over the Government
even close down entire agencies, if they 
do not pass muster on their audit. 

The majority of agencies producing 
audited statements have received dis
claimers under the CFO Act, we are 
that far out of tune with what we 
should be doing in the Federal Govern
ment. The Department of Defense is 
but one Department. The state of fi
nancial management in the Federal 
Government is so poor because we have 
not given it the attention it requires, 
and that is why we passed the CFO Act 
back in 1990. 

We worked very closely with Dick 
Darman in the White House and also 
with Charles Bowsher at GAO. I know 
in one of our hearings, the Comptroller 
General said he felt the CFO Act was 
the best step forward in financial man
agement in the Federal Government in 
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the last 40 years. Whether it will prove 
to be that good or not, I do not know. 
But it is just in the process of coming 
into play now. 

Realistically, I think everyone agrees 
that there is really no alternative to 
fixing the problems that DBOF inher
ited. We really do not want to go back 
to the old system of having nine sepa
rate funds based on differing account
ing systems that could not even talk to 
each other, most of them. So we really 
did not have a running total of what is 
going on in the Department of Defense, 
which DBOF tries to bring about. And, 
as GAO has pointed out, if DBOF has 
done one thing, it has focused high
level attention on the problems in 
DOD's finance and accounting systems, 
attention that is long, long overdue. 

It was as a result of our hearings and 
bringing this out, making it public and 
calling attention to this particular 
area, that led Deputy Secretary Perry 
to establish the group at the Pentagon 
that right now is working on making 
DBOF a workable organization, which 
it should be. We do not have any other 
proposal that would replace DBOF now 
except just going back to the old sys
tem of nine separate funds, and we do 
not want to do that. 

So the Armed Services Committee 
and the Governmental Affairs Commit
tee both share Senator GRASSLEY's 
conviction that DOD should give some 
high-level attention to fixing the de
plorable state of financial accounting 
in DOD through DBOF. And the provi
sions in the committee bill, we believe, 
will make that happen. 

I want to assure the Senate that both 
the Armed Services Committee and 
Governmental Affairs Committee will 
continue to exercise vigorous oversight 
of the DBOF in the coming year. We 
will be keeping DOD and DBOF on a 
very short leash. We are the ones who 
turned up this situation. We feel we 
have taken action that will deal with 
it. And we are going to be monitoring 
what we have done very closely. 

It took about 40 years to get DOD's 
accounting system into the mess they 
are in today-and it is a mess. I would 
like to think we can solve all those 
problems in a year or two. Unfortu
nately, that may be optimistic. It may 
not be too realistic to think we can do 
it that fast. But we want to work with 
DOD. 

I will certainly work with Senator 
GRASSLEY and with his office. I think 
his bringing attention to this on the 
floor is excellent. I do not criticize that 
at all. I want to work with him to ad
dress the problems of DBOF. The provi
sion in the committee bill, we feel, will 
do exactly that. 

We feel Senator GRASSLEY's amend
ment therefore is unnecessary and 
could be counterproductive because it 
would do away with what progress we 
feel has been made through the CFO 
Act, of getting these audits run and 

trying to bring some sense out of this, 
making improvements in DBOF. 

For those reasons, I oppose the 
amendment and hope we will defeat it, 
with the assurances that we are cer
tainly going to monitor this thing 
very, very closely. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I op

pose the amendment offered by my dis
tinguished colleague, Senator GRASS
LEY. The amendment would require the 
Department of Defense to terminate 
the Defense business operations fund if 
the fund cannot pass an audit by the 
Department of Defense inspector gen
eral by December 31, 1994. The amend
ment would be counterproductive, be
cause the issue is not whether the fund 
can pass the audit, but rather what are 
the steps which can be taken to make 
the fund heal thy. 

The Committee on Armed Services 
and the GAO have studied the problems 
which have plagued the fund since its 
inception in 1991. The committee held 
hearings on the matter this year. The 
committee strongly endorsed the con
clusions of the GAO, and supported ex
tending the authority to operate the 
fund until December 31, 1994, in order 
for the Department of Defense to de
velop solutions to complex financial 
problems. 

Neither the Congress nor the Depart
ment of Defense disputes the nature 
and magnitude of the massive defi
ciencies which characterize fund oper
ations. The Department has initiated a 
comprehensive review of the fund and 
the Deputy Secretary of Defense has 
testified that steps will be taken either 
to resolve the problems or terminate 
the fund. 

The unamended bill before the Sen
ate would allow the Department of De
fense to take corrective action by au
thorizing the Secretary of Defense 
enough time to act on the conclusions 
of the implementation review group. 
The bill would authorize the Secretary 
to operate the fund until December 31, 
1994, with certain limitation and guid
ance. 

The proposed amendment, however, 
would not solve a single problem. 
Every problem which the Congress, the 
GAO, and the Department of Defense 
have identified will still exist if the 
fund is terminated. Rather than fix the 
problems, the amendment would only 
make matters worse by leaving the De
partment without any established 
means to conduct its business oper
ations. Further, any new system or re
volving fund will only inherit the cur
rent problems. There will be no oppor
tunity to consider any of the imple
mentation review group's conclusions. 
While I understand my distinguished 
colleague's sincere desire to reform 
this terrible situation, and share his 
displeasure and frustration, I believe 
the more productive method is to con
tinue fund operations within the guide-

lines imposed by the bill and enable the 
Department to correct the problems. 

This fund is the principal means by 
which the Department of Defense con
ducts its business operations. This 
means the operations, training, logis
tics, maintenance, and depot and ship
yard operations of all the forces are 
paid for out of this fund. If the amend
ment is adopted, some alternative re
volving fund will have to be imple
mented to handle these business oper
ations. However, the amendment does 
not suggest any feasible alternative, 
and it is improbable that an effective 
alternative can be fashioned if the 
amendment is passed. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, if there is 
no further debate, or when debate is 
concluded on this amendment, because 
it is opposed, I ask that the amend
ment be stacked following the schedul
ing of the previous amendment-fol
lowing the disposition of Senator 
LEARY'S amendment No. 821, and that 
no second-degree amendments or 
amendments to language that may be 
stricken be in order prior to the dis
position of Senator GRASSLEY's amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. LEVIN. I want to withhold that 
because I believe there may be more 
debate on this amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on Senator GRASSLEY's amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. LEVIN. I understand now there is 

no desire to have additional debate on 
this, and so let me make a parliamen
tary inquiry. 

Does it require unanimous consent at 
this point, debate having concluded on 
the Grassley amendment, that it be 
added automatically to the list and 
stacked after Senator LEARY'S amend
ment? Does that require unanimous 
consent? Or is that part of the existing 
unanimous-consent agreement? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised it would take unani
mous consent to specifically order a 
vote. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the vote on or 
in relation to Senator GRASSLEY's 
amendment occur without any inter
vening action or debate immediately 
upon the disposition of Senator 
LEARY'S amendment, amendment No. 
821, and that no second-degree amend
ment or amendments to language that 
may be stricken be in order prior to 
the disposition of Senator GRASSLEY's 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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THE PEACE AGREEMENT 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I want
ed to make a few comments about the 
historic event which has just occurred 
on the White House lawn where the Is
raeli-PLO agreement in principle was 
signed. 

"It was truly a moment," as Presi
dent Clinton said, "of history and 
hope," and when Prime Minister Rabin 
was asked whether he would shake 
hands with Chairman Yasser Arafat he 
was quoted as saying, "If necessary." 
Very succinct, very pointed. 

There was a good bit of drama on the 
White House lawn as the President 
came out with Prime Minister Rabin, 
Foreign Minister Peres, and Chairman 
Arafat as to what would happen. As the 
speeches were made, there were some 
dramatic moments when everyone was 
watching who was applauding whom as 
to what comments were made which 
were being agreed to at least by the 
courteous line of applause. 

But there came a very dramatic mo
ment in the proceedings where Presi
dent Clinton and I think in an extem
poraneous way shook hands with first 
Prime Minister Rabin and then with 
Chairman Yasser Arafat and then with 
a gesture or signal called on the two 
men to shake hands. And they did. 

If an ordinary picture is worth 1,000 
words, that picture I think was worth a 
million words because it sends a mes
sage to people around the world that 
there really is an arrangement between 
the Israelis and the PLO and will be 
seen by Palestinians and Arabs around 
the world as recognition that is real in 
a way that a printed word cannot de
pict it. 

Prime Minister Rabin was very 
poignant in his comments about this 
agreement being not so easy. As we 
know, so many Israelis have been vic
tims of Palestinian terrorism, PLO ter
rorism, and so many Israelis have lost 
their lives or been wounded in wars 
with the Arabs and, in fact, so have 
Arabs been wounded or killed. 

I think it is important as we take 
this important first step that we focus 
on very important principles which 
ought to follow, which have not been 
spelled out in the framework agreed to 
at the moment. 

The first of these is there must not 
be a Palestinian State, and I say that 
because a Palestinian State implies 
sovereignty, implies the possibility of 
an army, and implies the possibility of 
seeds for future conflict. 

I think it is plain that the Palestin
ian police force has to be very carefully 
monitored so that it does not become 
an army. 

Also the inviolability of Jerusalem as 
the unified capital of Israel is a matter 
of enormous importance, and these 
items will have to be spelled out as the 
parties go farther down the road. 

I think President Clinton's comment 
in this morning's Washington Post is a 

69-059 0-97 Vol. 139 (Pt. 15) 4 

matter of overwhelming importance 
when he called upon Yasser Arafat to 
condemn the attacks by militant Is
lamic Palestinians who killed four Is
raelis yesterday in Gaza, and that is 
precisely the kind of conduct that can
not be tolerated, and that is precisely 
the kind of conduct that Chairman 
Arafat and the PLO will have to fulfill 
the commitment already made to stop 
or do their utmost to stop terrorism 
and to condemn that kind of conduct. 

As noted in the ceremonies today, 
Mr. President, we look forward to 
agreements between Israel and Syria, 
Israel and Jordan, and Israel and Leb
anon, but the momentous events of 
today again in the President's words 
are clearly a day of history and clearly 
a day of hope. 

I yield the floor. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
AMENDMENT NO. 842 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, debate will now 
occur on the Levin amendment, amend
ment 842. 

The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from Michigan, Senator LEVIN. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, there are 
currently in place sanctions against 
Serbia and Montenegro, based on Exec
utive order. But I believe it is appro
priate, indeed important, that Congress 
codify the sanctions that are in the Ex
ecutive order so that Serbia will under
stand that it is going to take two steps 
with the United States to remove these 
sanctions, not just one; that it will 
take an action by the President and 
the Congress to lift the sanctions 
which are imposed on Serbia because of 
the atrocities, the calculated brutal
ities, the ethnic cleansing, and the ter
ritorial aggression that has occurred in 
former Yugoslavia. 

The Milosevic regime should know
and if this amendment is agreed to, 
will know-that for the sanctions that 
have been imposed by the United 
States to be lifted, they will have to 
convince both the President and the 
Congress that Serbia's actions merit 
the lifting of those sanctions. 

Serbia should not be allowed to dis
member Bosnia, commit horrible 
atrocities and ethnic cleansing, force 
Bosnia to accept an unjust peace, and 
then assume that it can return to the 
family of nations on a normal basis as 
if nothing untoward has happened. 

In addition, the United States should 
exercise decisive leadership to see that 
the United Nation's War Crimes Tribu
nal is fully staffed and operating. The 
United States has made a monetary 
pledge of support, but we need to do 
much more. We should insist, and lead 
the way, to ensure that judges and 
prosecutors are empowered, and tha~ 

qualified investigators are hired and 
begin processing information. Files 
should be opened, and names named. 

It is possible to make the extensive 
information currently held by our Gov
ernment public without jeopardizing 
the accused a chance of a fair trial. 
Last year Secretary of State 
Eagleberger named a handful of names; 
we need to do more. Every agency of 
the United States Government should 
sanitize and declassify to the extent 
possible all case studies, all informa
tion, and all evidence in their posses
sion of the human rights abuses and 
atrocities-and potential war crimes-
that have occurred in the former Yugo
slavia. Our Government has extensive 
information. We should make public 
the thousands of names of known indi
viduals who would be arrested if they 
came into U.N. custody. War crimes 
have been committed and war crimi
nals continue to operate. The U.S. Gov
ernment should do all within its power 
to serve notice that the establishment 
by the United Nations of an inter
national war crimes tribunal is not an 
empty gesture. Too many threats and 
gestures have been just that-empty
and the Milosevic regime has acted ac
cordingly. The United States should 
name names and do all within its 
power to ensure that the war criminals 
responsible for this on-going barbarism 
know and understand that they will be 
held accountable. There is no accept
able or justifiable reason to withhold 
the information we possess-it should 
be made public immediately. 

And the Serbians should know the 
truth. Right now we have the technical 
capability of making sure the people of 
Serbia and Montenegro learn the truth. 
The United States has airplanes with 
the capacity to override Serbian radio 
and television broadcast and replace 
them with our own or U.N. program
ming. The planes are named Com
mando Solo, and were used with great 
effectiveness during the gulf war. At 
any time during the last 2 years the 
United States could have flown Com
mando Solo near Serbian or 
Montenegro territory and provided 
residents with a window to their own 
troops' ethic cleansing, the world's 
outrage, and the resolutions and con
demnation of the United Nations. The 
Milosevic regime'b control of the air
waves is a powerful weapon. At little 
risk we could counter this and broad
cast the truth to the isolated people of 
Serbia. 

This amendment authorizes and en
courages the President to exempt from 
sanctions projects and activities to 
strengthen and encourage the develop
ment of democratic institutions and 
democratic political parties. It is ap
propriate that assistance be targeted 
to the democratic forces in Serbia, and 
this would not prohibit that. 

Mr. President, in summary, this 
amendment actually is very straight
forward and direct. It states to Mr. 
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Milosevic, to his regime: "It may be 
your ethnic cleansers have not yet 
been bombed, but don't think that you 
can enforce an unjust peace and then 
assume the lifting of the sanctions by 
the United States of America," because 
if this amendment is adopted, 
Milosevic will have to persuade a ma
jority of Congress, as well as the Presi
dent, to lift the sanctions. 

Congress has a role in foreign policy, 
and we have exercised it over and over 
again in the area of economic sanc
tions. We have exercised it in the area 
of arms sales. We have exercised it 
with China shortly after Tiananmen 
Square. And this amendment does 
something similar to what we did after 
China's actions in Tiananmen Square: 
We placed into statute, basically, what 
the President had placed in Executive 
order so that the Chinese then would 
know there would be two hurdles, not 
one, in order for normal trade relations 
to resume. 

Congress has acted relative to coun
tries that seize or nationalize Amer
ican property. The Glenn-Symington 
amendment prohibits U.S. aid to coun
tries that proliferate nuclear capabil
ity. We have banned !MET to Indo
nesia. We have acted over and over 
again as a Congress imposing sanc
tions, restrictions on weapons sales. 

We should act the same way relative 
to the activities and the atrocities of 
the Serbs in Bosnia as we have on so 
many occasions in the past, speaking 
from our hearts and our heads, saying 
with, hopefully, one voice to the re
gime which has ethnic-cleansed por
tions of Bosnia that our anger with 
them matches the world's and that we 
are going to do as a Congress what we 
can do by imposing sanctions on them 
in law. 

Once they are in law, the Milosevic 
regime will understand that for them 
to be removed will require either a 
Presidential waiver, which is provided 
for under specified circumstances in 
this amendment, or it will require con
gressional action to amend or repeal 
the law. It is one way we can say some
thing to the Serbs. There are not a lot 
of ways that we can speak because 
most of the actions, particularly those 
involving military activities, are with
in the jurisdiction of the executive 
branch, but this is one way Congress 
can speak. We can say: "Now you are 
going to have two hurdles to jump. 
There are going to be two mountains 

. for you to climb, Mr. Milosevic, given 
what you have done, before we are 
going to return to normal economic re
lations" with the former Yugoslavia. 

The effect of the existing sanctions, 
however modest, will be heightened if 
we tell the Milosevic regime that Con
gress is doing what we can to toughen 
them and you are not going to be able 
to shake them off until both the Presi
dent and a majority of the Congress 
can be persuaded to do so. 

This amendment is cosponsored by 
Senators DOLE and SIMON. I do not 
know if there is debate on it. I under
stand there is no objection from the 
Republican side. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, in order to give an opportunity 
for others possibly to speak on it, in 
the case of this amendment, that if at 
the end of today there is no request for 
a rollcall vote, it then be deemed 
agreed to and reconsidered and the mo
tion to reconsider laid on the table. 
That will permit an opportunity for 
anybody during the day to request a 
rollcall vote. It is an unusual situation, 
but I do want to provide an oppor
tunity. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is making an unusual request. 
Will the Senator restate it for the 
Chair's edification? 

Mr. LEVIN. Let me restate it a dif
ferent way. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would like to ask the Senator if 
he wants to lay this amendment aside 
for disposal later in the day and for 
others who wish to debate it? 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, instead, 
when this amendment is adopted, as it 
may be in the next few moments, I will 
not then move to reconsider and lay on 
the table in the event there is opposi
tion. I would leave that path open to 
those who might oppose. So I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator making a unanimous-consent 
request? 

Mr. LEVIN. I withdraw my unani
mous-consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Michigan yields the floor. 

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

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Iowa. 

THE ANTIDEFICIENCY ACT 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, while 
Senator GLENN and the Senator from 
Michigan, who is managing the bill, are 
on the floor, I have a statement I want 
to make on an amendment that I was 
going to put in, but because there has 
been some other understandings on 
this worked out, I would like to go to 
the discussion of this amendment at 
this point so that Senator GLENN can 
participate. 

Mr. President, over the past few 
months, I have spoken a number of 
times about the violation of the 
Antideficiency Act, particularly as re
lated to the advanced cruise missile. I 
want to focus on ways to make this law 
work. It is a very good law. 

The Antideficiency Act is a very im
portant control mechanism governing 
the use of public money. It was enacted 
in 1870, over 100 years ago. It is broad 
and general and constitutes one of the 
few controls that has teeth. A violation 
carries criminal penal ties. 

Sadly, recent audit reports emanat
ing from the General Accounting Office 

and the Office of Department of De
fense Inspector General suggests this 
law is being violated with disgraceful 
regularity. No body seems to care and 
nothing is being done about it. When 
the Antideficiency Act is violated, it 
means legal spending limits set by 
Congress have been exceeded. That 
means the agency involved is conduct
ing unauthorized business. 

Controlling the purse strings is one 
of Congress' most sacred constitutional 
responsibilities. The public's money 
must never be taken from the U.S. 
Treasury and spent without proper au
thorization from Congress. Access to 
the Treasury must be carefully guarded 
by Congress. Without enforcement of 
the Antideficiency Act, however, there 
will be no discipline and integrity in 
the management of the public's money. 

As I said a moment ago, the 
Antideficiency Act does have teeth. A 
violation of the act brings severe pen
alties. Under sections 1349 and 1350, a 
violation could bring a jail sentence, a 
fine or suspension from duty without 
pay, and even removal from office. But 
it also requires that violations be 
promptly reported to the President and 
the Congress. 

The . reporting requirements are 
spelled out in section 1351. That section 
specifies that a violation must be re
ported immediately to the President 
and the Congress along with all rel
evant facts and a statement of action 
taken. Unfortunately, the law and its 
legislative history are silent on the 
question of who is responsible for con
ducting investigations and reporting 
results to the Congress and the Presi
dent. As a result, rules and procedures 
for investigating violations of the 
Antideficiency Act are prescribed in 
departmental regulations. 

At the Pentagon, procedures for in
vestigating Antideficiency Act viola
tions are laid down in DOD Directive 
7200.1. This directive gives the military 
services responsibility for investigat
ing, fixing blame, and reporting viola
tions of the Antideficiency Act. This 
directive is not, however, working very 
well. It takes the military services for
ever to bring these cases to a decisive 
and meaningful conclusion. 

As the Deputy DOD IG Derek Vander 
Schaaf has testified: "By the time 
these cases are resolved, the people in
volved have either retired or died." 
And the punishment at that point 
being meted out is meaningless . 

So existing procedures are not work
ing very well, Mr. President. The mili
tary services have repeatedly dem
onstrated an unwillingness to effec
tively perform the task. The C-17 and 
the advanced cruise missile programs 
are perfect examples of how the serv
ices handle Antideficiency Act viola
tions. The DOD IG carefully verified 
and documented Antideficiency Act 
violations by both programs. 
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The IG's charges rest on solid ground. 

The facts are very clear. The law was 
plainly violated. 

Senior Air Force officials knew about 
the violations but failed to report them 
and may have tried to conceal them. 
The Air Force then attempted to de
bunk the !G's work, and that did not 
work either. So the Air Force launched 
a reinvestigation of the IG investiga
tion. The C-17 and the ACM reinves
tigations are now ongoing. 

I am not holding my breath, Mr. 
President. I have no confidence in the 
outcome. The process has no credibil
ity. 

The IG underscored this problem in 
testimony before Senator GLENN'S 
committee on July 1, 1993: 

I have considerable doubts about the prac
ticality of the DOD directive 7200.1 when sen
ior officials and high profile programs are in
volved. 

Mr. President, the military services 
simply cannot investigate themselves. 
A more independent organization with
in the department should be given re
sponsibility for investigating and re
porting violations of the 
Antideficiency Act. The DOD IG, of 
course, is the logical candidate for this 
job. 

I have amendments that would give 
the Department of Defense IG author
ity, first, to investigate and report 
Antideficiency Act violations; second, 
to fix responsibility; and, third, to rec
ommend disciplinary action when ap
propriate. 

My amendments would not force the 
DOD IG to investigate every single po
tential violation of law. The IG would 
have discretionary authority to pick 
and choose which cases to examine. 
Hopefully, the IG would investigate 
only the most flagrant cases. 

But, Mr. President, my amendments, 
hopefully, are unnecessary. I am some
what confused about the need for new 
legislation, and so I asked the chair
man of the committee to look at this. 
The manager of the bill, the Senator 
from Michigan, is with us. 

On the one hand, I see the Depart
ment of Defense IG telling us that the 
procedures set forth in DOD directive 
7200.1 are ineffective. On the other 
hand, a careful review of the Inspector 
General Act of 1978 suggested the DOD 
IG already has ample authority to con
duct those investigations. The only re
strictions on the DOD IG's investiga
tive authority pertain to matters in
volving sensitive intelligence programs 
and operational plans. 

In those areas, the Secretary of De
fense may prohibit IG probes but must 
provide an explanation to Congress 
when exercising that authority. Other
wise, the DOD IG has essentially un
limited investigative powers. 

Under the Inspector General Act, the 
DOD IG has authority to conduct in
vestigations and audits as needed. The 
IG has authority in the law to gain ac-

cess to all documents and records. The 
IG has authority in the law to issue 
subpoenas. The IG has authority in the 
law to take affidavits under oath. The 
IG has authority in the law to rec
ommend corrective actions concerning 
abuse, deficiencies and violations of 
the law. The IG is required by the law 
to report the violations of Federal 
criminal law to the Attorney General. 

If, for example, the DOD IG found 
that the Antideficiency Act had been 
knowingly and willfully violated, or if 
senior officials attempted to conceal it, 
that would be a violation of the Fed
eral criminal law and would have to be 
referred to the Attorney General. 

That seems to cover it, Mr. Presi
dent. What additional investigative au
thority might the DOD IG need? 

I would like to ask the manager of 
the bill, the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. LEVIN], four questions about the 
DOD !G's authority to investigate vio
lations of the Antideficiency Act. 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SIMON). The Senator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I know we 

will be happy to answer the questions 
which have been raised by the Senator 
from Iowa, who has spent a lot of time 
and energy on problems of fraud and 
waste in Government procurement. 
Senator GLENN, I think, is in the posi
tion where he can answer the specific 
questions which the Senator from Iowa 
wishes to raise. 

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

ator from Ohio is recognized. 
Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I think 

the Sena tor from Iowa has raised an 
important question. I am glad to par
ticipate in this colloquy with him. 

My committee has heard testimony 
on the issue recently and there is con
siderable doubt about the effectiveness 
of current DOD regulations for report
ing and investigating violations of the 
Antideficiency Act. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, does 
the Department of Defense IG have au
thority in law to investigate such vio
lations? I ask the Senator from Michi
gan if he would respond to that. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the in
spector general does have ample au
thority to conduct investigations into 
violations of the Antideficiency Act. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I agree 
with that statement. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, a 
further question. Does the Department 
of Defense IG have authority in law to 
fix responsibility and recommend cor
rective action including disciplinary 
action when appropriate in such cases? 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, the in
spector general has ample authority to 
assess responsibility and to recommend 
corrective action, including discipli
nary action in appropriate cases. As a 
practical matter, when misconduct is 
involved, the IG normally develops 

findings and conclusions and leaves the 
development of appropriate rec
ommendations for disciplinary action 
to supervisory personnel. The inspector 
general, however, has the authority to 
recommend processing for disciplinary 
action in specific cases. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I agree 
with the statement of Senator GLENN. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, does 
the Department of Defense IG have au
thority in law to report such violations 
as required by section 1351 of title 31 of 
the United States Code? 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, the in
spector general has the authority and 
the responsibility to report violations 
of law, including violations of the 
Antideficiency Act, to senior Depart
ment of Defense officials, to Congress, 
and to the Department of Justice for 
criminal prosecution where appro
priate. 

Mr. LEVIN. I agree, Mr. President. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, could 

any aspect of the Department of De
fense Directive 7200.1 be construed as 
preventing the Department of Defense 
IG from investigating and reporting 
violations of the Antideficiency Act? 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, DOD di
rective 7200.1 could not prevent the De
partment of Defense Inspector General 
from investigating and reporting viola
tions of the Antideficiency Act. Indeed, 
any regulation which purported to cre
ate such limitations would te contrary 
to the broad statutory authority man
date of all inspectors general as set out 
in the Inspector General Act. 

Mr. LEVIN. And I agree, Mr. Presi
dent. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
would like to ask the chairmen of the 
appropriate committees of jurisdiction, 
in this case Senator LEVIN for the Com
mittee on Armed Services, if they 
think it would be appropriate to com
municate the substance of our dialog 
to the Department in order to clarify 
what I consider a very confusing situa
tion. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, it is ap
propriate to transmit this colloquy to 
the Secretary of Defense, and I shall 
see to it that it is done. 

Mr. GLENN. I agree with Senator 
LEVIN, representing the chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, could 
I say that I do appreciate that there is 
a consensus. My amendments, which I 

·thought I would have to offer, are now 
unnecessary, so I will not offer them. I 
particularly thank the chairmen of the 
two committees of jurisdiction for 
their thoughtful responses to my ques
tions. 

Before yielding the floor, a unani
mous consent. 

Senator SIMON, who is now presiding, 
had asked me to put him down as a co
sponsor on my amendment on DBOF. 

So I ask unanimous consent to add 
Senator SIMON as a cosponsor of my 
amendment. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield the floor. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, my 

amendment is pending but I under
stand that there may be a Senator on 
his way over to speak on it. So I ask 
unanimous consent that we tempo
rarily lay it aside and take up a num
ber of amendments that have been 
agreed upon. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 843 
(Purpose: To amend title 38, United States 

Code, to provide that the effective date of 
any changes in benefits under the Service
men's Group Life Insurance Program shall 
be based on the international dateline) 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 

SMITH] proposes an amendment numbered 
843. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place insert: 

SECTION 1. EFFECTIVE DATE FOR CHANGES IN 
SERVICEMEN'S GROUP LIFE INSUR
ANCE PROGRAM. 

(a) USE OF INTERNATIONAL DATE LINE.
Section 1967 of title 38, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing new section: 

" (f) The effective date and time for any 
change in benefits under the Servicemen's 
Group Life Insurance Program shall be based 
on the on the date and time according to the 
time zone immediately west of the Inter
national Date Line." 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re
spect to amendments to chapter 19 of title 
38, United States Code, that take effect after 
November 29, 1992. · 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, the 
amendment that I am offering would 
provide that the effective date of any 
changes under the Servicemen's Group 
Life Insurance Program be based on 
the international dateline. 

As my colleagues will recall, last 
year Congress increased the maximum 
SGLI coverage available from $100,000 
to $200,000. Congress established a re
quirement for the participants in the 
program to voluntarily elect this in
creased coverage with an effective date 
of December 1, 1992. 

The Uniform Time Act of 1966 man
dates the use of local time within spec
ified time zones for benefit changes to 
the SGLI Program. However, this 
causes a fundamental inconsistency, 
since any change to the SGLI Program 
occurs at 24 distinct and separate times 
throughout the world, beginning at the 
international dateline and ending in 
the Pacific region. For instance, if a 

fatal accident occurred in a more west
erly time zone before the effective 
local time, those members would not 
be covered in the event of an accident, 
even though the survivors of members 
who died at another duty station at the 
same moment somewhere else in the 
world could benefit from the increase. 
So we have 24 different time zones that 
we are dealing with, and depending on 
where the accident took place one per
son could be covered and another one 
not covered. 

Unfortunately, this nightmare actu
ally happened. November 30, 1992, when 
two fatal accidents occurred in the 
United States. On that day two C-14l's 
from McChord Air Force Base, WA, col
lided during training operations result
ing in 13 fatalities; and a B-1 bomber 
from Dyess Air Force Base, TX, 
crashed on a low-level training flight 
resulting in 4 deaths. 

A total of 9 Air Force crewmembers 
and one Army member who also died 
that day had signed papers to increase 
their SGLI coverage from $100,000 to 
$200,000 effective December 1. However, 
since the claims were ajudicated based 
on local time, which ironically was just 
a few minutes before midnight at the 
accident scenes, these members were 
not covered under the SGLI increase. 

The result is a very tragic inequity 
for the survivors of those deceased 
militarily personnel. 

There is no question that the 
servicemembers intended for their fam
ilies to benefit from the increased 
SGLI coverage, and according to 
Greenwich mean time which is the 
standard time determinant in every 
military cockpit throughout the world 
it was December 1, 1992. Yet because 
these accident claims were ajudicated 
based on local time, the claims were 
denied. 

The amendment that I am offering 
would correct this problem by making 
the international dateline the time de
terminant for benefit changes to the 
SGLI program. Since it would institute 
this change as of November 30, 1992, the 
legislation would allow the survivors of 
the 10 deceased service members to 
benefit from the law raising the SGLI 
coverage to $200,000. 

According to the Congressional Budg
et Office, the amendment would result 
in a one-time cost only of $1 million in 
fiscal 1994. This $1 million would be 
funded from the existing SGLI contin
gency fund. And it would resolve a 
tragic inequity that continues to haunt 
the loved ones of 10 gallant servicemen 
who lost their lives in the line of duty 
in the United States of America. 

I would emphasize that there is 
strong support for this amendment, 
Mr. President. The Secretary of Veter
ans Affairs supports the legislation, 
and has so indicated by letter. The As
sistant Secretary of Defense for Per
sonnel and Readiness supports the leg
islation. The Air Force supports the 

legislation. And the House of Rep
resen ta ti ves has already unanimously 
passed this legislation. 

In the interest of fairness and the 
last wishes of 10 deceased American 
personnel I urge my colleagues at this 
time to support this amendment. It is 
my understanding that there is no op
position on the other side on this. As
suming that to be the case, Mr. Presi
dent, I urge adoption of the amend
ment. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, let me 
congratulate Senator SMITH for his ef
forts in this behalf. He has been tire
less in trying to correct and adjust 
what has occurred here. He in the com
mittee pursued this. He continues to do 
so on the floor. He has done so in a way 
which we believe is sound and we sup
port the amendment. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my support of this 
amendment. As you know, 13 Air Force 
personnel were killed in a plane crash 
over Harlem, MT, on November 30, 1992, 
when two Air Force C-141B tanker jets 
collided. Nine of the flyers had signed 
up for a supplementary $100,000 life in
surance policy, but because the crash 
occurred at 9:30 p.m. mountain time, 
on November 30-and the law did not 
go into effect until December 1, 1992-
the additional benefits were not paid. 

However, it was 12:30 a.m. eastern 
standard time on December 1, 1992, 
when the crash occurred. I think we 
need to set a standard guideline so this 
kind of problem will not occur again. 
And I also feel that the families of 
these pilots should have the insurance 
benefit that they were intended to re
ceive. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? If 
not, without objection, the amendment 
(No. 843) is agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 844 
Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 

SMITH] proposes an amendment numbered 
844. 

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

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

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

the 'following: 
SECTION 1. AWARD OF THE NAVY EXPEDmON

ARYMEDAL 
It is the sense of the Senate that the Sec

retary of the Navy should direct that mem
bers who served in Task Force 16, culminat
ing in the air-raid commonly known as the 
"Doolittle raid on Tokyo", during April 1942, 
be awarded the Navy Expeditionary Medal 
for such service. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, this 
amendment is also agreed to. 
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Mr. President, America was built on 

heroism and noble sacrifice. Those vir
tues were on display when Lt. Col. 
James "Jimmy" Doolittle and his raid
ers lifted off from the aircraft carrier 
Hornet on April 18, 1942. Some 625 miles 
from Japan, 16 B-25's left the tossing 
deck, barely skimmed the waves, and 
veered toward Tokyo. Not knowing if 
they would ever make it back, they 
landed in history. 

In high winds and strong seas, 13 
bombers struck Tokyo without serious 
opposition while, for psychological rea
sons, the three others were sent to 
Nogoya, Osaka, and Kobe. Although 
none of the planes was downed over 
Japan, the challenge of reaching safety 
was daunting. In the end, 71 of the 80 
pilots and crewman survived the at
tack. For his role in the raid, Doolittle 
was promoted to brigadier general and 
awarded the Medal of Honor. 

The Doolittle raid ranks as one of the 
most brilliantly executed operations in 
the history of air warfare. Indeed, the 
news of the raid over Tokyo helped to 
revive the morale of a nation still be
numbed by the Japanese air attack on 
Pearl Harbor and a winter of successive 
Japanese victories. The attack so un
nerved the Japanese high command 
that it committed Japan's naval fleet 
in relentless pursuit of retaliation, cul
minating in the Battle of Midway. It 
was the Japanese defeat there that 
proved to be the turning point of the 
Pacific war. The rising sun had begun 
to set. 

Often overlooked, yet critical to 
Doolittle's success was another collec
tion of American heroes. I am speaking 
of the men from Task Force 16 who es
corted the B-25's and launched the 
fateful attack. Task Force 16 included 
the aircraft carriers Hornet and Enter
prise, the cruisers Vincennes, North
ampton, Nashville, and Salt Lake City, 
the destroyers Gwin, Balch, Grayson, 
Benham, Monsson, Eilet, Meredith, and 
Fanning, and the oilers Cimarron and 
Sabine. 

These surface combatants ensured 
safe transport to an appropriate stag
ing location and, with their mission 
completed, reversed course and headed 
for the safety of open waters. Predict
ably, the Japanese launched an armada 
of ships and planes in pursuit, but the 
American surface forces were able to 
escape unharmed. 

Mr. President, we as Americans cher
ish the legacy of our ancestors, and 
their heroic service in defense of free
dom. Without question, the members of 
Task Force 16 answered the call of duty 
and earned the respect and admiration 
of a grateful nation. It is my belief 
that we have a duty to pay appropriate 
homage to these men. 

Throughout the preparation for, and 
execution of, this unprecedented mis
sion, members of Task Force 16 were 
told that they would be awarded the 
Navy Expeditionary Medal for their 

service. However, sadly, and in my 
opm10n, unfairly, this commitment 
was never honored. 

The amendment I have offered would 
seek to correct this injustice by ex
pressing the sense of the Senate that 
members of Task Force 16 who partici
pated in the mission culminating in 
the Doolittle raid during April 1942, be 
awarded the Navy Expeditionary 
Medal. Congress overwhelmingly sup
ported this proposal in last year's De
fense authorization bill, however, the 
Navy has not acted on the issue. My 
amendment would follow through on 
last year's congressional endorsement 
and once again urge the Navy to a ward 
the medal without regard to time limi
tations on the consideration of such 
awards. This recognition is richly de
served and long overdue. Should the 
Navy fail to act on this recommenda
tion, I will reserve the option to under
take appropriate action to ensure that 
the will of Congress is honored. I urge 
my colleagues to support the amend
ment. 

I would add for the benefit of my col
leagues that I have researched this 
matter as best as I can, and I believe 
my amendment would recognize those 
who have not been recognized pre
viously. 

At this time, I would also like to 
commend Mr. Bud Whited of Grant
ham, NH. Bud served aboard the U.S.S. 
Hornet during 1942 and has been a tire
less advocate for veterans of Task 
Force 16. Bud has written a gripping re
count of the Doolittle raid which ap
peared recently in the Fleet Reserve 
Association's Naval Affairs magazine. 
For the benefit of my colleagues, I 
would ask unanimous consent that a 
copy of this article, entitled "The For
gotten Navy Expedition of World War 
II" be included in the RECORD. 

I urge my colleagues to review this 
excellent article and to lend their sup
port to the pending amendment. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
THE FORGOTTEN NAVY EXPEDITION OF WORLD 

WAR II 

(By Shipmate Bert Whited, Granite State 
Branch 338) 

After the 7 December 1941 Japanese attack 
on Pearl Harbor, American land and sea 
forces suffered major set-backs throughout 
the Pacific. As losses mounted, the American 
public's morale was at a very low tide. Se
cretly, President Roosevelt authorized an ex
tremely dangerous and sacrificial mission to 
retaliate against the Japanese. This Expedi
tionary Mission was to bomb major indus
trial targets in Tokyo and in other large 
Japanese cities. An action of this kind was 
most desirable at that time due to the psy
chological impact it would have on the 
American public, our allies and the enemy. 

To accomplish this heroic feat , the aircraft 
carrier USS HORNET (CV-8) on 2 February 
1942, experimented in successfully launching 
two Army Air Force B-25 bombers from its 

flight deck in the Atlantic off Norfolk, Vir
ginia. In late February 1942, she sailed for 
the Panama Canal to join the Pacific Fleet. 
After a short stop at San Diego, California, 
she proceeded to the Alameda Naval Air Sta
tion in San Francisco Bay. On 1April1942, 16 
Army B-25 bombers were towed to the dock 
alongside the HORNET and hoisted aboard. 
The crew assumed they were ferrying the 
bombers to Hawaii or some other South Pa
cific island. 

On 2 April 1942 the HORNET sailed under 
sealed orders with its screen of Cruisers and 
Destroyers. We were all fully aware of the 
ship's vulnerability. The B-25's occupied 
more than half the flight deck preventing 
use of the elevators to get any of our planes 
up to the flightdeck. That afternoon Captain 
Marc A. Mitscher, over the loudspeaker sys
tem, revealed our destination- that we were 
going to span the Pacific Ocean, over 5000 
miles, to take Lt. Col. Jimmy Doolittle 's 
bombers and crews to within striking dis
tance of Tokyo. The HORNET's job was to 
get the bombers to within 400 miles of Japan, 
then streak from there as fast as her four , 
peak-driven propellers, could take her. After 
the bull-horn squawked off, and a moment of 
stunned silence, wild rebel yells resounded 
throughout the ship. Thrilled signalmen sent 
the word from ship to ship in the escort, 
where echoing cheers rang out. The Task 
Force crews were told, that if our mission 
were successful, we would be awarded the 
Navy Expeditionary Force Medal for this 
morale building expedition. 

On the morning of 13 April 1942, came a 
welcome sight. It was the USS ENTER
PRISE (CV-6) and her screen of ships, sent to 
escort the HORNET on the last leg of her 
mad dash to Japan. The renewed presence of 
patrol planes overhead served to abate some 
of our tension. The combined Navy Task 
Groups 16.1 and 16.2 were forged into Task 
Force 16 and was comprised of the following 
ships. 

TASK FORCE 16 

Task group 16.l 

Carriers U.S.S. Enterprise . 
Cruisers: 

U.S.S. Vincennes 
U.S.S. Nashville ..... . 

Destroyers: 
U.S.S. Gwin ............... . 
U.S.S. Grayson ... ......... . 
U.S.S. Monsson ............. . 
U.S.S. Meredith ............. . 
U.S.S. Cimarron ...................... . 

Task group 16.2 

U.S.S. Hornet. 

U.S.S. Northampton. 
U.S.S. Salt Lake City. 

U S.S. Balch. 
U.S.S. Benham. 
U.S.S. Eilet. 
U.S.S. Fanning. 
U.S.S. Sabine Oilers. 

The submarines USS Thresher and USS 
Trout were operating off the Japanese coast, 
watching for enemy fleet movements and to 
report weather conditions. On April 17, the 
fleet crossed the 180th Meridian, in a latitude 
considerably higher than Tokyo and follow
ing the same route the Japanese took to 
bomb Pearl Harbor. At 2 pm that day we 
heard "Tokyo Rose" speaking from the Jap
anese Radio Station JOAK. She was telling 
her listeners why it was impossible that 
Tokyo would ever be bombed. 

It was an ever present fear throughout the 
dash west-that we would be sighted by an 
enemy ship or patrol plane that would radio 
in an alarm, warning the Japanese of our 
coming. At 2:10 am on the 18th, we picked up 
two blips on radar showing enemy ships dead 
ahead. The force altered course to avoid 
th.em, and at dawn reconnaissance planes 
were launched from the ENTERPRISE. At 5 
am the ENTERPRISE pilots reported a pick
et boat 42 miles ahead, and an hour later a 
third vessel was sighted visually from the 
HORNET. Within ten minutes, cruisers and 
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dive bombers were blasting them from the 
water, but there could be no assurance that 
they had not successfully sounded a warning. 
We were still 550 nautical miles from our in
tended launching spot, 150 miles further 
away than desired. It was originally planned 
to fly the planes off in the afternoon of the 
19th which would permit the pilots to bomb 
at night, after which they would seek out 
forewarned but unfamiliar landing sites in 
Free China in the daylight the next morning. 
As many months of planning had been put 
into this mission, it could not be abandoned 
this close to success. 

Lt. Col. Jimmy Doolittle conferred with 
Admiral Bull Halsey and they decided to 
launch the aircraft as soon as possible. Gaso
line tanks were topped off and extra fuel in 
five gallon cans were stowed aboard each 
plane, as every ounce of fuel was needed to 
help the fliers reach their destination. 

At 7 am came the call, "Army Pilots man 
your planes," and the twin-engine, fully 
loaded bombers, cranked up their engines 
with an ear-splitting roar. The spread of the 
bombers' wings left only four feet of clear
ance between the right wing tip of the bomb
ers and the carrier island structure. The 
slightest veering from a white line painted 
down the flight deck would end in disaster. 
The wind and seas were so strong that sea 
water was breaking over the HORNETS 
flight deck. Doolittle, in the first plane to be 
launched, charged off the deck at 8:24 am on 
his way to Tokyo. The Flight Deck Launch
ing Officer had to time each takeoff to coin
cide with the rise and fall of the bow to give 
the planes as much of a boost as possible as 
it left the flightdeck. All planes were air
borne by 0920 and the operation was marred 
by only two unfortunate mishap&-a sailor in 
the flight deck handling crew lost his arm 
when struck by a propeller, and a B-25 
smashed a plexiglass nose cone when it 
rammed the tail of the bomber ahead of it. 

Tokyo had been alerted for a large air raid 
with Japanese planes conducting a mock air 
raid. The real raid by the American planes 
followed so closely that the Japanese public 
never knew of our attack until it was over. 
No air raid sirens sounded for at least 15 to 
20 minutes after the Doolittle Raiders were 
over the cities. The actual damage inflicted 
by our bombers was not great by later bomb
ing standards, but the Japanese officials had 
a difficult time explaining how such an at
tack could happen and they suffered consid
erable "loss of face." The news of the attack 
on Tokyo gave a great boost to American 
and allied morale. 

None of our bombers were lost over Japan; 
one landed in Russia; fifteen others in China. 
Seventy-one of the 80 pilots and crewmen, in
cluding Doolittle, survived the raid. One 
crewman was killed when he bailed out; two 
were killed in crash landings; five were in
terned in Russia; eight were captured by the 
Japanese and the rest managed to reach Free 
China and safety. Of the eight that were cap
tured, three were executed; one died; and 
four were freed at war's end. 

Our part in this spectacular raid dis
charged, the carriers HORNET and ENTER
PRISE with their task force ships reversed 
course and made tracks for safer waters. Ad
miral Halsey made good our retreat without 
molestation, even though the Japanese 
launched both planes and ships in pursuit. 
Within three hours, the combat air patrols 
from both carriers attacked 16 enemy surface 
ships sinking several of them, one surrender
ing to the Light Cruiser USS NASHVILLE 
and its crew taken prisoner. 

During this extremely dangerous under
taking, the crews of the Joint Task Force 

Ships knew that to successfully complete 
this mission, they would if necessary, be sac
rificed. Again the crews of the ships in Task 
Force 16 were told they would be awarded 
the NA VY EXPEDITIONARY FORCE 
MEDAL for this heroic endeavor, and to this 
day this medal has not been authorized. 

The HORNET was only one year and six 
days when she was lost, but she took her toll 
of enemy ships during her short life span, 
earning four Battle Stars. After returning 
from the Doolittle mission, she sailed to join 
the. Battle of Coral Sea, but did not arrive in 
time for action. She did participate in the 
Battle of Midway, losing her entire Torpedo 
Squadron Eight, VT-8. She was with the USS 
WASP (CV-7) in the Solomon Islands in the 
South Pacific when the WASP was sunk. By 
October 1942, the ENTERPRISE (bomb dam
aged in early August), the USS SARATOGA 
(CV-3) (torpedo damaged on August 31st) 
were back for repairs. The HORNET was for 
a short time, the only serviceable aircraft 
carrier in the Pacific Fleet, carrying out 
bombing raids on Japanese installations in 
the South Pacific Islands. By 15 October 1942, 
in ten months of flight deck operations, the 
HORNET had registered 6,619 landings. 

On 18 October 1942, TASK FORCE 17 (USS 
HORNET CV-8) was once again joined by 
TASK FORCE 16 (USS ENTERPRISE CV-6), 
together to make up TASK FORCE 61. On 24 
October this combined group moved east of 
the Santa Cruz Islands to intercept the Japa
nese Combined Fleet steaming south to rein
force their land forces on Guadalcanal. Task 
Force 16, under Rear Admiral Kincaid, was 
comprised of the aircraft carrier ENTER
PRISE, one battleship, two cruisers and 
eight destroyers. Task Force 17 under Rear 
Admiral Murray, was comprised of the air
craft carrier HORNET, four cruisers and six 
destroyers. Squadrons of this combined 
TASK FORCE 61 engaged the enemy in one 
of the most critical battles of the war. 

Because of the HORNET'S involvement in 
the Doolittle Raids, she became the focal 
point of all the fury of the attacking Japa
nese aircraft. At 0910 enemy VAL dive bomb
ers and KATE torpedo planes attacked the 
HORNET through a curtain of F4F's and 
anti-aircraft fire. The HORNET took the 
first bomb hit on the starboard side of the 
flight deck aft and suffered two near misses 
off the starboard bow. At 0913 the Japanese 
squadron commander, his VAL damaged by a 
shell burst, crashed his plane into the HOR
NET, slicing off the signal bridge, glancing 
off the stack and on through the flight deck. 
He was carrying one 500 pound and two 100 
pound bombs. The first 100 pounder deto
nated on impact with the stack and signal 
bridge, killing most of the signalmen; the 
other went off as it passed through a ready 
room below the flight deck, while the 500 
pounder was a dud and was secured to the 
bulkhead to keep it from rolling around and 
possibly going off. 

Next, two torpedoes exploded in the engi
neering spaces, knocking out our boilers and 
rupturing our rudder at an angle, making is 
more difficult to be towed. Three more 500 
pound bombs struck, one detonated on im
pact with the flight deck, killing most the 
Marine detachment manning a 1.1 gun mount 
aft of the island superstructure and most of 
the sailors manning the twenty mm anti-air
craft gun spaced on the catwalk around the 
flight deck. The other two penetrated to the 
fourth deck before exploding and knocking 
out our generator rooms, causing us to lose 
all electrical power. This disabled our fire 
water pumps so we could not effectively 
fight fires. A Kate made a suicide run at 0917 

into the port forward gun gallery coming to 
rest in the forward elevator pit. 

Only after the HORNET became disabled 
did the Japanese turn to attack the rest of 
our Task Force ship's. The HORNET, during 
the many attacks by enemy carrier and land 
based aircraft, hit by several bombs, tor
pedoes, and crashing Japanese Kamikaze air
craft lay dead in the water. Herculean efforts 
were made aboard the HORNET to save her. 
After hours of exhausting fire fighting, with 
bucket brigades and fire houses passed from 
destroyers alongside, the fires and flooding 
were brought under control. All efforts were 
made to get three of her boilers on line and 
the rudder free. The Heavy Cruiser NORTH
AMPTON made three attempts to take her 
in-tow, but additional Japanese raids frus
trated these efforts. Over 800 excess squadron 
personnel and 75 wounded were transferred 
to destroyers. At 1520 another six Japanese 
KATES appeared and at 1523 the HORNET 
took another torpedo on her starboard side. 

At 1625 Rear Admiral Charles F. Mason 
gave the order to "Abandon Ship". As the 
commanding officer he was the last one to 
leave the stricken ship. The Destroyer USS 
MUSTIN (DD-413) became the guardian angel 
of the HORNET by having some of her crew 
courageously man a Motor Whale Boat in 
open seas picking up over 337 HORNET survi
vors. Admiral Mason and Commander 
Lockhart were picked up by this Motor 
Whale Boat and delivered to the MUSTIN. 
The Destroyer USS ANDERSON (DD-411) and 
other ships in the Task Force rP,scued the re
mainder of the HORNET's men. The final 
count revealed 111 HORNET men killed and 
108 wounded. The MUSTIN and the ANDER
SON had the grim duty of destroying the 
crippled, heavily damaged and abandoned 
HORNET. Nine more torpedoes hits and 
nearly 300 rounds of 5-inch shells failed to 
sink her. By 2040 the HORNET was ablaze 
throughout her whole length and the two de
stroyers headed south. At 2120 two Japanese 
destroyers, Makigumo and Akigumo. closed 
in on the HORNET and fired four big 24-inch 
torpedoes into her. At 0130 on 27 October the 
HORNET finally sank in 2700 fathoms of 
water off the Santa Cruz Islands. She was the 
last large U.S. carrier to be lost in World 
War II. 

On 25 October 1992 (because of the Inter
national Dateline) it will be the 50th Anni
versary of the Battle of Santa Cruz and the 
loss of the HORNET, and the 11th Joint Re
union of the MUSTIN/HORNET. This reunion 
is being held at the Merrimack Inn in 
Merrimack, New Hampshire, where all the 
crew members of the two Task Forces have 
been invited to assemble. This would be the 
appropriate time for our Country, the Presi
dent, the members of Congress, and the re
sponsible Military Departments to issue the 
long overdue "Navy Expeditionary Force 
Medal" to the crews and ships of the Task 
Force 16. 

There are not too many of us left (most 
over seventy years of age). and we feel it 
would not be too big a burden for the govern
ment to correct this oversight and issue us 
our medal. We have been assured by many 
Senators and Representatives that we are de
serving of this award and are willing to sup
port us in our efforts. 

Mr. SMITH. At this time, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, we sup
port the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, without objection, 
the amendment (No. 844) is agreed to. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 845 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 

SMITH] proposes an amendment numbered 
845. 

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

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

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

the following: 
SEC. • REPORT ON MILITARY FOOD DISTRIBU

TION PRACTICES. 
(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress makes the fol

lowing findings: 
(1) The Defense Personnel Support Center, 

a component of the Defense Logistics Agency 
(DLA), purchases more than 90 percent of the 
food supplied to military "end-users" such as 
dining halls, hospitals and other facilities 
that feed troops. 

(2) Semiperishable items, such as canned 
goods, are stored in four DLA depots. Perish
able items, including fresh and frozen vege
tables, fruits, and meats, are stored in 21 
contractor-operated Defense Subsistence Of
fices. 

(3) Private Sector end-users, including 
independent restaurants, hospitals, and ho
tels, obtain their food through direct deliv
ery from distributors. 

(4) A Department of Defense comprehen
sive inventory reduction plan, issued in May 
1990, stated that "where DoD requirements 
can be met through commercial distribution 
systems in a timely and cost-effective fash
ion, no value is added by pushing items 
through the DoD warehousing systems." 

(5) A June 1993 GAO Report determined 
that the Department of Defense could 
achieve substantial cost savings by expand
ing the use of private sector food distribu
tors and practices in the military food sup
ply system. 

(b) REVIEW REQUIRED.-The Secretary of 
Defense shall conduct a review which evalu
ates the feasibility and economic benefits re
sulting from the expanded use of full-line 
distributors to deliver food directly to mili
tary end-users. The review should address 
whether the expended use of distributors 
could reduce depot storage of food (except 
for war reserve stocks and items bound for 
overseas), and eliminate the requirement for 
Defense Subsistence Offices and certain base 
warehouse activities. The review should in
clude a cost comparison of the Department 
of Defense supply system with the costs of 
commercial distributors. The review should 
also consider what obstacles may exist that 
would hinder the Department of Defense's 
ability to procure commercial items and in
stitute commercial logistics practices. 

(c) REPORT.-Not later than March 1, 1994, 
the Secretary shall submit to the congres
sional defense committees a report on his 
findings from the review together with any 
recommendations. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding also that this amend
ment has been cleared on both sides. 
Assuming that to be the case, I now 
urge adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, we have 
no objection to the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? If there is no further 
debate, without objection, the amend
ment (No. 845) is agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 842 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I under
stand that Senator LEVIN'S amendment 
concerning jurisdiction of the Serbian 
matter is being put to one side. I ask 
unanimous consent to speak on it. 

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

Mr. PELL. My view, Mr. President, is 
that this is basically an amendment 
that falls within the jurisdiction of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, not of 
the Armed Services Committee. I be
lieve the State Department authoriza
tion bill which will be coming up short
ly before us might be a more suitable 
vehicle on which to attach this amend
ment. I would hope that the Senator 
from Michigan would concur in that, 
because otherwise, it would necessitate 
a vote. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, this is an 
important amendment. It is long over
due. We have had other amendments on 
this bill which relate to foreign policy, 
such as an amendment on the United 
States-Israeli relationship. We have a 
unanimous-consent agreement that 
this amendment, which I have intro
duced on behalf of Senator DOLE, Sen
ator SIMON and myself, is in order. I 
think we should proceed with it, and I 
feel very strongly that the Congress 
should speak on the question of Ser
bian sanctions. I think it will add some 
strength to the American voice, and we 
need all the strength we have, as far as 
I am concerned, for reasons I have 
given before. 

I wish to proceed with the amend
ment and, of course, if the Senator 
from Rhode Island wishes a rollcall, 
that is within his rights. But it is im
portant that the Congress act to im
pose sanctions in law that only the 
Congress can repeal, unless waived by 
the President. It will add a very impor
tant, new voice that Serbia is going to 
have to consider if it continues to ig
nore world opinion in the carving up of 
Bosnia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask for a 
rollcall vote, and I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. LEVIN. I ask unanimous consent 

that the vote on or in relation to the 
amendment that I am offering relative 
to Serbian sanctions occur without any 
intervening action or debate upon the 
disposition of Senator GRASSLEY's 
amendment, and that no second-degree 
amendment or amendments to Ian-

guage that may be stricken be in order 
prior to the disposition of my amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I might pro
ceed for 8 minutes as in morning busi
ness with a tribute to Senator MAL
COLM WALLOP. 

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

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR MALCOLM 
WALLOP 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, on 
Thursday night in Sheridan, WY, my 
home State, my long-time friend and 
senior colleague, Senator MALCOLM 
WALLOP, announced his decision not to 
seek reelection when his present term 
expires. I regret that I was necessarily 
absent on Friday due to a longstanding 
commitment I had in Wyoming and 
was unable to comment here on his de
c1s10n. Neither was it possible on 
Thursday evening, when what my 
friend MALCOLM w ALLOP had decided to 
do had not yet become public. He had 
called me earlier that evening and told 
me about his decision, and I certainly 
was saddened by that prospect. 

So this is my first opportunity to pay 
tribute to my friend in this Chamber. 
He is a man of great and deep passion. 
Those of us who know him can attest 
to his passion. He also possesses a clear 
and steady vision, and he will be sorely 
missed by me, his Senate colleagues, 
and by so many Wyomingites. 

I believe the occupant of the chair 
will recall the first time that he met 
Sena tor WALLOP and me was at a func
tion in Florida where we were being 
honored as outstanding legislators. 
MALCOLM WALLOP and I were there, as 
was my friend, Senator SIMON of Illi
nois. 

The Wallop and Simpson families 
have known each other for nearly 100 
years in Wyoming. Our great grand
fathers and grandfathers knew each 
other. The history of the Wallop family 
in Wyoming, is unique. They came 
there and raised horses for the Boer 
war. Those horses were raised on the 
lush grasslands of Wyoming and taken 
to Duluth, then up to the Great Lakes, 
and then around a rather circuitous 
route to South Africa. Their family 
also became involved in lumber and 
ranching. Our families have known 
each other for a long time-for three 
generations. 

He received his early education in 
Big Horn, WY. He received his college 
degree at Yale. Then from 1955 to 1957, 
he went into the artillery, and I went 
into the infantry about the same time. 
Then, together, we served in the Wyo
ming legislature. I was elected to the 
Wyoming House in 1964. MALCOLM was 

· elected there in 1968. We have served 
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together-as fellow legislators-now 
for nearly 25 years. 

Ours is a friendship that is not easily 
forgotten or dismissed. He is a lovely 
friend of powerful intellect and persua
sion and a powerfully passionate man 
about the things he deeply believes in. 
Our disagreements were few, but when 
we had them, we simply met them head 
on, and then would visit together or go 
off to dinner together. I might add it is 
always better to go to dinner with 
MALCOLM when he is doing the prepar
ing, because he is a remarkable gour
met cook. These are some of my many 
thoughts as I reflect on his announce
ment. 

This is a man whom I have observed 
and admired for years. I have watched 
him in the Intelligence Committee and 
on the Energy ~nd Natural Resources 
Committee. I watched him and Senator 
BENNETT JOHNSTON put together an en
ergy bill when everybody else who had 
previously tried had failed for decades. 
They did that for us. For all of us. 

He has a great deal of service left to 
be done here, and he has said, "I do not 
think the only place to fight for free
dom is in the Halls of Congress." His 
career in the U.S. Senate has been stel
lar. 

In his work on the Armed Services 
Committee and the Intelligence Com
mittee, no one was a more articulate 
spokesman for peace through strength. 
He believed in pushing the Soviet 
Union "until they drop." That was his 
commitment, and he ultimately will be 
remembered in this Chamber as a fer
vent supporter of the Reagan-Bush de
fense policies. He made great legisla
tive contributions to what will be the 
ultimate monument to all of those 
policies: the demise of communism. 

He served on the Senate Finance 
Committee, and he is without peer in 
his opposition to tax increases. Fur
ther, he was the author of the Wallop
Breaux sport fishing restoration legis
lation, another great legislative mile
stone that none will forget. 

The West has had no greater friend 
than MALCOLM w ALLOP. There will be 
no one who will be able to represent 
the West as he has done. He under
stands the issues that so uniquely af
fect our region and, more importantly, 
as with anything which he has been in
volved, he had an incredible talent for 
articulating clearly, concisely, power
fully and earnestly the basis for his 
views. 

His energy, spirit, and courage, 
which he proudly presented to the peo
ple of Wyoming day after day, and year 
after year, demonstrated his unfailing 
love for our State and its people. 

Here is a man who never rode the 
fence, never ducked in politics. He has 
dealt honestly, carefully, consistently, 
and perceptively with issues large and 
small. His positive mark on Wyoming 
and Washington and his place in his
tory are very sharply and clearly 
etched. 

Throughout all the years which we 
have shared, MALCOLM WALLOP has 
demonstrated his special ability to 
guide our State into the future without 
sacrificing the qualities, the lifestyle, 
and the historical values that make 
Wyoming so very special. He is a very 
gutsy man. He "calls 'em as he sees 
'em," never flinching, and always giv
ing immeasurable value to the people 
he has desired to serve. 

Ann and I join with the many thou
sands of people in our State and 
throughout the Nation in paying rich 
and sincere tribute to MALCOLM and his 
very bright, able, and steady wife, 
French, a very remarkable and capable 
businesswoman in her own right, and 
to their wonderful children, Malcolm, 
Matthew, Amy, Paul, and Scott, and 
that dear new grandchild. 

I say to my old friend MALCOLM: 
Thanks. Just a sincere thanks, for 
never sitting it out, for just getting 
into the fray in the first instance. And 
thanks for giving up so much in order 
to serve so well. And thanks for my 
wonderful chance to ride along as your 
sidekick, and we have many a mile to 
go before you leave. It has been my 
great personal privilege. We both know 
that hanging up your spurs does not 
mean there are no other horses to ride 
in life, and other intriguing and satis
fying trails to follow. Good luck-and a 
profound personal thanks to MAL
COLM-my friend. 

SENATOR MALCOLM WALLOP 

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

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, it was a 
privilege to sit here and listen to my 
distinguished colleague and friend, 
from the first day I crossed the thresh
old of the Senate with him some 14 
years ago, to speak on behalf of his 
partner from the great State of Wyo
ming and long-time friend, MALCOLM 
WALLOP. I would simply ask that I add 
a brief perspective. 

I came to know the senior Senator 
from Wyoming best when he served on 
the Armed Services Committee. He had 
risen to a position of seniority and 
prominence on the Finance Committee. 
Yet, he felt a very special need to leave 
that committee and join the Armed 
Services Committee, in a compara
tively speaking less senior position, to 
begin what I call a crusade on behalf of 
the complex issues relating to strategic 
defense. 

No one on that committee in due 
course developed a greater depth of 
knowledge or a stronger feeling on be
half of the need for this country to re
main strong in its ability to develop 
and modernize the whole realm of stra
tegic weapons, weapons which by their 
very design and need are defensive-not 
offensive-defensive weapons, weapons 
which were instrumental in enabling 
this country to deter their use; weap
ons which were instrumental in bring
ing about literally the demise of the 
Soviet Union. 

Here and there in the history of the 
causes leading to the demise of the So
viet Union is proper attribution to the 
strategic systems, and particularly 
SDI. The former Soviet Union recog
nized their inability technically, finan
cially, and every other way to compete 
with the United States and other West
ern nations that had some modest con
tribution to that important program. 

The final chapter is yet to be writ
ten. But in this Chamber, steadfast 
time and time again, stood the senior 
Senator from Wyoming, defending that 
program constantly from the right, 
from the left, and from all sides. He 
was able to guide that program in such 
a way that it became an integral part 
of the series of factors that led to the 
decision and the demise, to the break
up of the Soviet Union. 

During the deliberation of the 
present legislation, I participated with 
the senior Senator from Wyoming, and 
our goal was to indicate that the Sen
ate of the United States felt ever so 
strongly that as we begin to approach 
the next chapter of theater defensive 
systems, we should recognize that the 
ABM Treaty should not be an impedi
ment, ABM which was signed in May of 
1972 at a time when no one envisioned 
this whole new range of weapons and 
the proliferation of weapons that can 
be utilized in the theater operations 
where our troops are in advanced posi
tions in theater operations with ballis
tic trajectory. 

The senior Senator from Wyoming 
and I worked together, and through his 
leadership we were able to craft, with 
the assistance of the distinguished 
chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee and several others, a resolution 
to our amendment which in my judg
ment exceeded our original goals in 
terms of the purpose of the amendment 
to convey the sentiment of this Cham
ber to those in the administration that 
will be soon studying the relationship 
between the ABM Treaty and theater 
ballistic systems. 

It is clear that at the time the ABM 
Treaty was drawn up in 1972, no one 
ever envisioned the proliferation of 
these systems today and, therefore, 
that treaty should not be an impedi
ment in any way to unleashing the 
brains in this country and elsewhere to 
develop the best possible deterrent to 
those threatening systems. 

In the judgment of this Senator, the 
strategic ballistic missiles are now in a 
fairly fixed position. They are the sub
ject of a series of treaties. But the the
ater ballistic missiles are now pro
liferating and become, in my judgment, 
one of the most serious if not the most 
serious threat posed against our 
troops, our national security, particu
larly, when you can devise rather sim
ply a variety of warheads to inflict 
damage of mass destruction should 
they ever be used. 

We learned in the gulf war the sim
plicity of the Scud system. We learned 



September 13, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 21033 
in the gulf war the difficulty of track
ing down the source of the Scud. We 
learned the difficulty of taking the 
Scud out. Further, nationally we had 
really our first generation of theater 
defense to do what we could to defend 
against that system. 

So, Mr. President, I shall miss our 
colleague and I shall also do my very 
best working with other Senators to 
take his place, particularly as it re
lates to those issues on national secu
rity about which he felt so sincerely. I 
wish him well in his next challenge. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Michigan is recognized. 
SENATOR MALCOLM WALLOP 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, before I 
send an amendment to the desk, let me 
just say that I share with the friends 
from Wyoming and Virginia their com
ments about Senator WALLOP. He has 
been on the Armed Services Commit
tee. We have worked together. He was 
my ranking member for 2 years until 
he rejoined Finance last year. We 
worked together extremely well, al
ways cordially. We disagreed on SDI 
and a number of other issues, but that 
never got in the way of the warm and 
open relationship. And I, too, shall 
miss the directness that he always 
brought to his job. 

While we disagreed, again, probably 
as often as we agreed, that did not 
stand in the way of my admiration for 
the quality, the characteristic that he 
had of letting you know precisely 
where he stood and why. And his patri
otism is second to none in this body. 
We, too, shall miss him personally as 
he returns to Wyoming. 

SENATOR MALCOLM WALLOP 
Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, there will 

be a time in the future where we will 
all have an opportunity to speak of our 
friend and colleague, Senator WALLOP. 
But, since I am here on the floor at 
this time, managing a bill that Senator 
WALLOP had so much to do with over 
the years, I thought it would be appro
priate just to say I was saddened to 
hear that he was leaving but happy for 
his family, as I know he will be pursu
ing other goals. He is still going to be 
here for quite some time, obviously, 
until 1995. 

He has been, certainly, a good friend 
and mentor for me in the few years I 
have been in the Senate and had the 
privilege to serve with him, especially 
in the steering committee and the 
Armed Services Committee. 

I did not want to let this time pass 
without saying how much I appreciate 
his friendship and the great service he 
has given to this body and to the coun
try-certainly to the men and women 
of Wyoming-and especially on behalf 
of the military and the Armed Forces 
of this country. He has fought so hard 
to see they had the proper funding and 
the right equipment. I think his leader
ship in the area of the SDI missile de-

fense will be recorded very favorably 
by historians in the future. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
AMENDMENT NO. 846 

(Purpose: To require that the Secretary of 
Defense provide a justification for the rec
ommendation of the closure or realign
ment of military installations previously 
considere.d for closure or realignment) 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senators RIEGLE and HEFLIN and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised of a parliamentary sit
uation. Senator HARKIN's amendment 
is pending and needs to be laid aside 
first. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment of Senator HARKIN be tem
porarily laid aside. 

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

The clerk will report the Levin 
amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], 
for Mr. RIEGLE, for himself, and Mr. HEFLIN, 
proposes an amendment numbered 846. 

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

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

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

ing: 
SEC. 2816. JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDA· 

TIONS FOR CLOSURE OR REALIGN
MENT OF INSTALLATIONS PRE· 
VIOUSLY CONSIDERED FOR CLO
SURE OR REALIGNMENT. 

(a) REQUIREMENT.-(l)(A) The Secretary of 
Defense shall include with the recommenda
tion of the Secretary for the closure or re
alignment under a base closure law of an in
stallation referred to in subparagraph (B) the 
justification described in paragraph (2). 

(B) An installation referred to in subpara
graph (A) is any installation recommended 
by the Secretary of Defense for closure or re
alignment under a base closure law in a year 
before the date of the enactment of this Act 
and not recommended for closure or realign
ment by a base closure and realignment com
mission in its recommendations for closure 
and realignment in that year by reason of 
the failure of the Secretary's recommenda
tion to meet the criteria or force structure 
plan, as the case may be, upon which the 
Secretary's recommendation was based. 

(2) A justification referred to in paragraph 
(1) shall include-

(A) an explanation of-
(i) the manner, if any, in which the rec

ommendation of the Secretary for the clo
sure or realignment of an installation re
ferred to in paragraph (l)(A) is the direct re
sult of-

(!) an amendment to the criteria used by 
the Secretary in making the recommenda
tion since the Secretary's previous rec
ommendation; or 

(II) changes in the force-structure plan (or 
other military requirements) since such pre
vious recommendation; and 

(B) the manner, if any, in which the mak
ing of such recommendation in accordance 
with such amendment or changes eliminates 
the failure referred to in paragraph (l)(B); or 

(C) in the event that such recommendation 
is not the direct result of such amendment 
or changes, an explanation of the manner in 
which such recommendation addresses the 
failure referred to in paragraph (l)(B). 

(b) DEFINITION.-In this section, the term 
"base closure law" means the following: 

(1) The provisions of title II of the Defense 
Authorization Amendments and Base Clo
sure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-
526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 

(2) The Defense Base Closure and Realign
ment Act of 1990 (part A of title XX.IX of 
Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the 
amendment of Senators RIEGLE and 
HEFLIN will require the specific expla
nation and justification for the closure 
or realignment of a base under the De
fense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 1990, if such action had in the 
previous closure round been proposed 
by the Secretary of Defense and had 
been rejected by the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. 

We think it is a good amendment. I 
personally believe strongly it is a good 
amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent that I be 
listed as a cosponsor. 

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

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, during 
the 1991 and 1993 Base Closure and Re
alignment [BRAC] rounds, approxi
mately 20 military facilities were rec
ommended for closure or realignment 
by the Department of Defense [DOD] 
only to be removed from the list of clo
sures or realignments by the Base Clo
sure and Realignment Commission be
cause they did not meet the criteria for 
closure or realignment or the mili
tary's force structure plan. Indeed, 
Fort McCellan, AL, was removed from 
the closure list more than once. 

Repeated, unjustified closure an
nouncements represent bad military 
policy, waste valuable resources, un
necessarily disturb employees, and se
riously disrupt communities. DOD 
must not recommend facilities for clo
sure or realignment which failed to 
meet the closure criteria or force 
structure plan without justifying how 
a new recommendation will address 
that failure. For this reason, I am of
fering an amendment to mandate that 
the Secretary of Defense explain how 
when a second recommendation for clo
sure is made, the new recommendation 
addresses this failure. 

Military agencies must be able to en
gage in long-term planning. To do so, 
they must have some degree of stabil
ity. Consecutive closure recommenda
tions upset facilities' long-term plans-
leaving them unsure about whether 
they will be in operation in the near or 
distant future. 
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Repeated consideration of a base also 

wastes valuable Federal and local re
sources. Much time and money are ex
pended by DOD, the General Account
ing Office, and the Commission to ana
lyze and review bases on the list. Like
wise, many comm uni ties expend a 
great deal of their limited resources in 
an effort to retain the jobs created by 
the bases. Localities can ill afford to 
waste valuable moneys reconvincing 
the Base Closure Commission of what 
they had already proven once before. 

Communities where these facilities 
are located are disrupted for prolonged 
periods-many for up to 6 years-when 
DOD repeatedly recommends the clo
sure of local facilities previously re
moved from the list by the commis
sion. Having been spared in the earlier 
BRAC round because they did not meet 
closure criteria-only to be targeted 
again-communities reasonably infer 
that DOD is attempting to close a local 
base for reasons other than force struc
ture optimization. 

Employees at bases recommended for 
closure also experience great uncer
tainty. They feel singled out for adver
sity and are unable to plan for the fu
ture. It is unfair to put them through 
the emotional wrecking-ball which the 
base closure process can represent. 

I strongly believe that America must 
reduce its defense budget and I gen
erally support the base closure process. 
However, we must take the impact of 
these actions on communities into con
sideration. We must not permit the De
partment of Defense to relist bases for 
closure after those bases had already 
been removed from the closure list un
less the Secretary explains how the 
new recommendation addresses the 
failure of the previous recommenda
tion. I therefore urge adoption of my 
amendment. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 
Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990 is a success. Since 1991 the year 
the first Base Closure Commission met, 
164 bases have been recommended for 
closure and 93 bases for realignment 
with an annual saving of $3.8 billion. 
Despite these dramatic cuts we have 
only reduced our infrastructure by 15 
percent. At the same time we cut the 
military forces structure by almost 30 
percent, therefore it is obvious that ad
ditional base closings will be nec
essary. 

I am sympathetic to Senator RIE
GLE's amendment because the Navy 
recommended NA VELEX Charleston 
for closure both in 1991 and 1993. Fortu
nately, the Base Closure Commission 
did not agree with the Navy. Neverthe
less, it caused significant turmoil and 
expense to the Charleston community 
and I certainly do not want the facility 
to go through that turmoil again. 

Mr. President, the current law works 
well, but a little improvement in this 
area has merit. I agree with the amend
ment and urge its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further discussion? If not, the question 
is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 846) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. SMITH. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment of Senator HARKIN be tem
porarily laid aside so that two addi
tional amendments which have been 
cleared can be considered by the body, 
one of Senator PRYOR and one of Sen
ator Rom. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 847 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, on behalf 
of Senators ROTH and BIDEN, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 

SMITH], for Mr. ROTH, for himself and Mr. 
BIDEN, proposes an amendment numbered 
847. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

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

following new section 
SEC. 01. SHORT TITI..E. 

This section may be cited as NATO Review 
Requirements. 
SEC. 02. FINDINGS; POLICY. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
(1) the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

(NATO) has successfully met the challenge of 
helping to maintain the peace, security and 
freedom of the United States and its NATO 
allies for more than forty years; 

(2) the national security interests of the 
United States have been well served by the 
process of consultation, coordination, and 
military cooperation in the NATO frame
work; 

(3) recent history has witnessed radical 
changes in the international security envi
ronment, including the fall of the Berlin 
Wall, the unification of Germany, the dis
banding of the Warsaw Pact and the disinte
gration of the Soviet Union; 

(4) the military threats which NATO was 
established to deter have receded with the 
end of the Cold War, calling into question 
both the future value of the alliance and the 
rationale for U.S. military deployments in 
Europe; 

(5) the post-Cold War security situation 
continues to present a wild array of chal
lenges to U.S. national interests, many of 
which interests the U.S. shares with its al
lies in Europe and Canada; 

(6) the international community may 
prove capable of deterring many threats to 
the common peace if it can respond deci
sively to aggression; 

(7) the United States must share the bur
den of its international security commit-

ments with other nations if it is to tend to 
the needs of its own citizens in a responsible 
fashion; 

(8) several of the newly democratic nations 
of Central and Eastern Europe have ex
pressed interest in seeking membership in 
NATO; 

(9) many of the security challenges facing 
the post-Cold War world would be best han
dled through coherent multilateral re
sponses; 

(10) the United States should never send its 
military forces into combat unless they are 
provided with the best opportunity to ac
complish their objectives with as little risk 
as possible; 

(11) military interventions against antago
nistic armed forces cannot be conducted 
safely or effectively on a multilateral basis 
unless such operations are jointly planned in 
advance and are executed by units which 
have trained together and are familiar with 
each others operational procedures; 

(12) NATO is currently the only organiza
tion with the experience, trained staff and 
infrastructure necessary to support military 
cooperation with the major military allies of 
the United States; 

(13) the NATO allies already have volun
teered to consider requests from the United 
Nations and the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe for assistance in 
maintaining the peace; 

(14) justification of the relevance of NATO 
in the post-Cold War world will depend large
ly upon the alliance's ability to adapt its 
mission and procedures to the new security 
environment; 

(15) justification of future U.S. support for 
the alliance and for a U.S. military presence 
in Europe will depend upon NATO's ability 
to address those security interests which the 
United States shares with its allies in Eu
rope and Canada; 

(16) a summit meeting of the NATO heads 
of state, which has been scheduled for Janu
ary 1994, would present an excellent oppor
tunity for the President of the United States 
to articulate a new, broader security mission 
for the alliance in the post-Cold War world, 
one which will enable it to address a wider 
array of threats to its members' interests 
and which will help to share more effectively 
the burden ot international security require
ments. 

(b) POLICY.-lt is the sense of the Congress 
that-

(1) old threats to the security of the United 
States and its allies in the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization have retreated radically 
but new, more diverse challenges have arisen 
in the form of ethno-religious conflict in 
Central and Eastern Europe and the pro
liferation of weapons of mass destruction in 
regions pr0ximate to alliance territory and 
NATO's mission must be redefined so that it 
may respond to such challenges to its mem
bers' security even when those challenges 
emanate from beyond the geographic bound
aries of its members' territories; 

(2) future United States military involve
ment in, and contributions to, NATO should 
be determined in relation to the alliance's 
success or failure in adapting itself to con
fronting the challenges of the post-Cold War 
world. 
SEC. 03. REPORT. 

(a) Within 30 calendar days of the enact
ment of this legislation, the President, in 
consultation with the Secretary of State and 
the Secretary of Defense, shall send a report 
to the Armed Services Committees of the 
U.S. Senate and House of Representatives 
and to the Foreign Relations Committee of 
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the U.S. Senate and the Foreign Affairs 
Committee of the House of Representatives. 
This report should contain recommendations 
on-
. (1) the manner in which NATO can formu
late and implement a strategy to address the 
new, more disparate threats to the security 
of its members; 

(2) the feasibility of having NATO to con
duct security operations beyond the geo
graphic boundaries of the alliance; 

(3) the manner in which NATO should re
structure its forces. training and equipment 
for the new security environment; 

(4) the desirability of expanding the alli
ance to include either traditionally neutral 
nations or the new democratic nations of 
Eastern or Central Europe who wish to join 
NATO; 

(5) the proper size and composition of Unit
ed States forces to be deployed in Europe to 
assist in the implementation of NATO's new 
mandate and possible reduction in U.S. mili
tary deployments in Europe in the event of 
the alliance's failure to adopt a new man
date; 

(6) the structure and organization of NATO 
headquarters, with particular attention to 
the need to reinvigorate the NATO Military 
Committee; 

(7) the desirability of having additional 
NATO forces train in North America in a 
manner supportive of NATO's proposed new 
strategy; 

(8) the structure of NATO's military com
mand, with particular attention to the need 
to make NATO's Rapid Reaction Force a 
credible deterrent in regional aggression; 

(9) the levels of U.S. European and Cana
dian defense budgets and their ability to fi
nance forces consistent with the implemen
tation of NATO's new mandate. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, the amend
ment represents the latest in my ef
forts to press the executive branch of 
our Government to take the lead in re
vitalizing the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization so that it can address the 
security challenges of the post-cold
war world. 

Supporters of the transatlantic secu
rity link, of which I am one, frequently 
point out that NATO has enjoyed a his
tory of unparalleled success. It has de
terred aggression by the forces of the 
former Warsaw Pact and ushered West
ern Europe into a period of unprece
dented peace and prosperity. The deter
mination of its 16 members to address 
their security concerns on a collective 
basis thwarted Soviet ambitions and, 
ultimately, caused the inherent con
tradictions in the Communist eco
nomic plan to become manifest. Thus 
the cold war was ended without firing a 
shot and the bulk of the credit should 
go the NATO. 

But past successes do not provide an 
adequate rationale for future commit
ments. The American people will not, 
in my opinion, continue to support the 
deployment of significant numbers of 
U.S. forces overseas unless the national 
security benefits of those deployments 
are clear and manifest. 

Unfortunately, in the aftermath of 
cold war, neither the Bush nor the 
Clinton administration have urged 
NATO to make the necessary reeval ua
tion of its role in the new security en-

vironment. Consequently, far too many 
Americans are led to believe that 
NATO is a cold war institution whose 
relevance has now passed and that our 
military presence in Europe is nothing 
more than a cold war hangover. If 
nothing is done to change this percep
tion and to place the alliance on a new 
course, I have no doubt that U.S. sup
port for our military presence in Eu
rope will wither, this will, in turn, 
prompt congressional action to reduce 
troop levels and, ultimately, the alli
ance will exist in name only. 

But, Mr. President, these develop
ments need not come about. Consider 
how many times we have heard Mem
bers of this body, and of the House of 
Representatives, opine that they did 
not wish to see the United States act 
as the world's policeman. And yet, at 
the same time, this Nation has vital in
terests around the globe, interests 
which must be protected. How is this 
apparent contradiction to be resolved? 
I believe that the answer to this ques
tion is clear-by working with our al
lies to address those security concerns 
which we hold in common. Thus, the 
United States will not be compelled to 
play the role of unilateral policeman 
while our fundamental security inter
ests will be addressed. 

NATO boasts two characteristics in 
this regard, characteristics which set it 
apart from all other multilateral orga
nizations. First, NATO's membership 
enjoys a unique level of cohesion. As 
industrial democracies they share a 
host of international interests, inter
ests which they could easily address on 
a cooperative basis. Second, NATO is 
the world's only functioning, effective 
multilateral military alliance. The 
armed forces of its 16 members train 
together and they enjoy an integrated 
command structure which is already in 
place. As the Bosnia situation has dete
riorated, both the United Nations and 
the European commission have been 
obliged to recognize that only NATO 
has the real ability to intervene in the 
Balkans to real effect. Other organiza
tions have been long on rhetoric but 
have been woefully incapable of back
ing up their words with the threat of 
actual military intervention. 

In short, this Nation cannot afford to 
see NATO wither away, but if NATO is 
to evolve into a viable post-cold war se
curity institution, its 16 sovereign 
members must set about the task of de
fining their common security interests 
in the 1990's and beyond and then de
cide how they intend to address those 
interests. 

I have noted that, in some quarters, 
there is a desire to have NATO adopt 
this evolutionary course on an ad hoc 
basis, addressing crises and problems 
as they occur. I am utterly opposed to 
this course. The alliance was not 
formed on an ad hoc basis. Its members 
came together in 1949, enunciated a set 
of principles and mutual commitments 

and then proceeded to address their se
curity concerns on the basis of those 
enunciated principles. This approach 
yielded two major benefits. First, it 
prevented members from wriggling free 
from their commitments when it might 
have suited their parochial interests to 
do so. Second, it enabled the alliance 
not merely to address threats to their 
security interests but actually to deter 
threats to those interests. Everyone 
knew where NATO stood-its policy 
was written out in a public document 
for all to see-and they tailored their 
policies accordingly, not wishing to 
trigger the mutual defense commit
ments contained in articles 5 and 6 of 
the NATO charter. 

In this context, I believe that it is 
useful to ask ourselves two questions. 
Do we believe that Saddam Hussein 
would have invaded Kuwait if he had 
known that, by so doing, he would pre
cipitate an armed response by NATO's 
16 members? Do we believe that 
Slobodan Milosevic would have moved 
against Croatia or Bosnia if he had 
known that his aggression would lead 
to his militias and regular forces being 
smashed by a NATO counter-offensive? 
I suspect that we all know that, faced 
with the threat of a NATO reprisal, 
both men would have stayed at home 
and the world would have been a better 
place. 

If NATO is to set about the task of 
reorganizing itself to confront the 
challenges of the post-cold-war world, 
two points will have to be born in 
mind. First, this initiative cannot 
come from NATO headquarters. The 
signatories to the NATO charter did 
not abrogate their national sov
ereignty when they acceded to it. Con
sequently, the NATO Security-General 
is much more the creature of the alli
ance's 16 members than he is their 
master. Any major initiative to re
vamp the alliance will have to emanate 
from the alliance's members rather 
than from its bureaucracy. Secondly, if 
any national member of NATO is to 
launch an initiative to reshape the alli
ance, then the logical party to com
mence this process is the United 
States. European and Canadian mem
bers of the alliance have, traditionally, 
looked to the United States for leader
ship. The United States already com
mands the alliance's military structure 
in the person of SACEUR. It is the U.S. 
military presence in Europe which 
makes the alliance unique. In short, it 
is time for the United States to take 
the lead. 

Last year, I attempted to draw the 
attention of the executive branch to 
the need to refocus NATO. I added an 
amendment to the fiscal year 1993 de
fense authorization bill requiring the 
Pentagon to report to the Congress on 
the role of NATO in the post-cold-war 
world. I understand that the task of 
writing the report was pushed over to 
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the lower ranks of the State Depart
ment. The final report was, to put it 
generously, utterly unimaginative. 

In my frustration I had seriously 
considered reviving the Nunn-Roth ap
proach of 1984 and proposing an amend
ment that would mandate U.S. troop 
withdrawals from Europe in the ab
sence of a fundamental reappraisal of 
alliance roles and missions. But I have 
decided to hold off that course, for the 
moment. The amendment which I send 
to the desk requires the President to 
report to the House and Senate Com
mittees on Armed Services and Foreign 
Relations detailing exactly how his ad
ministration intends to address this 
critical issue when the NATO heads of 
state meet in January 1994. The alli
ance has been in critical need of U.S. 
leadership on this issue ever since the 
cold war came to a close. I strongly 
suspect that if the administration fails 
to grasp this late opportunity, many of 
my colleagues will begin to cast a wary 
eye over United States deployments in 
Europe. 

I thank the managers and their staffs 
for their cooperation in working out 
this amendment and I ask that my col
league, Senator BIDEN, be entered in 
the RECORD as an original cosponsor of 
this amendment. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, tbis 
amendment expresses the sense of Con
gress that the mission of NATO must 
be redefined in light of dramatic 
changes in world security and requires 
the President, in consultation with the 
Secretary of Defense and the Secretary 
of State, to submit a report to Con
gress on the future composition of 
NATO. 

Mr. President, I believe this amend
ment has been agreed to on both sides 
and I urge the adoption of the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, we sup
port this amendment. We think it is a 
good amendment on behalf of Senators 
ROTH and BID EN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further discussion of the amendment? 

If not, without objection, the amend
ment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 847) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SMITH. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 848 

(Purpose: To require an annual submission 
to Congress regarding budget information 
on the costs for recruitment of personnel 
for enlistment, appointment, or induction 
in the Armed Forces of the United States.) 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, on behalf 
of Senator PRYOR, I send an amend
ment to the desk and ask for its imme
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], 
for Mr. PRYOR, proposes an amendment num
bered 848. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
'On page 104, between lines 2 and 3, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 340. BUDGET INFORMATION ON DEPART· 

MENT OF DEFENSE RECRUITING EX· 
PENDITURES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 9 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 
"§ 227. Recruiting costs 

"The Secretary shall include in the budget 
justification documents submitted to Con
gress each year in connection with the sub
mission of the budget pursuant to section 
1105 of title 31 the following matters: 

" (1) The amount requested for the recruit
ment of persons for enlistment, appoint
ment, or induction into the armed forces, in
cluding-

"(A) the personnel costs for Department of 
Defense personnel whose duties include-

" (i) recruitment; 
" (ii) the management of Department of De

fense personnel performing recruitment du
ties; or 

"(iii) supporting Department of Defense 
personnel in the performance of duties re
ferred to in clause (i) or (ii); 

"(B) the cost of providing support for such 
personnel for the performance of those du
ties; 

" (C) operation and maintenance costs asso- · 
ciated with recruitment, including the costs 
of paid advertising and facilities; 

"(D) the costs of incentives, including
" (i) amounts paid under sections 302d, 308a, 

308c, 308f, 308g, 308h (for a first enlistment), 
and 308i of title 37, relating to bonuses and 
other incentives; 

" (ii) amounts deposited in the Department 
of Defense Education Benefits Fund pursuant 
to section 2006(g) of this title; and 

"(iii) payments under the provisions of 
chapters 105, 107, and 109 of this title and 
chapter 30 of title 38; and 

"(E) costs associated with military en
trance processing; 

"(2) the appropriation accounts from which 
such costs are to be paid; and 

"(3) the estimated average total annual 
cost of recruiting a person for enlistment, 
appointment, or induction into the armed 
forces for the fiscal year covered by the 
budget justification documents, determined 
and reported separately for-

"(A) each armed force; 
" (B) the active component of each armed 

force; 
" (C) each of the reserve components of 

each armed force; and 
"(D) for all of the armed forces. ". 
(b) TABLE OF SECTIONS.-The table of sec

tions at the beginning of such chapter is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new item: 
"227. Recruiting costs. " . 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, the 
amendment I am offering today will at
tempt to shed additional light on the 

enormous amounts that the Depart
ment of Defense spends each year on 
recruiting. 

Two years ago, I began addressing 
whether it is appropriate to allow the 
Pentagon to continue spending over $2 
billion each year on their recruiting 
operations. I began speaking out on 
this issue when I learned that although 
the Armed Forces were steadily reduc
ing the number of recruits allowed to 
join their ranks since 1989, their large 
recruiting budget was not reducing 
concurrently. 

This disturbing trend simply does not 
make sense to me. By calculating Pen
tagon figures, I determined that last 
year the Department of Defense spent 
approximately $5,700 on each recruit 
who joined the military. This amount 
was a drastic increase from the $3,700 
we spent per recruit back in 1989. When 
I became aware of these questionable 
policies, I began wondering if we were 
spending too much on recruiting and if 
there were areas in this huge budget 
where taxpayer money could be saved 
while maintaining our recruiting qual
ity and readiness to fight. 

These are the questions I have asked 
the General Accounting Office to an
swer and I ask unanimous consent that 
my request letter to the GAO be print
ed in the RECORD directly following my 
remarks. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. PRYOR. I honestly believe that 

there are numerous ways that our 
Armed Forces recruiting operation 
could tighten its belt and save money 
without jeopardizing the quality of our 
recruits. The GAO is taking a long, 
hard look at how this recruiting money 
is spent in an attempt to determine 
ways that our dollars could be saved. I 
look forward to seeing the results of 
this study. 

Mr. President, our Armed Forces re
cruiting operation should be expected 
to perform with the same standards of 
precision and efficiency that are ex
pected from the soldiers they are 
charged with recruiting. Unfortu
nately, given the fact that the cost per 
recruit has risen so drastically over the 
last four years, I must conclude that 
our enormous recruiting machine 
should be closely examined for poten
tial inefficiency and to expose areas 
where we could save money. 

Last year, I introduced legislation to 
cap the amount we spend on recruiting 
at $4,600 per recruit. Although my ini
tiative was eventually withdrawn, we 
did achieve approximately $200 million 
in savings, mostly in the form of a re
duction in the 31,000 person recruiting 
work force. 

Today, my amendment will not seek 
to cut additional funds. Rather, I be
lieve that the Congress and the Amer
ican public deserve to know exactly 
how much money our military requests 
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and spend each year on recruiting. Cur
rently, the Pentagon request for re
cruiting dollars is spread out over nu
merous different budget account and 
categories. My amendment will require 
the Department of Defense to submit a 
single, consolidated budget request 
each year, so we will know exactly how 
much money is desired. 

Second, the amendment will set an 
official cost per recruit formula so that 
the Congress, the Pentagon and others 
can refer to and rely on the . same fig
ures when discussing and rationalizing 
the enormous amounts we spend each 
year on individuals who join the mili
tary. 

I must admit that the formula for 
calculating cost per recruit has become 
quite popular recently. Aside from my 
use of this formula, Defense Secretary 
Les Aspin referred to the cost per re
cruit formula in a recent commence
ment address at the U.S. Air Force 
Academy. In his address, Secretary 
Aspin used the formula as the baseline 
for judging recruiting progress and jus
tifying future budgets. Needless to say, 
if the cost per recruit is going to be 
used as the baseline for measuring re
cruiting standards, as Secretary Aspin, 
myself and others have done in the 
past, then it is essential that we clarify 
this formula so that our calculations 
will be consistent. 

Mr. President, I would like to thank 
the distinguished chairman of the Sen
ate Armed Services Committee, Sen
ator SAM NUNN, who has been most ac
commodating on this issue over the 
past few years. I am pleased that the 
managers of this bill agree that my 
amendment should be accepted and I 
thank them for their leadership on 
these matters. 

EXHIBIT 1 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, July 29, 1993. 

Hon. CHARLES BOWSHER, 
Comptroller General, U.S. General Accounting 

Office, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. BOWSHER: I am writing to ask 

the General Accounting Office (GAO) to con
duct a thorough review of the policies and 
practices of the Department of Defense re
cruiting operation. 

Armed Forces recruiting has taken on an 
increased importance as we strive for a more 
lean and efficient military. Even during ape
riod when the size of the of the U.S. Armed 
Forces is steadily declining, the practice of 
recruiting obviously must continue, albeit at 
a reduced level, to prevent the evolution of a 
"hallow" military force generated from a 
gap in new recruits. 

The tremendous responsibility of attract
ing the best and brightest men and women 
for volunteer military service can often be a 
difficult and strenuous task. However, it is a 
practice that is generally unfamiliar to the 
American public, with the exception of the 
paid advertisements that have become sights 
and sounds of everyday life. 

Few Americans are aware that the Depart
ment of Defense spends over $2 billion each 
year on recruiting. Not only do I feel that it 
is unclear how this money is spent each 
year, but I have often wondered if there are 

areas in which our precious dollars are being 
wasted on unnecessary or ineffective recruit
ing practices. In addition, I am disturbed 
that the overall cost of recruiting has re
mained virtually unchanged over the past 
four years despite a substantial decline in 
the number of recruits allowed to sign up for 
military service. 
· As a result of these concerns, I would like 
the GAO to conduct an in-depth analysis of 
the Pentagon's recruiting apparatus that fo
cuses on the following points: 

1. Identify and describe various methods or 
systems of recruiting, including the Penta
gon's current practice. 

2. Analyze the cost versus the benefits of 
these recruiting practices. 

3. Determine how the DOD and the mili
tary services measure their recruiting suc
cess. 

4. Examine why the annual cost per recruit 
has increased over 30 percent since 1989, and 
determine if this trend is justifiable. 

5. Identify areas in which our military 
could achieve the same recruiting results at 
a lower cost to the taxpayers. 

Recently I was informed that the quality 
of our incoming recruits has slipped this 
year from 99 percent high school graduates 
to 95 percent, and that an increase in funding 
will be requested as a remedy. I am con
cerned that simply throwing additional 
money at this problem might be a short
sighted solution, and potentially the wrong 
answer for stemming this or future declines 
in recruiting quality. 

While I firmly believe that successful re
cruiting is essential to our military readi
ness, our difficult budget environment 
prompts me to question the enormous size of 
this recruiting budget and the efficiency of 
our massive recruiting operation. Simply 
stated-I want to know if the taxpayers are 
getting their money's worth. 

As a result, I feel that a GAO study on the 
practices of the DOD recruiting operation is 
warranted and I thank you for your consider
ation of this request. Please contact Steve 
Ronnel of my staff at (202) 224-2353 if you 
have any questions. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID PRYOR. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, Senator 
PRYOR's amendment would require the 
Department of Defense to include cer
tain information on the cost of Depart
ment of Defense recruiting activities in 
the justification materials submitted 
to Congress each year with the defense 
budget. 

The information that would be re
quired would include the cost of mili
tary personnel and recruiting activi
ties, the cost of advertising, the cost of 
recruiting support, the cost of recruit
ing bonuses, and the cost per accession 
in each service. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, the 
amendment offered by my colleague on 
behalf of the distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas is acceptable to this 
side. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 
amendment offered by my colleague, 
Senator PRYOR, from Arkansas, is ac
ceptable to this side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no there further discussion, without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 848) was agreed 
to. · 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SMITH. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I in
quire of the managers, would it be ap
propriate to raise an amendment which 
has been cleared on both sides, which is 
presently at the desk? It is No. 784. It 
is cleared on both sides. 

Mr. LEVIN. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair advises the Senator from Vir
ginia that the pending amendment is 
the amendment by Senator HARKIN. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be laid aside at this time 
so that the Senate may act on this 
amendment. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 784 

(Purpose: To address the entry into the Unit
ed States of certain former members of the 
Iraqi Armed Forces) 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, this is 
an amendment which asks this body to 
go on record, in the form of a sense of 
the Senate, that no person who was a 
member of the Armed Forces of Iraq 
during the period from August 2, 1990, 
through February 28, 1991, and who is 
in a refugee camp in Saudi Arabia as of 
the date of the enactment of this act 
shall be granted entry into the United 
States under the Immigration and Na
tionality Act, as amended, unless the 
President certificates to the Congress 
prior to such entry that such person, 
one, assisted the United States or coa
lition armed forces after defection 
from the Armed Forces of Iraq or after 
capture by the United States or by the 
coalition armed forces; and, two, did 
not commit or assist in the commis
sion of war crimes. 

That is the essence of it. 
At the end of the gulf war, approxi

mately 39,000 Iraqis were living in refu
gee camps in Saudi Arabia. The vast 
majority of these Iraqis were civilians 
or Iraqis who had participated in the 
uprising in southern Iraq following the 
gulf war. 

However, 4,000 of the Iraqis in the 
Saudi camps were Iraqi soldiers who 
were captured or who had defected dur
ing Desert Storm. 

Recent press reports have brought to 
light United States participation in a 
multinational effort to resettle Iraqi 
refugees. In fiscal year 1992, the United 
States resettled 3,442 Iraqi refugees. In 
fiscal year 1993, the United States ex
pects to admit 4,600 additional Iraqis. 

While the vast majority of these 
Iraqis are civilians who had a legiti
mate fear of persecution in Iraq, and 
thus qualified for refugee status, a 
small number are ex-soldiers and their 
families. 
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The purpose of this amendment is to 

make sure that combatant ex-soldiers 
are not given the same status this Na
tion quite properly affords to other 
Iraqi refugees. 

This practice of allowing the reloca
tion of Iraqi soldiers who may have 
taken up arms against the United 
States and its coalition partners dur
ing Desert Storm is a matter of great 
concern to this Senator and other 
Members of Congress. 

I note that on August 6, 75 Congress
men, led by Representative DONALD 
MANZULLO of Illinois, sent a letter to 
President Clinton asking him to block 
entry into the United States of the 
class of Iraqi soldiers covered by this 
amendment. 

My amendment expresses the sense of 
the Senate that the United States 
should change its current practice and 
prohibit the entry into the United 
States of Iraqi soldiers who served dur
ing Desert Shield/Desert Storm. My 
amendment would make an exception 
for those Iraqi soldiers who assisted 
the coalition war effort following their 
capture or defection or otherwise. 

It is a very simple screening process. 
I say that because I find it unconscion
able that an Iraqi combatant soldier 
would be admitted into this country 
under refugee status and given certain 
privileges and benefits and, indeed, a 
job, at the time there are many, many 
veterans of Operation Desert Storm
U.S. soldiers, airmen, marines, and 
sailors-who cannot or have not thus 
far been able to get comparable bene
fits. 

I find that inconsistent and uncon
scionable. I am pleased that this 
amendment is accepted on both sides of 
the aisle. I ask for its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment has not formally been of
fered, yet. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
that the clerk report the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER] 
proposes an amendment numbered 784. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 242, after line 19, insert the follow

ing: 
SEC. 1067. PREVENTION OF ENTRY INTO THE 

UNITED STATES OF CERTAIN 
FORMER MEMBERS OF THE IRAQI 
ARMED FORCES. 

It is the sense of the Senate that no person 
who was a member of the armed forces of 
Iraq during the period from August 2, 1990 
through February 28, 1991 and who is in a ref
ugee camp in Saudi Arabia as of the date of 
enactment of this Act shall be granted entry 
into the United States under the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act, as amended, unless 

the President certifies to Congress prior to 
such entry that such person-

(1) assisted the United States or coalition 
armed forces after defection from the armed 
forces of Iraq or after capture by the United 
States or coalition armed forces; and 

(2) did not commit or assist in the commis
sion of war crimes. 

On page 9, after the item relating to sec
tion 1066, insert: 
SEC. 1067. PREVENTION OF ENTRY INTO THE 

UNITED STATES OF CERTAIN 
FORMER MEMBERS OF THE IRAQI 
ARMED FORCES. 

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, we have 
no objection to the amendment. I think 
it is a good amendment. 

My understanding is that there is no 
objection that we know of and, there
fore, we think the amendment should 
be agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, could I 
assure the distinguished managers I 
purposely filed this amendment several 
days ago and asked that it be printed 
so that several agencies of the adminis
tration might have adequate oppor
tunity to review it. We have been in 
consultation and there is no objection. 

Mr. LEVIN. As always, the Senator 
from Virginia is courteous to an ex
treme. We are glad he has had that 
consultation. His assurance on that is 
always all it takes. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank my colleague 
from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. We support the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Hampshire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 784) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the votes by which 
amendments 843, 844, and 845 were 
adopted be reconsidered and laid upon 
the table. They are three previous 
amendments that I offered a few mo
ments ago, but we neglected to get a 
reconsideration and have that laid 
upon the table. 

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

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, at this 
time I would like to offer some per
sonal ·observations concerning national 
defense and the Fiscal Year 1994 De
fense Authorization Act. 

As my colleagues know, I have often 
cautioned that we are proceeding too 
far, too fast, in the drawdown of our 
defense force. In my view, our defense 
policy and expenditures ought to be 
threat driven, not budget driven. 

Budgeting obviously is critical in any 
matter that is before us here in the 

Congress, but we ought to be looking 
at the threat as we draw down the 
forces and determine the budget. 

With the cold war behind us, the 
United States stands alone as the pre
eminent world power. We saw that this 
morning in the historic ceremony at 
the White House, with the signing of 
the accord between the PLO and the Is
raelis. It was here in the United States 
of America, at the White House-which 
indicates the world leadership and 
credibility that we have. 

We must not revert to being one of 
the pack again, going back to where we 
cannot exert that leadership in the 
world. To its credit, the Bush adminis
tration under the leadership of Sec
retary Cheney and Colin Powell recog
nized this fact and developed a com
prehensive strategy to downsize our 
military force safely and responsibly. 

Unfortunately that strategy is not 
being adhered to. The base force con
cept that was laid out by President 
Bush represented a blueprint to pre
serve the United States' military supe
riority in a changing world. 

But the Clinton administration has 
left that base force concept and em
barked on a course of reductions which 
more than triple the very substantial 
cu ts that were already initiated by 
President Bush. And the Clinton budg
et submission contained no underlying 
strategy or vision for our Armed 
Forces. 

It would seem to me we ought to 
have the vision and the strategy laid 
out along with the budget, rather than 
the budget laid out with no underlying 
rationale or reason. There was no glob
al threat assessment or force structure 
analysis to support the request; only a 
budget-driven demand to slash some 
$178 billion from the defense account. 

Although the administration has 
tried to hedge its bets through the so
called bottom-up review, in my opinion 
the bottom-up review is nothing more 
than a facade to justify the massive re
ductions that the President is rec
ommending. 

So we decide on the recommenda
tions and then we have a bottom-up re
view. Would it not be more sensible to 
have a bottom-up review and, after we 
decide what that tells us, then deter
mine and submit the budget? 

I strongly object to the scope of the 
administration's reductions and I ob
ject to the procedure by which they 
have been formulated. The Clinton 
budget slashed defense spending with
out even awaiting the results of the 
bottom"'UP review. I wholeheartedly 
support the concept of conducting a 
comprehensive threat and force struc
ture analysis. That is necessary. But 
how can anyone take such an exercise 
seriously when the budget request pre
judged its results by cutting some $12 
billion in fiscal 1994 and $178 billion 
overall, over the next 5 years? How can 
you rationally justify that kind of ac
tion in that kind of order, no matter 
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how you feel about defense? Conduct 
your review, tell us what capabilities 
you need, then lay out the budget. 

I would ask the administration, if 
you are just now completing the bot
tom-up review-and that is what we 
hear-what were the massive defense 
reductions contained in the fiscal 1994 
budget premised on? What was the as
sessment of the threat environment? 
What military capabilities and cor
responding force structure did you en
vision when preparing the budget re
quest? 

As a member of the Armed Services 
Committee it strikes me as irrespon
sible that the administration would ad
vocate such massive reductions with
out any answers to these fundamental 
questions, or any blueprint for our 
military in the future. 

We did not get to the point where we 
are today, with the signing of the ac
cord between Mr. Arafat and the Israe
lis, we did not get to the end of the 
cold war and the break up of the Soviet 
Union, without a blueprint and a lot of 
bipartisan support and sacrifice by the 
American people. That was hard work. 
And we had a blueprint. 

After World War II, the United States 
did something of a bottom-up review 
and determined we needed to confront 
Soviet communism and the expansion 
of communism around the world. We 
decided we were going to be involved in 
the Middle East to try to facilitate a 
settlement there. I think that is why 
we were so successful in the cold war 
and the Mideast peace process. 

Unfortunately, with respect to the 
Clinton administration's bottom-up re
view, we now have the product and it is 
just what we anticipated, a superficial 
exercise designed to legitimize a pre
determined budget cut. It was against 
this backdrop that the Armed Services 
Committee formulated the fiscal year 
1994 defense authorization bill, which 
we now have before us. While it cer
tainly would have been preferable to 
some to receive substantive guidance 
from the administration, the commit
tee decided, and this Senator agreed, 
that the Senate must forge ahead in 
deciding the future shape and content 
of our Armed Forces. 

In general, I support much of the de
fense authorization bill as it is re
ported by the Armed Services Commit
tee under the very capable leadership 
of its chairman, Senator NUNN. Given 
the administration's predisposition to 
ravage the defense budget, the commit
tee was faced with nearly an insur
mountable challenge and I believe Sen
ators NUNN and THURMOND did the best 
they could to formulate a responsible 
defense bill under the circumstances. 
They are to be commended for their 
leadership. And this Senator does com
mend them for their leadership. 

Having said that, however, I must 
say that in certain key areas-and I 
mean key areas-I believe the bill is 
flawed. 

In certain cases, it falls short of re
sponsibly addressing our defense needs, 
and I will elaborate on some of those 
flaws in a moment. 

(Mrs. MURRAY assumed the chair.) 
Mr. SMITH. Madam President, let me 

begin, though, with what I consider to 
be the more positive aspects of the au
thorization bill before us. First of all, 
the committee bill includes a 2.2-per
cent pay raise for military personnel in 
1994. I say it should be more, but some 
did not want any. As a matter of fact, 
the administration wanted to cut the 
pay of our military. So I support and 
commend the leadership of Senator 
NUNN and Senator THURMOND to see 
that we provided a pay raise for our 
hard-working men and women defend
ing the Nation. I strongly support this 
pay raise which became necessary 
when the administration, as I said, re
fused to even include a military pay 
raise in their budget submission. Imag
ine, refused to even submit a pay raise 
for our military. 

The men and women of our Armed 
Forces and their families endure great 
hardship in their service to our Nation. 
It is simply unconscionable to suggest, 
as some in the administration have, 
that we deny them a pay raise. Many of 
our enlisted personnel are struggling 
just to support their families. I have 
had the privilege on many occasions to 
go to various bases and installations 
around the country, and to see the sac
rifices that these men and women 
make. Some are even on food stamps. If 
you can believe that risking their lives 
in service of their country, not making 
enough money to keep them off the eli
gibility of food stamps. And some 
would oppose giving them a pay raise. 

We have a moral obligation to pro
vide appropriate compensation to these 
men and women for their service. To 
its credit, this committee, under the 
leadership of Senators NUNN and THUR
MOND, took action to correct a very bad 
inequity. 

The committee also took forceful ac
tion to resolve shortfalls in the Navy 
and Air Force tactical aviation mod
ernization programs. Specifically, the 
bill would terminate the Navy AFX 
and Air Force multirole fighter pro
grams and, instead, direct the Navy 
and the Air Force to pursue two joint 
strike and fighter programs. One would 
be based on the Air Force and Navy 
variant of the F-22, and the other 
would be based on the common pur
chase of the F-18 E/F. 

These initiatives are quite serious 
and will very profoundly affect our fu
ture force structure and the health of 
the defense industry. From my own 
standpoint, I have very strong reserva
tions with the termination of the Navy 
AFX program. In my view, there is no 
more urgent Navy requirement than to 
replace the retiring A-6 aircraft with a 
stealthy, long-range bomber. However, 
we do have budgetary constraints and, 

in light of those constraints and the 
Navy's failure to actively defend the 
AFX program, the committee was left 
with no other viable alternative other 
than to cancel the program and pursue 
an F-22 derivative as the high-end re
placement for the A-6. Given the fiscal, 
operational and political dynamics in
volved, I believe the committee rec
ommendation represents the most re
sponsible course of action on this criti
cal issue. 

Importantly, the committee bill adds 
funds above the budget request for 
vital readiness programs, including an 
additional $300 million for depot main
tenance and $100 million for real prop
erty maintenance. I strongly support 
these initiatives. However, I am deeply 
concerned that inadequate attention is 
being focused on the readiness issue. 
There is more to readiness than main
taining an active operating tempo. As 
multiple witnesses have testified be
fore the Armed Services Committee, 
the United States is walking a dan
gerous tightrope by living off excess 
capacity and failing to replenish our 
stocks of materials and spare parts. 
Depot maintenance backlogs are in
creasing, and if we are to avoid the hol
low force of the seventies, we must en
sure that operations and maintenance 
accounts are not exploited as a bill 
payer for other unnecessary spending 
programs. 

In addition, I am happy to say that 
we were able to build on the tech
nology portion of the defense conver
sion program established last year. Al
though the administration only re
quested $324 million for the technology 
reinvestment project in fiscal year 
1994, the Defense Technology, Acquisi
tion Policy, and Industrial Base Sub
committee, of which I am a member, 
provided $605 million in the bill. No 
less important is the fact that we pre
served the integrity of the source selec
tion process for these projects. Cost 
sharing remains an integral compo
nent, and the projects are required to 
be selected using competitive proce
dures. 

Another area where the committee 
acted, I believe, in a responsible man
ner was the management of the feder
ally funded research and development 
centers. These organizations do very 
important work for their sponsoring 
agencies, but they have grown in size 
while organizations conducting re
search and development within the 
Pentagon have declined. In the interest 
of equity and to be more responsive to 
general defense budget realities, the 
committee imposed funding and staff
ing ceilings on each of the various fed
erally funded research and develop
ment centers. I think that is wise pol
icy and I support it. 

Madam President, I would like to 
move to an area that is of deep concern 
to me in the defense budget, and that is 
the area of strategic programs. This is 
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an area where I have deep differences 
with some of the committee's activity. 
In particular I am concerned by the 
funding levels and the legislative pro
visions recommended for the Ballistic 
Missile Defense Program. As a member 
of the committee who participated in 
all of the debate, all of the delibera
tions, all of the discussions on the Mis
sile Defense Act 2 years ago, I am 
shocked and dismayed over the manner 
in which Congress has abandoned its 
commitment to defending the Amer
ican homeland and our forward de
ployed troops. 

The Armed Services Committee bill 
severely underfunds the Missile De
fense Program at a critical point in de
velopment. 

We are going to look back someday 
at this period in history when we 
walked away from missile defense, and 
we are going to regret this decision. 
Senator WALLOP will be one of those 
who will be remembered as having re
minded us of that at this time in his
tory. 

Equally disturbing to me is the legis
lative mandate that 50 percent of the 
funding for each theater missile de
fense program be fenced pending com
pletion of an ABM Treaty compliance 
review. As my colleagues know-or 
they should know-the 1972 ABM Trea
ty prohibits nationwide defenses 
against strategic ballistic missiles. 

It was never intended to restrict- the
ater defense systems deployed abroad 
to protect our forward deployed troops. 
Should we not have protected General 
Schwarzkopf when he was in the Per
sian Gulf or any future commander 
who may be deployed somewhere out 
on the front? Should we not protect 
him from an incoming missile? 

The suggestion that somehow the 
ABM Treaty should be construed to re
strict the development, testing, and de
ployment of theater systems such as 
the Patriot upgrade, the theater high 
altitude area defense [THAAD], or the 
Israeli Arrow is simply absurd and 
should not be legitimized by this body. 

Now, more than ever, Congress and 
the administration have to put politics 
aside and get on with the business of 
defending America. We did not defend 
America by accident during the cold 
war. That was sacrifice, not accident. 

Those weapons that performed so 
successfully in the gulf were not an ac
cident. It took a lot of commitment 
and a lot of years to build them, from 
those people who built them, and those 
who used them. That was not an acci
dent, Madam President, and in today's 
threat environment, there is simply no 
room for the gratuitous budgetary low
balling and programmatic delays man
dated in this bill. 

It is not pleasant to have to stand up 
and say these things, but sometimes 
they have to be said. The expeditious 
development and deployment of missile 
defenses is and must remain a para-

mount national security priority. This 
priority is not reflected in this bill. As 
we watch the technology of missiles 
spread around the world, to North 
Korea, Iran, and Iraq, from China and 
the former Soviet Union, are we going 
to be prepared to deal with that in the 
future? Not at the rate we are going. 

Madam President, I am also very 
concerned with the committee's con
solidation of and reduction to surveil
lance and warning programs. The bill 
also before us would place Brilliant 
Eyes, the Follow-on Early Warning 
System, and the Defense Support Pro
gram satellite programs into one single 
account and cut the overall budget 
level for these programs by $350 mil
lion. 

In addition, it would place this ac
count under the direct control of the 
Defense Secretrary and allow the De
fense Secretary to select which pro
gram he or she wan ts to pursue and 
how to spend the money. This is un
wise, in my view, and shirks our re
sponsibility in the Senate to exert 
leadership on the issue of surveillance 
and warning systems and issues. This is 
our responsibility as well as the admin
istration's responsibility, particularly 
in the case of Brilliant Eyes and the 
Follow-on Early Warning System 
which are complementary, not compet
ing programs. I think the committee's 
action in this area is misguided, and I 
think history will judge that it is mis
guided. I wish to be on record in this 
debate as saying so. 

I will have more to say on these is
sues later on during the debate, per
haps on this bill, perhaps in the future 
at another time. But for now, Madam 
President, I would conclude my re
marks with a word of caution to my 
colleagues. 

This bill is not going to please every
body. That is for sure. As with all com
promises, it embodies a great deal of 
give and take. As I said before, my hat 
is off to Senators NUNN and THURMOND 
for their leadership role in this com
mittee and doing the best they can. It 
represents a bare minimum necessary 
to sustain our national security-a 
bare minimum. 

I am not saying the savings cannot 
be achieved in the defense budget. That 
is not what I am saying. But we need to 
spend what is necessary to defend 
America. That is our constitutional ob
ligation. And we are not just talking 
about today. We have to think about 
the future. 

Additional reductions will almost 
certainly break the back of our mili
tary and result in the hollow force that 
everybody has been warning about. Ev
erybody who speaks says we do not 
want to go back to the hollow force of 
the 1970's after we built down from the 
Vietnam war. But that is what we are 
doing. Make no mistake about it, that 
is exactly what we are doing. You can
not say you do not want to go down to 

a hollow force and then vote to do it. 
Be consistent. If you are going to vote 
to do it, then admit you are doing it. 

This committee has worked hard to 
try to avoid that, and I compliment the 
leadership on both sides for doing it. 
But I am afraid that we have come up 
short, and I think history will judge us 
that. So what we have here now is a 
compromise. It is the best that we 
could hope to get from an administra
tion that is bent on taking it down too 
fast. I hope the administration will rec
ognize this danger and chart a more re
sponsible course in the future. I doubt 
it, but I hope so. 

I thank the Chair, and at this time I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, we are 
attempting to clear a number of addi
tional amendments. We have not yet 
cleared additional amendments. But 
until we do so or until someone comes 
to the floor to offer an amendment on 
the unanimous-consent list, I note the 
absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab
sence of a quorum has been suggested. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
I would like to begin my remarks by 
thanking Sena tors NUNN and THUR
MOND and the other members of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee for 
the welcome I received upon my as
signment there. I am very proud to be 
a member of this committee, which 
will have a major role in maintaining 
the strength of our military, at the 
same time that we must cut spending 
as a result of the end of the cold war. 

The United States did not emerge 
from the cold war as the world's sole 
superpower by chance. Victory was 
borne on the shoulders of tens of thou
sands of American men and women 
whose blood and sweat guaranteed not 
only our safety but ultimately, our vic
tory. On thousands of battlefields on a 
hundred foreign shores, through two 
world wars, the Korean conflict, Viet
nam, Grenada, Panama, and Desert 
Storm, American men and women have 
given, in President Lincoln's words, 
"the last full measure of devotion" so 
that others might live free. 

The line was drawn in the sand more 
than four decades ago when, in Winston 
Churchill's words, "From Stettin in 
the Baltic to Trieste in the Adriatic an 
iron curtain has descended across the 
Continent." Today, Churchill's quote 
seems a distant evocation of a bad 
memory, but what is the end of a bad 
memory for us represents the awaken
ing for millions of people from a long 
totalitarian nightmare. 

Thanks to our Armed Forces, Presi
dents Reagan and Bush, and to the 
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Members of Congress, the Soviet Union 
did indeed go out with a whimper in
stead of the bang that could have been 
devastating to all mankind. 

The demise of the Soviet Union, how
ever, did not ensure international tran
quility, as events in the remnants of 
Yugoslavia have made all too painfully 
obvious. 

Madam President, while I strongly 
support the fiscal year 1994 defense ex
penditure recommendations contained 
in this bill, I remain concerned about 
out-year projections for defense. 

The reasons for my concern are sim
ple. In the spring of 1990, many in the 
Congress hailed the end of the cold war 
as the time for unprecedented defense 
cuts. Plans were laid for transferring 
billions of defense dollars to domestic 
accounts. 

The wake up call, unfortunately, 
came on August 2, 1990, when Iraqi ar
mored columns lumbered into Kuwait, 
and though the result was a stunning 
victory for the allied forces, it never
theless became clear that we cannot 
become comfortable and unprepared. 

Once again, however, there are some 
who want to cut defense deeper than 
may be prudent. Work proceeds in 
more than one country to develop nu
clear weapons. Should Saddam Hussein 
or Kim II-song fashion even a crude nu
clear weapon, the threat to our allies 
in the Middle East and Northeast Asia 
will increase substantially. 

It is for these reasons, Madam Presi
dent, that I will reserve judgment on 
future levels of defense spending. We 
all agree that excessive spending on de
fense is fiscally irresponsible, but we 
must also agree that budgeting for de
fense at levels that prove insufficient 
to protect our national interests would 
be disastrous. 

The difficult task that lies ahead for 
our military leaders, the President, 
and Congress is finding the correct bal
ance among our force structure, our in
frastructure, and our modernization 
programs. 

Desert Storm made clear the force 
multiplication benefits of techno
logical superiority are there, and if we 
are to rely on a much smaller military 
it is imperative that we maintain our 
technological superiority. 

Also, our bases must reflect the 
lower numbers of people in our Armed 
Forces. And our Reserves, which will 
also be fewer in numbers, should be 
trained and ready. 

We have a great responsibility to 
support our men and women in our 
Armed Forces and to assure our chil
dren and grandchildren that this Amer
ica that we love so much will be secure 
and strong for them. 

Madam President, I am going to 
work toward these goals and hope my 
colleagues will join me in the first 
step-by supporting the bill that is 
being debated on the floor today. 

I yield the floor. 

Madam President, I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. WARNER. I will shortly send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. But until 
such time as we get final clearance, I 
will withhold. 

This amendment would provide that 
the Secretary of Defense shall provide 
that the Joint Warfighting Simulation 
Center established by the Secretary on 
July 1, 1993, be located with the Army 
Training and Doctrine Command at 
Fort Monroe, VA. 

Madam President, the other body is 
contemplating a different location, and 
I find myself in somewhat of an awk
ward position, because two respected 
Members of my delegation in the House 
of Representatives are of the opposite 
view. But I am forwarding this amend
ment really at the request of the Sec
retary of Defense and the Secretary of 
the Army and, it is my understanding, 
the Chairman of the Joint Staff, all of 
whom have recognized that this new 
command should be located at this par
ticular location in the State of Vir
ginia. That is to be located with the 
Army's Training and Doctrine Com
mand, commonly referred to as 
TRADOC, at Fort Monroe. 

TRADOC is a very important com
mand in the U.S. Army. It is presided 
over by a four-star general officer. I 
think that conveys a good deal of sig
nificance as to the importance of that 
command and geographic location to 
the Department of the Army. 

Madam President, I am informed 
that the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff recently directed that a Joint 
Warfighting Simulation Center be es
tablished to support warfighting con
cepts and development of doctrine for 
the combatant commands and the 
Joint Staff. The Armed Services Com
mittee directed in its committee report 
last year that the Joint Staff establish 
such a center to conduct activities in 
support of the combatant commanders 
and the Joint Staff. 

This center should be of great assist
ance to the CINC's in war planning and 
development of joint war-fighting doc
trine. 

The Armed Services Committee was 
advised this spring by a member of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff that the best geo
graphic location for the Joint 
Warfighting Simulation Center is at 
Fort Monroe, VA, where it would be co
located with the Army's Training and 
Doctrine Command. The Armed Serv
ices Committee indicated in our com
mittee report a strong support for the 

recommendation of the Joint Staff to 
locate the center at Fort Monroe. 

I understand that the Army has al
ready identified existing facilities 
there that could be made available for 
the center, avoiding construction of 
new, expensive facilities. Further, be
cause of their extensive experience 
with doctrine development, as well as 
modeling and simulation, TRADOC is 
most capable of providing the nec
essary technical support for the center. 

The Armed Services Committee 
noted in our committee report this 
year its strong support for the rec
ommendation of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff to locate the center at Fort Mon
roe, VA. 

I am proud to join with my distin
guished colleague from Michigan, Mr. 
LEVIN, who introduced this amend
ment, which directs the Secretary of 
Defense to provide for the establish
ment of the Joint Warfighting Simula
tion Center at Fort Monroe, and I urge 
our colleagues' support for the amend
ment. 

I also have here a letter dated Sep
tember 13, 1993, Department of the 
Army. It states as follows: 

DEAR SENATOR WARNER: 
This responds to a recent inquiry by your 

staff regarding locating the Joint Doctrine 
Training Center (JDTC) at Fort Monroe, Vir
ginia. 

Based on current known stationing re
quirements, the location of the JDTC will 
not require extensive new construction. 
Some repair and/or upgrade of existing facili
ties will be necessary. A determination of fa
cility needs will be made after operational 
requirements are final. 

If I can be of further assistance or answer 
any questions, feel free to contact me. 

PAUL W. JOHNSON, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of 

the Army, Installations and Housing. 
The other alternative which is being 

considered by the House is to put it in 
a nearby area of Norfolk, VA. I am 
proud to represent both. As I say it is 
a little awkward for me, but I find to 
put it at this other location in the vi
cinity of Norfolk, which is the Armed 
Forces college there, would require 
military construction appropriations 
approximately in the amount of $8 mil
lion. 

So the reason that I advocate the 
Senate now designate the site as being 
at Fort Monroe is twofold. First, it is 
the recommendation of the Secretary 
of the Army. Second, it will enable this 
installation to be colocated there at a 
far less cost than the proposed $8 mil
lion additional for new construction at 
the alternative site. 

So I am trying to be evenly fair to all 1 

competing interests, but I have to ad- ' 
vacate a proposal which I feel is cost 1 

effective and is consistent with the rec
ommendations of those in the Depart- · 
ment of Defense responsible for advis
ing the Congress, namely, the chair-

. man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and his 
staff and the Secretary of the Army. 
And it is for that reason that I ask the 
Senate to adopt this amendment. 
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Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I rise 

in support of the amendment by the 
Senator from Virginia concerning the 
Joint Warfighting Simulation Center. 

Mr. President, the subcommittee I 
chair-the Subcommittee on Coalition 
Defense-directed the Defense Depart
ment to establish a joint warfighting 
simulation center last year. I am 
pleased and gratified that General 
Powell and the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
recognized the need for such a center. I 
am convinced it will be an important 
tool for developing doctrine and oper
ational concepts for joint operations in 
the future. 

This spring the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
decided that the best place to locate 
this center is at Fort Monroe. JCS de
cided that Fort Monroe was the best 
place because that is the location of 
the Army's Training and Doctrine 
Command. The Army has a long his
tory of developing combat doctrine, 
and the Army also is a leader in the 
use of simulation technology. It was 
the logical place to put the Joint 
Warfighting Simulation Center. 

At the time the JCS decided to place 
the simulation center at Fort Monroe, 
that base was on the base closure list. 
It was not initially put on the list by 
DOD, but was added by the Base Clo
sure Commission. The Commission sub
sequently decided not to recommend 
closure of Fort Monroe. But because 
Fort Monroe was on the base closure 
list at the time, JCS announced that 
they wanted to locate the joint simula
tion center in the Tidewater area. 

Madam President, I want to point 
out that I do not personally care if the 
center is located at Fort Monroe or 
not. I believe strongly it should be co
located with the Army's Training and 
Doctrine Command. Colocating it with 
that command will get this important 
initiative off to the right start. It also 
avoids the requirement to build new fa
cilities for the center. 

For these reasons I support Senator 
WARNER'S amendment and urge its 
adoption. 

Mr. EXON. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. WARNER. Yes. 
Mr. EXON. I would like to ask the 

Senator from Virginia whether or not 
the amendment he has been addressing 
has been offered or has it not been of
fered. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
have withheld the offering of the 
amendment so that the majority staff 
member who has been dealing with this 
issue could come to the floor. I now ob
serve his presence on the floor. So sub
ject to an acknowledgment from the 
acting chairman of the committee, I 
would propose to send the amendment 
to the desk. 

Mr. EXON. The Senator has not sent 
it to the desk as of now, right? 

Mr. WARNER. No; I have not. I am 
prepared to do so as soon as the distin-

guished Sena tor from Nebraska says it 
is clear on that side. 

Mr. EXON. Has the Senator from Vir
ginia finished with the debate? I 
thought we might suggest the absence 
of a quorum and see if this might be 
cleared. 

Mr. WARNER. I think the Senator is 
about to receive a communication. 

Mr. EXON. I am advised, and I am 
happy to advise the Senate and the 
Senator from Virginia, that we have 
reviewed the amendment on this side. 
We have no quarrel or problem with it 
and are prepared to accept the amend
ment that I understand will be offered 
by the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
thank my colleague. 

I might suggest the substitution of a 
word. Instead of "quarrel with it," 
since it is cosponsored by the Sena tor 
from Michigan I think there is some 
endorsement from that side, and let 
the RECORD so state. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will advise the Senator from Vir
ginia the pending question is the Har
kin amendment. Is there unanimous 
consent to set it aside? 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent to set aside the 
pending amendment. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 849 
(Purpose: To designate the location of the 

Joint Warfighting Simulation Center) 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

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

for himself and Mr. LEVIN proposes an 
amendment numbered 849. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 242, below line 19, add the follow

ing: 
SEC. 1067. LOCATION OF JOINT WARFIGHTING 

SIMULATION CENTER. 
The Secretary of Defense shall provide 

that the Joint Warfighting Simulation Cen
ter, established by the Secretary on July 1, 
1993, be located with the Army Training and 
Doctrine Command at Fort Monroe, Vir
ginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
urge adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. EXON. Madam President, we are 
prepared to accept the amendment on 
this side of the aisle and we are able to 
accept it at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? If not, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Virginia. 

The amendment (No. 849) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. EXON. Madam President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. WARNER. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
thank my distinguished friend and col
league, the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Madam President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, I 
further ask unanimous consent that 
the pending amendment be set aside so 
that I may offer an amendment at this 
time. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 850 
(Purpose: To strike section 1054) 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGA

MAN] proposes an amendment numbered 850. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 229, strike out line 4 and all that 

follows through page 231, line 14. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, 

this amendment is straightforward. It 
is proposed to strike a provision cur
rently in the bill that was reported by 
the committee. 

The provision that we try to strike 
with my amendment provides loan 
guarantees for the export of defense ar
ticles to certain countries. 

Madam President, in March 1992, over 
a year ago, I, accompanied by Senators 
NUNN, WARNER, and Ll]GAR, made a trip 
to Russia and the Ukraine. 

. The defense conversion in those 
countries was a major subject of our 
trip and a major issue that we were fo
cused on. The primary Russian conver
sion strategy turned out to be very 
simple. 

Their strategy was to increase for
eign arms sales. Let me quote from the 
trip report that we submitted to the 
full committe~ on my return. In that 
report we said: 

Key officials of the Russian Government 
told the delegation that they intend to gen
erate funds for the later conversion of their 
defense industry by first promoting sales of 
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arms to other countries. This strategy is 
doubly flawed. First, it is unlikely to suc
ceed economically. Second, even an unsuc
cessful attempt will stimulate worldwide 
competition in arms sales, flooding Third 
World countries with a new generation of 
weapons, with the greatest sales going to re
gions of greatest instability. Defense conver
sion is a far preferable alternative, from the 
point of view of United States national secu
rity and, indeed, security and stability. 

Madam President, I believe that this 
statement, from the report we filed 
with the Armed Services Committee, 
applies to U.S .. defense industries, as 
well as to Russian defense industries. 

I oppose providing loan guarantees 
for defense exports for a variety of rea
sons, but my objections can be summed 
up in one phrase, and that is that de
fense conversion is a far better alter
native. 

We have alternatives to promoting 
foreign arms sales, and we need to sup
port those alternatives. We need to 
support a robust conversion program 
that creates sustainable commercial 
jobs. And we need to support retraining 
and economic development initiatives 
that help communities to weather the 
defense downsizing that we are going 
through now. We should not use the 
scarce Federal dollars in the budget to 
support a bad and much inferior alter
native. 

A major reason that we should op
pose a new loan guarantee program for 
defense exports in this bill is the im
pact that these loan guarantees will 
have on weapons proliferation. 

The opponents of my amendment will 
argue that there are no proliferation 
concerns involved; that only our close 
allies are covered under this program, 
and that they will purchase these 
weapons anyway; and that this is a 
question of whether arms are pur
chased from the United States or from 
one of our allies. 

I do not believe that is the entire 
story, Madam President. First, in the 
provision that we are trying to strike 
here, they are seeking Government 
support for foreign arms sales for the 
very same reasons that other countries 
are seeking support from their govern
ments; that is, there is a worldwide 
oversupply of weapons and the com
petition to sell those weapons is get
ting stiffer and stiffer. 

It would be a mistake to believe that 
more U.S. arms sales to our allies will 
not contribute to increased arms sales 
in other parts of the world. Other coun
tries are not pursuing arms sales for 
geopolitical reasons that increased 
arms sales will address. They are pur
suing arms sales for the simple reason 
that they want to maintain jobs, they 
want to maintain declining defense in
dustries, and they want to earn hard 
cash. 

U.S. export guarantees will not deal 
with these issues. They will simply 
lead to increased foreign government 
subsidies to keep their sales competi-

tive and put increased pressure on for
eign governments to sell where the 
market is the largest-that is, in Third 
World countries in Asia and in the Mid
dle East. 

Another reason that we are opposed 
to this amendment is the current Unit
ed S~ates policy is to seek to limit the 
export of arms from Russia and the 
other former Soviet Union countries, 
as well as fro'm China and other major 
arms exporters. How can we ask these 
countries to forego defense exports in 
favor of a real conversion program 
when we are not willing to do so our
selves? 

The fact that these sales would go 
only to our allies does not answer this 
question. The close allies of Russia and 
China include countries such as North 
Korea and Syria. We subsidize sales to 
our allies, they subsidize sales to their 
allies, and weapons proliferate 
exponentially. 

As that 1992 trip report, prepared by 
Senators NUNN, WARNER, LUGAR, and 
myself, stated regarding Russian ef
forts to support arms exports: 

Even an unsuccessful attempt will stimu
late worldwide competition in arms sales, 
flooding Third World countries with a new 
generation of weapons, with the greatest 
sales going to regions of greatest instability. 

U.S. attempts will have a similar ef
fect on world arms sales. 

I believe the reasons to oppose a new 
defense export loan guarantee program 
are compelling. 

Let me take a few additional minutes 
here to discuss the arguments of those 
who support this provision. The provi
sion was proposed by Senator 
KEMPTHORNE. He is going to speak in 
just a few moments about his views. 
But let me address some of the points 
that were made in committee when 
this issue was debated and when I op
posed his provision at that time. 

The major argument that opponents 
of our striking amendment will raise is 
that, without export loan guarantees, 
U.S. companies are at a competitive 
disadvantage in the international arms 
market. 

Madam President, the idea that U.S. 
companies are at a competitive dis
advantage is preposterous. The United 
States dominates arms sales worldwide 
today. In 1991, the most recent year for 
which figures are available, the United 
States was responsible for almost 60 
percent of the world arms market; 
more than 4 times as much as France, 
Germany, and Britain combined. 

Foreign military sales are estimated 
to reach $26 billion this year alone. 
That is an all-time record, Madam 
President. 

For the countries covered by the 
Kempthorne amendment, the United 
States has a virtual monopoly on the 
market. We have about 87 percent of all 
arms sales to those countries today 
without an export program. I wish that 
all U.S. industries were at such a dis
advantage. 

There is no evidence that the lack of 
an additional $1 billion export loan 
guarantee program is a competitive 
disadvantage for the U.S. defense in
dustry. It is true that Europeans pro
vide loan guarantees and other assist
ance to their defense industry. But, 
from the evidence of arms sales in re
cent years, this has not put the United 
States at a disadvantage at all. In fact, 
the United States dominates the world 
in NATO and allied arms sales. This is 
in no small part because of some other 
existing programs that we do have in 
place to support arms sales by U.S. de
fense industries. 

Let me just discuss those for a mo
ment. The greatest of these is the for
eign military financing program, which 
this year will provide $3.3 billion in 
grants to foreign countries for the pur
chase of U.S. defense articles and serv
ices and, in addition, it will provide 
$855 million in low interest loans for 
the purchase of U.S. weapons. 

For fiscal year 1994, the administra
tion has requested $3.322 billion in 
grants and budget authority, and an 
additional $855 million in loan guaran
tees. 

Foreign military financing provides a 
significant competitive advantage to 
U.S. companies. No other country, no 
other ally of ours, provides grants sole
ly for the purpose of purchasing their 
own defense equipment like we do. This 
existing program more than com
pensates for the lack of a loan guaran
tee program such as is proposed in the 
Kempthorne amendment. 

There is no U.S. arms sales competi
tive disadvantage. There may, how
ever, be an impact on jobs. This is an 
issue that opponents of the amendment 
will also focus on. Let me just look at 
that impact for a moment. 

For the countries covered by the 
Kempthorne amendment, the United 
States has, as I mentioned before, 87 
percent of the arms sales market. 
There is little room for expansion in 
that area. At the same time, that mar
ket is shrinking. Each of those coun
tries is see~ing to hold onto its own de
fense industry as they, too, are faced 
with trying to maintain jobs and capa
bility in a glutted world market. Even 
if loan guarantees were to increase the 
U.S. share of this market to 100 per
cent, there would still be lost jobs in 
the United States. The result would be 
a delay in U.S. industry's transition, a 
much steeper dropoff when the jobs are 
finally gone. We would simply be de
laying the inevitable. 

Any way you look at it, arms exports 
are not conversion. I do not believe 
that anyone here in this Chamber be
lieves that Russian support for arms 
exports constitutes Russian defense 
conversion, and I hope that nobody will 
argue that United States subsidies for 
arms exports constitutes United States 
defense conversion. 

The impacts of the defense 
downsizing will continue to be felt over 
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the next few years. We will be under in
creased pressure from companies and 
workers and communities to reverse 
that trend and to do something to pre
vent the inevitable transition. We have 
established a defense conversion pro
gram that will help companies to ad
just. We funded worker training and 
economic development programs to 
help individuals and communities to 
adjust. We are beginning to address 
these issues as best we can. But the 
pressure to maintain the status quo at 
whatever price will continue. 

I urge my colleagues to resist that 
pressure. We may gain a little from the 
program but ultimately we will lose a 
lot. We will lose an opportunity to help 
transition U.S. defense companies into 
sustainable commercial development. 
What company will pursue the difficult 
and painful process of defense conver
sion when they see the Federal Govern
ment is willing to subsidize them con
tinuing as they have operated in the 
past? We will lose an opportunity to 
help transition the economies of Russia 
and the Soviet successor states away 
from the defense economy and in to 
commercial development when these 
countries see the United States does, in 
fact, consider arms exports to be de
fense conversion just as they them
selves are arguing. And we will lose 
scarce Federal dollars trying to hold 
onto a rapidly declining world market, 
dollars that could be used to support 
sustainable defense conversion or work 
force training or community develop
ment or even as my amendment pro
poses to lower the Federal budget. 

Finally, I do believe this provision, 
which Senator KEMPTHORNE has added 
to the bill, constitutes the camel's nose 
under the tent. Opponents of my pro
posal to strike the provision will argue 
that this is not the case. But let us 
look at the facts. 

First, the Kempthorne provision pro
vides guarantees to NATO, Israel, Aus
tralia, Japan, and Korea. There is Ii ttle 
evidence that financing is a key factor 
in sales to most of these countries. 
Sales where financing may be impor
tant, in countries such as Singapore 
and Taiwan and Indonesia- those coun
tries are not covered. 

The United States already controls 87 
percent of the arms sales covered by 
the Kempthorne amendment so there is 
very little room for growth there. U.S. 
foreign military growth this year will 
top $26 billion, and an additional bil
lion dollars in loan guarantees will not 
significantly impact sales. 

For these reasons and others, a de
fense export loan guarantee program 
does not make sense unless there is an 
increase in the number of countries 
covered or unless the amount of guar
antees is substantially increased. I am 
certain if the amendment that I am of
fering to strike the provision is de
feated, we will be back here next year 
debating one or the other, probably 

both, of those expansions in the. pro
gram. 

I support a robust defense conversion 
program. I support increased Federal 
funding for commercial exports. I 
would even. support a Federal export 
loan guarantee program for defense-de
pendent companies seeking to develop 
commercial export markets. But I can
not support a Federal subsidy for an in
dustry that already dominates its 
world market so that a few defense 
companies can receive unnecessary 
taxpayer subsidies or, if the proponents 
of the Kempthorne provision are cor
rect, briefly postpone the inevitable 
adjustment to the post-cold-war world. 

I ask my colleagues to save the Fed
eral Government and the taxpayers of 
this country $25 million, support my 
amendment to strike the Kempthorne 
provision. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

AKAKA). The Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE] is recognized. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 
wish to make comments with regard to 
the amendment that has been offered 
by my colleague from the State of New 
Mexico. 

Section 1054 of the fiscal year 1994 
Defense Authorization Act would es
tablish a 1-year pilot program of Gov
ernment-guaranteed loans for the ex
ports of defense materials. The aggre
gate amount guaranteed under this 
section would not be allowed to exceed 
$1 billion in fiscal year 1994. In order to 
guarantee these loans, a subsidy ele
ment of $25 million is authorized. 

The list of countries eligible for 
these loan guarantees is limited to the 
members of the NATO, Israel, Aus
tralia, South Korea, and Japan. 

The proposed program would be man
aged by the Department of Defense. 
The language in the bill does abso-
1 u tely nothing-I repeat, absolutely 
nothing-to reduce or diminish exist
ing export controls on defense mate
rials. 

I serve on the Defense Conversion 
Subcommittee of which my good friend 
from New Mexico serves as the chair
man. 

I can tell you from experience on 
that subcommittee that while I am a 
proponent of defense conversion, it is 
not immediate. We need a transition to 
allow us to deal with this very impor
tant situation, and I think it is impor
tant to note that the proposal before 
us , to provide for this loan guarantee, 
utilizes no defense conversion dollars
none. 

The defense industrial base is in a 
rapid state of decline due to deep re
ductions in defense procurement. As a 
result of current and projected reduc
tions in defense spending, the Office of 
Technology has determined that the 
United States is losing 20,000 defense 
jobs each month, and we will continue 
to lose 20,000 defense jobs each month 
until the end of this century. 

At the same time, the Commerce De
partment indicates that $1 billion in 
exports creates about 20,000 jobs. With 
a cost of $25 million to the U.S. Gov
ernment, we can create 20,000· jobs here 
in the United States. That $25 million 
works out to be $1,250 per worker, or 
the cost of about 6 weeks-6 to 8 
weeks-of unemployment benefits. 

A number of foreign countries, in
cluding Great Britain, France, Sweden, 
and Italy, provide favorable financing 
terms to encourage defense exports. 
There are many documented cases 
where the United States companies 
have lost sales because they could not 
compete with foreign firms offering fi
nancing incentives. 

During the Armed Services Commit
tee's debate over this very issue, Sen
ator LIEBERMAN told us about a case in 
his State where Sikorsky Aircraft al
most lost a $1.6 billion sale of heli
copters to Turkey. In that case, in 
order to consummate the deal, the Con
gress agreed to give Sikorsky an one
time waiver so it could offer Turkey a 
loan through the Export-Import Bank. 

I hope Senator LIEBERMAN will be 
able to make part of the record of this 
discussion that very case. 

The United States helps farmers and 
other exporters increase sales abroad 
through loan guarantee programs. 

These programs are viewed as a use
ful tool to help domestic producers ex
port abroad and reduce our trade defi
cit. Unfortunately, defense materials 
are prohibited from participating in 
the financing arrangements offered by 
the Export-Import Bank. 

The Export Loan Guarantee Pro
gram, in section 1054 of the defense au
thorization bill, is similar to the Ex
port Enhancement Program, or EEP, 
for agricultural exports. The Export 
Enhancement Program allows the U.S. 
agricultural producers to receive cash 
subsidies that allow the U.S. agricul
tural commodities to be exported to 
targeted countries at lower and more 
competitive prices to counter highly 
subsidized European Community pro
duction. Ninety-five countries have 
been targeted for EEP participation to 
date, and the amounts spent under this 
program have reached nearly $1 billion 
per year. The program the Armed Serv
ices Committee has approved in section 
1054 will only require that $25 million 
be set aside. Again, it is for a 1-year 
pilot program. 

This program is not in tended in any 
way to worsen the danger of weapons 
proliferation. To address this concern, 
the list of countries eligible for the 
loan guarantees is limited to friends 
and allies of the United States. 

We know that these countries are 
going to buy military equipment for 
their legitimate defense needs. This 
loan guarantee program will allow 
American manufacturers and American 
workers to compete for these sales, and 
all of these sales will be subject to the 
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constraints contained in the Arms Ex
port Control Act, the interagency re
view process, and the congressional re
view process. We have done everything 
that we can to create a program that 
will help American workers and de
fense industries without increasing the 
dangers of weapons proliferation, 
which I do not support. 

The Senate has also previously ex
pressed its support for a loan guarantee 
program for defense exports. Two years 
ago, for example, the Senate passed the 
fiscal year 1993 State Department Au
thorization Act which included a provi
sion to establish a loan guarantee pro
gram at the Department of State. Un
fortunately, this provision was de
feated by one vote in conference. 

Last year, Senator DODD offered a 
loan guarantee amendment on the Sen
ate floor, but the amendment became 
entangled with the Cuban democracy 
amendment, and both amendments 
were defeated. This defeat did not, 
however, reflect the Senate's view of 
loan guarantees for defense exports. 

There are also a number of industry 
and Government officials who strongly 
support the concept of loan guarantees. 

For example, in a recent letter to the 
chairman of Martin Marietta, Norm 
Augustine, the Secretary of Commerce, 
Ron Brown, expressed his support for 
defense loan guarantees, and I quote 
from that letter: 

The Department has been a supporter of 
defense export loan guarantee proposals in 
the past and will continue to support them 
in the future if viable within funding con
straints. 

In another letter to Secretary Aspin, 
the president of the Shipbuilders Coun
cil of America stated: 

In the export market, as I'm sure you are 
aware, financing is critical to making sales. 
Time and again, our industry has lost export 
opportunities because the governments of 
our foreign competitors have been willing to 
provide financing arrangements when our 
Government has been unable to do so. As 
part of your initiative to establish a conver
sion program to assist the defense industry 
transition to other markets, we urge you to 
consider including in your FY 1994 budget 
proposal a Federal export credit guarantee 
facility for defense exports. 

And in her letter to Secretary Aspin, 
the executive director of the Coalition 
for Employment through Exports urged 
the Secretary to "include funding for 
at least a $1 billion loan guarantee pro
gram for defense exports.'' 

Mr. President, the opponents of this 
modest loan guarantee program will 
say that the United States is already 
the world's biggest defense exporter, 
but these claims, based on 1992 data, 
present a false picture. Arms sales data 
from 1992 include three large United 
States sales to Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, 
and South Korea which make up 86 per
cent of the total United States defense 
sales abroad. 

The United States sales to Saudi 
Arabia and Kuwait made in the after-

math of Operation Desert Storm are 
one-time events that are unlikely to be 
repeated. Clearly, the United States de
fense sales to Kuwait and Saudi Arabia 
were in our national interest and ap
propriate. In fact, in light of our role in 
Operation Desert Storm, had the 
Saudis and Kuwaitis not relied upon 
United States equipment to rearm 
themselves, can you imagine the out
cry that would have occurred? I do not 
understand how we can be criticized for 
making these sales when we all know 
that the Saudis and Kuwaitis would 
have been criticized if they had not 
bought United States military equip
ment to rearm themselves. 

As I said, the United States defense 
industrial base is going through a dra
matic downsizing. Without U.S. pro
curement or foreign sales, many of 
these companies, and many of these 
American workers, will be out of luck 
and out of work. The day will come 
when we will need these defense com
panies and workers, and unless we take 
steps now to help them, they will not 
be in business when our national secu
rity once again requires their service. 

Mr. President, I reiterate that I serve 
on the subcommittee under the very 
able leadership of the Senator from 
New Mexico. We are working on de
fense conversion, but this is a one-time 
pilot project that will help ease the 
transition for those companies that are 
so adversely affected by defense 
downsizing. 

This is a modest proposal to help de
fense companies and defense workers 
compete on the international market. 
The language in the fiscal year 1994 De
partment of Defense Authorization Act 
will save jobs and capabilities that this 
country needs. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
Bingaman amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent that a 
group of letters pertaining to the 
Bingaman amendment be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
Washington, DC, June 9, 1993. 

NORMAN R. AUGUSTINE, 
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer, Martin 

Marietta Corp. Bethesda, MD. 
DEAR MR. AUGUSTINE: Thank you for your 

thoughtful letter regarding your concern for 
the U.S. industrial base and the continued fi
nancial stability of the U.S. defense indus
try. 

As you are aware, President Clinton has 
proposed a broad and comprehensive eco
nomic plan which I believe addresses many 
of the concerns of industry and will enhance 
the competitiveness of the U.S. defense in
dustry in an era of downsizing and conver
sion. Many of your specific proposals are cur
rently under review within the Administra
tion and Congress. 

The Department has been a supporter of 
defense export loan guarantee program pro
posals in the past and will continue to sup
port them in the future if viable within fund-

ing constraints. We also continue to support 
efforts to modify nonrecurring cost 
recoupment policies to enhance the competi
tiveness of U.S. defense exports against for
eign competition. 

Many of your specific comments are not 
under the direct purview of this Department. 
However, I will seek to ensure that the eco
nomic dimensions are considered when pol
icy planning and review are undertaken. In 
my role as Secretary of Commerce, I will 
seek to be a strong advocate for the interests 
of U.S. industry domestically and abroad. 
Please feel free to continue to provide your 
insights to the Department on these issues. 

Sincerely, 
RONALD H. BROWN, 
Secretary of Commerce. 

AEROSPACE INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, DC, February 12, 1993. 

Hon. LES ASPIN, 
Secretary of Defense, Department of Defense, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR LES: First, let me once again con

gratulate you on assuming the position of 
Secretary of Defense. There is no more dif
ficult time for an institution than when it is 
facing a period of contraction, as we know 
all too well in the aerospace industry. I am 
certain you will provide the necessary lead
ership to DoD as it undergoes such painful 
transition. 

As you prepare your final Fiscal Year 94 
budget, I understand that you are committed 
to including some resources for "conver
sion". to assist communities, firms, and 
workers who are affected by reduced defense 
budgets. I would urge you to indude a pro
gram that industry has sought for some 
time-namely a federal export credit guaran
tee facility for defense exports. Budget au
thority of $65 million would allow the imple
mentation of a $1 billion guarantee program, 
which in turn could generate nearly $1.2 bil
lion in exports. 

That volume of exports would benefit 
roughly 20,000 people in the defense industry, 
plus another 15,000 workers to the benefit of 
the rest of the economy. It would help main
tain production of important weapons sys
tems, and lower unit costs of equipment pur
chased by DoD. Surely a program which 
keeps people employed and helps maintain 
our defense industrial base makes more 
sense than finding ways to use $65 million to 
retrain workers and retool defense indus
tries. 

I am attaching a more detailed description 
of such a program. AIA would certainly ap
preciate the opportunity to meet with you or 
your representatives on this issue. Industry 
will press hard for the establishment of such 
a program during Congressional debate on 
defense and foreign affairs budgets. however, 
inclusion in the Administration's own budg
et proposal would greatly increase the pros
pects for a program. 

There are other important issues affecting 
the defense industry which I hope we will be 
able to discuss with you in the near future. 
I bring this to your attention at this time 
because of the time sensitivity of the budget 
process. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
DON FUQUA, 

President. 

ELECTRONIC INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, DC, February 19, 1993. 

Hon. LES ASPIN' 
Secretary of Defense, Office of the Secretary of 

Defense, The Pentagon, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SECRETARY ASPIN: Congratulations 

on your confirmation as Secretary of De
fense . The country is well-served to have a 
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man of your ability and experience to lead 
the Department at a time of fluidity in the 
world situation, as well as what that means 
in downsizing the defense establishment. As 
we discussed when you addressed our Legis
lative Affairs Council , the industrial base is 
critical to ensuring our ability to meet the 
national security challenges of the 1990's . 

To that end, as you prepare the DOD FY 94 
budget, I would urge you to include funds for 
an export credit guarantee facility for de
fense exports. For every $1 billion in guaran
tees, only $65 million in budget authority is 
needed. A $5 billion guarantee program 
would preserve jobs, enhance U.S. national 
security, and help maintain our defense in
dustrial base and U.S. technological leader
ship. 

I look forward to working with you on this 
and other important defense issues facing 
our industry and our country at this critical 
time. You can count on us to work with you 
and your colleagues to ensure that Congress 
supports its inclusion in the budget. 

Sincerely, 
PETE MCCLOSKEY, 

President. 

SHIPBUILDERS COUNCIL OF AMERICA, 
Arlington, VA, February 22, 1993. 

Hon. LES ASPIN, 
Secretary of Defense, Department of Defense, 

The Pentagon, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SECRETARY: On behalf of the 

shipbuilding and repair industry, I want to 
congratulate you on your appointment as 
Secretary of Defense. Although we will miss 
you as Chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee, we look forward to working with you 
in your new position as you lead the Depart
ment of Defense in this difficult period. 

It is essential that America's shipyards di
versity to meet business opportunities in the 
export of naval and commercial ships if they 
are to survive the downsizing of DOD. In the 
export market, as I'm sure you are aware, fi
nancing is critical to making a sale. Time 
and again, our industry has lost export op
portunities because the governments of our 
foreign competitors have been willing to pro
vide financing arrangements when our Gov
ernment has been unable to do so. As part of 
your initiative to establish a conversion pro
gram to assist the defense industry transi
tion to other markets, we urge you to con
sider including in your FY'94 budget pro
posal a federal export credit guarantee facil
ity for defense exports. Budget authority of 
$325 million would allow the implementation 
of a $5 billion guarantee program. 

As export credit guarantee program using 
the same credit guidelines as those of the 
Eximbank would facilitate the construction 
and export of frigates, mine sweepers, patrol 
boats, and other vessels to our friends and 
allies, while creating thousands of jobs in 
our shipbuilding and other defense indus
tries. The export market for defense systems 
would be instrumental in preserving a de
fense industrial base capable of meeting fu
ture American defense needs at a fraction of 
the cost to the American taxpayer. 

Related to this issue is the policy DOD will 
implement with respect to the ships it re
tires early from the fleet to reduce oper
ations and maintenance budgets. Initial indi
cations are that the Navy will retire 20 ships 
in FY'94 and may reduce the fleet by as 
many as 140 ships over the next four years. 
The retirement of these ships will result in 
the loss of 40,000 or more jobs in public and 
private shipyards. Fewer jobs will be lost if 
the yards are tasked with deactivating the 
ships and placing them in a reserve status. 

This policy would enable DOD to reactivate 
the ships in a future crisis. Should DOD de
cide to transfer these ships to allied navies, 
our industry would lose not only the deacti
vation work but our ability to participate in 
the export market. Most importantly, the 
Nation would lose valuable assets which 
would be very costly to replace. 

SCA would welcome the opportunity to 
meet with you as soon as possible on estab
lishing an export guarantee program in this 
year's budget request, and to discuss the im
pact of other policy and budget decisions on 
our industry. Thank you for your consider
ation of this important initiative. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN L. STOCKER, 

President. 

COALITION FOR EMPLOYMENT 
THROUGH EXPORTS, INC., 

Washington, DC, March 9, 1993. 
Hon. LES ASPIN, 
Secretary of Defense, Department of Defense, 

Washington , DC. 
DEAR SECRETARY ASPIN: During the FY '94 

DoD budget process, the Coalition for Em
ployment through Exports (CEE) urges you 
to include funding for at least a $1 billion 
loan guarantee program for defense exports. 
This would require a subsidy of about $65 
million for each million dollars of loan guar
antee authority. 

Funding for this program would allow the 
U.S. defense industry to compete more effec
tively with our foreign competitors in key 
markets, i.e., those of our closest allies. As 
you are aware, the U.S. Export-Import Bank 
can only provide loan guarantees for non-de
fense commercial exports. Therefore, a DoD 
program could fill this critifcal need. 

This program will have a significant im
pact on the U.S. economy. The U.S . Depart
ment of Commerce estimates that each $1 
billion in exports supports about 20,000 
American jobs. In addition, there is a ripple 
effect which is several times the value of the 
initial export, in terms of tax revenues, re
lated services, and follow-on business. 

CEE is a broad based coalition of U.S. ex
porters, labor unions, and state governors. 
Since it was organized in 1981, the Coalition 
has pioneered efforts to increase awareness 
of the linkage between U.S. exports and em
ployment. A list of our members is attached. 
Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
PEGGY A. HOULIHAN, 

Executive Director. 

AMERICAN LEAGUE FOR EXPORTS 
AND SECURITY ASSISTANCE, INC., 

Washington, DC, February 22, 1993. 
Hon. LES ASPIN. 
Secretary of Defense, The Pentagon, Washing

ton, DC. 
DEAR MR. SECRETARY: As you shape the de

fense budget to the new global environment, 
the American League for Exports and Secu
rity Assistance (ALESA) recommends you 
support a program that can offer very sub
stantial support for the U.S. defense indus
trial base. 

A $5 billion defense export loan gurantee 
program, requiring only $325 million in budg
et authority and no outlay unless there is a 
default, can provide continued employment 
for about 200,000 defense workers, engineers 
and scientists while at the same time help
ing our friends and allies meet their defense 
requirements. 

The need for such a program is acute. 
Grant aid was eliminated in FY '93 for the 
base rights countries of Turkey, Greece and 

Portugal. The enactment of a loan guarantee 
program would allow these countries, and 
other friends and allies, to continue with 
modernization programs. U.S. defense com
panies and local communities would be pro
vided with the extra time needed to adjust to 
downsizing of the defense industrial case. 

An export loan guarantee program would 
facilitate such an adjustment far more effec
tively than some of the much talked amount 
but still . . . defense conversion plans. 

Sincerely, 
HOWARD M. FISH, 

Chairman of the Board. 

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

Chair recognizes the Sena tor from 
Maryland [Mr. SARBANES]. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
want to commend the very able Sen
ator from New Mexico not only for of
fE~ring the amendment, but also for the 
very strong and powerful statement he 
made in behalf of his amendment. 

I have to submit to my colleagues 
that this is absolutely the wrong direc
tion in which to move in the post-cold
war era. I understand that we face a 
difficult problem with respect to de
fense conversion, and all of us in this 
body are very sensitive to that prob
l em. 

We are in the process now of 
downsizing our own military, but one 
of our major foreign policy objectives 
worldwide is to downsize the military 
of other countries, as well. We have 
made a judgment about security re
quirements which leads us to the con
clusion that we can begin to downsize 
our own military. It is contradictory 
then to put in place a policy, which, in 
order to compensate for reductions in 
our own forces, seeks to find ways to 
expand the military of others. This 
runs directly counter to the underlying 
international realities that have made 
our own defense spending reductions 
possible. 

First of all, U.S. arms exports al
ready lead world markets. We domi
nate the world market now in the 
transfer of military weaponry. As my 
very distinguished colleague from New 
Mexico has pointed out, in the coun
tries covered by this amendment, 
which are NATO and other major non
NATO allies, we have 87 percent of 
those sales already. 

I know it is asserted that it is not the 
case, but I have to say that this is basi
cally the camel's nose under the tent. 
This is going to come back obviously in 
subsequent years to expand the list of 
countries to move into other countries 
where the advantage of export guaran
t~es would be much more significant, 
or to expand the amount of money 
available for export guarantees, or 
some combination thereof. So this is 
but the beginning of what has every 
promise to it of being an increasingly 
larger and more difficult program. 

The whole idea of defense conversion 
is to help our industry adjust to the 
new era and to lead it into commercial 
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applications. If we use conversion 
money to subsidize military exports, it 
will only create incentives not to con
vert. I repeat that: If we use conversion 
money, in effect, to subsidize military 
exports, it is going to increase the 
pressure, the incentives not to convert, 
and we will lose an important oppor
tunity to take the lead in commercial 
high-technology industries. 

Second, it is in our interest, and has 
been clearly stated as a major objec
tive, to prevent conventional arms 
races from spiraling out of control 
across the globe. We must restrain our 
own arms sales. I, in fact, think there 
is a problem, absent this new program, 
in the increase of U.S. arms sales 
which have been taking place. 

American weaponry is recognized as 
the best in the world. Countries seek
ing to improve their defense establish
ment turn almost automatically to the 
United States. But to add now a new 
program, which is what this would be, 
in order to encourage this runs directly 
counter to our efforts to try to get 
other countries to stop arms sales 
which we consider dangerous and un
wise. 

We are working very hard to keep 
constituent Republics of the former So
viet Union and some of the major East
ern European arms manufacturing 
countries from engaging in and cer
tainly from intensifying their efforts in 
the arms trade. But I ask you, how can 
we approach them and seek to dissuade 
them from these activities when we in 
this legislation are proposing a new 
program in order to encourage Amer
ican arms sales? 

Again, it is directly contradictory to 
a very important objective which we 
have enunciated worldwide and which 
we are doing our very best to put into 
effect. 

I, not too long ago, talked with peo
ple from the Czech Republic -it was 
then Czech and Slovak Republic-who 
were keenly concerned about the 
American effort to dissuade them from 
engaging in the arms trade. It seems to 
me this gives them the basis on which 
to come back and say, you are trying 
to dissuade us from engaging in this 
arms trade and yet you are enacting 
new-new-approaches to enhancing 
the arms trade, not engaging in the old 
activities, which in itself could raise 
some questions but actually enacting 
new programs in order to encourage 
the arms trade. 

Now, I just want to point out a cou
ple of other things about this legisla
tion. The language in the bill, which 
my distinguished colleague from New 
Mexico is seeking to strike, points out 
that the President can designate an
other agency to implement the pro
gram. 

I am not clear what that means. But 
there is some concern, one, that the 
Defense Department would have to es
tablish a whole new apparatus or bu-

reaucracy in order to try to do this 
program; that they would not wish to 
do that so they would seek, as this 
says, to make such arrangements as 
are necessary with other agencies to 
process the applications and otherwise 
implement the programs under this 
section. 

Of course, the real danger again that 
would work at counter purposes with 
what we are trying to accomplish is 
that the Secretary of Defense would 
seek to make that arrangement with 
other agencies in the Federal Govern
ment, whose prime responsibility is to 
encourage and provide guarantees and 
loans for civilian exports. This new 
program could, therefore, work against 
our objective, a very firm objective 
now, to enhance the U.S. role in the 
commercial export sector. 

Now, even if the program were tech
nically funded by the Defense Depart
ment, it nevertheless would draw on 
the time, expertise, evaluation, and 
monitoring capacity, and administra
tive support personnel of whatever 
other agency it is that they may go to. 

I know there is a provision that the 
funds may not be available to the Ex
port-Import Bank to execute the pro
gram, but that may well be different 
from implementing the program. There 
are certainly other agencies which are 
also engaged in commercial exports 
which may be drawn into this process. 
We need to encourage commercial ex
ports and to do it in a very strong and 
vigorous way. 

Finally, let me simply point out that 
this, in effect, may well become a new 
foreign aid program. Many defense 
loans are never paid back. That is why 
we require a subsidy appropriation to 
cover failure to repay loans. This, 
therefore, is a program to set aside 
money for foreign countries to buy 
U.S. weapons just like the existing 
FMF Program. We already have a pro
gram that works in this very arena, 
and we may argue what the extent of 
that program may be, but we already 
have it. And we have had it for a long 
time. It has been extremely effective in 
terms of the American penetration of 
this arms market. But that program, it 
must be said, has built up a number of 
constraints and restraints in its appli
cation. 

Now, we are at the moment en
gaged-the administration has a major 
review underway-in the process of 
consolidating, rationalizing, and 
streamlining the effectiveness of our 
foreign assistance program, and there 
are many who believe that it should in
clude a shift of resources from military 
assistance to economic assistance. 

Now, this language would provide 
U.S. military aid for projects which 
were neither developed on the basis of 
U.S. foreign policy considerations nor 
based on U.S. assessments of recipient 
country needs nor considered against 
other priorities for U.S. foreign assist
ance. 

At the moment, there is a very care
ful process that is involved with FMF 
sales in terms of evaluating how they 
harmonize with basic U.S. foreign pol
icy considerations and with assess
ments of the recipient country needs. 

As I read this amendment, that is not 
present with respect to this guarantee 
program. In any event, to the extent 
that a procedure is provided, it rep
resents a procedure that you are trying 
to apply to a new initiative. 

Now, we are doing well in this par
ticular sector. I do not think we need 
to launch a new program. I feel very 
keenly that launching such a new pro
gram is going to make it increasingly 
difficult for the United States to play a 
leadership role worldwide in trying to 
restrain and constrain the arms race. 
We are not going to be in a position to 
go to other countries interested in 
making arms sales-and many coun
tries face economic problems far worse 
than the ones we are confronting-to 
dissuade them from engaging in arms 
sales. How in the world are we going to 
be able to continue to try to do that 
when they can very easily say, well, 
you just enacted yet another new ini
tiative in order to enhance your own 
arms sales. 

So I very strongly commend the Sen
ator from New Mexico for offering this 
amendment. I urge my colleagues to 
support it and to strike from this bill 
the language dealing with export loan 
guarantees in an effort to try to bring 
it under the defense conversion um
brella. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, could I 

ask my colleague a question? Could the 
Senator point with more specificity to 
the existing laws or policy of our coun
try with which the Senator feels the 
bill as written is in conflict? I listened 
but I failed to gain that fact from the 
Senator. 

In other words, I got the general im
pression that what the Armed Services 
Committee as a committee of the 
whole had done and adopted and put in 
their bill was, in the Senator's judg
ment, in conflict with some specific 
law or policy of the United States. 

Mr. SARBANES. What I said was 
that the committee was acting in a 
contradictory manner to expressed 
U.S. policy, which has been to try to 
constrain the arms race worldwide. 

Now, we have been downsizing and, 
therefore, beginning to contract our 
own defense industry. To then go out 
and try to encourage arms acquisitions 
elsewhere in the world when we have 
been urging countries, in effect, to re
duce their own arms expenditure, and 
particularly urging arms export coun
tries not to engage in the export of 
arms, we are putting a lot of pressure 
on them. We have been engaged in in
tense discussions with Russia, for ex
ample, urging them not to engage in 
the export of significant weaponry to 
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different places around the world. And 
here we are passing a new program in 
order to expand our own exports. It is 
just contradictory. 

How are you going to engage in a dis
cussion with these people and try to 
get them not to carry out arms sales 
when they can come back and say, 
well, look, you are in the very process 
of trying to encourage arms sales with 
a new program. 

Mr. WARNER. I happen to be opposed 
to the amendment, and I stand four
square behind the committee action. 

What I am trying to get at is the 
specificity to use the word we are talk
ing about. We have a policy. Can the 
Senator show the Senate a document 
which states that the President . of the 
United States, President Clinton and 
this administration, are out talking, or 
otherwise trying to suggest the nations 
stop selling arms? 

I know there are instances, like Rus
sia, where we want to stop it in ship
ments to areas in which it could fuel a 
conflict, or where we, in our judgment, 
think that a specific shipment would 
be in error. For example, we just had 
an administration policy, which I agree 
with, with relation to China shipping 
weapons to potential aggressor na
tions. 

So we support those ad hoc decisions 
which are not in our national interest. 
But I cannot find a broad side policy 
where we are out saying "Let us stop 
shipping arms and not do it." I cannot 
find that. 

We are desperately in need of main
taining an industrial base. We are soon 
going to have consideration here of cer
tain programs in the Department of 
Defense in which we are going to au
thorize and fund dollars for the purpose 
of maintaining an industrial base suffi
cient that if the national security situ
ation deteriorates America once again, 
for example, will build submarines. 
That is going to be one of the clearest 
examples of maintaining an industrial 
base. 

If we can also augment the industrial 
base, the economic industrial base, by 
shipping arms and shipping them to 
countries which are not potential ag
gressors against the interest of the free 
world, then we should be doing it. That 
is precisely why the committee as a 
whole adopted the amendment of the 
distinguished Senator from Idaho. 

If this bill language is in conflict 
with an existing law or on existing pol
icy, let us put it out here on the desk. 

Mr. SARBANES. I say to my col
league from Virginia, as I understand 
it in March of last year the Senator 
from Virginia, Senator NUNN, Senator 
LUGAR, and Senator BINGAMAN, the au
thor of this amendment, visited Russia 
and the Ukraine, and defense conver
sion in those countries of the former 
Soviet Union was the major focus of 
your visit. 

Apparently the primary Russian con
version strategy, was a very simple 

one, foreign arms sales. Apparently 
they were very up front about saying 
that. This is what is contained in the 
report that was submitted to the Sen
ate upon the return from the trip. I 
now quote: 

Key officials of the Russian Government 
told the delegation that they intend to gen
erate funds for the later conversion of their 
defense industry by first promoting sales of 
arms to other countries. 

·This strategy is doubly flawed. First, 
it is unlikely to succeed economically. 
Second, even an unsuccessful attempt 
will stimulate worldwide competition 
in arms sales flooding Third World 
countries with a new generation of 
weapons, with the greatest sales going 
to regions of greatest instability. 

These arms sales could have the ef
fect of increasing the military threat 
to the United States from regional 
powers while delaying the conversion 
of the Russian defense complex. De
fense conversion is a far preferable al
ternative from the point of view of U.S. 
national security and indeed inter
national security and stability. 

I would submit that the same lan
guage would apply to our efforts here 
at home. Defense conversion is a far 
preferable alternative to trying to en
courage foreign arms sales. 

I do not have with me the specific de
tailing of the approach made to the 
Czech and Slovak Republics, but I do 
recall very clearly a meeting that was 
held with Czech officials in which they 
made the point that they were backing 
off arms sales in response to United 
States pressure. They were paying for 
it in economic terms. 

Of course that is the case. But the 
whole point of defense conversion is to 
get out of the defense industry and into 
the commercial sector. That is what we 
need to be focusing on. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am 
not sure on that general philosophy 
that the Senator from Maryland and I 
have a departure. But if you would 

. look at the specific language of the 
bill, we are directing these sales not to 
Third World countries, not to potential 
aggressors, but may I read the provi
sion, section A, page 229. 

"During fiscal year '94, the President 
may issue guarantees"-! might add it 
is "may", it is discretionary with the 
President of the United States--"for 
the sale of defense articles and defense 
services to the member nations of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization"
our foremost ally-"and to Israel"
our foremost ally-"Australia, Japan, 
and the Republic of Korea." 

That specifically outlines the objec
tive of these sales with our principal 
allies and friends worldwide. 

To me, to adopt this amendment 
would be to say to our defense indus
try, which in many instances is strug
gling to stay alive, we do not want you 
anymore, close the shop, go home; tens 
upon tens upon tens of thousands of 
jobs, particularly in California. 

I listened the other day, indeed with 
great compassion, to our two distin
guished colleagues from California. 
Therein is the tragic story. There is a 
State that has identified itself with the 
strong goals of American defense for 
decades, primarily beginning in World 
War II. Now it is being severely hit by 
base closure policies, defense cutbacks, 
and the like. 

This bill is carefully crafted to limit 
the sales to a targeted group of nations 
who are our principal allies, not Third 
World nations. 

I suggest that the policy of trying to 
have restrained proliferation of weap
ons and things of this nature should be 
directed to those potential aggressors, 
not to our allies. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, let 

me just say very quickly, first of all, 
we already have a virtual monopoly of 
the arms market the Senator is talking 
about, without providing a subsidy or 
underwriting with loan guarantees. It 
is my understanding that we have close 
to 90 percent of the arms sales to the 
very market you are talking about. 

Essentially, I submit to you what is 
going to happen with this amendment 
is that you are going to have great 
pressure to expand it to other coun
tries. First of all, the countries will 
come to you and say: "Why should we 
not be able to take advantage of the 
loan guarantee program? Why is it re
stricted to these other countries?" 
Countries will put on the pressure to 
gain the loan guarantee as soon as it is 
clear that this does not make much of 
a difference with these recipient coun
tries because we virtually have all of 
that market. The pressure will grow to 
expand the list of countries where in 
fact we may have a somewhat more re
sponsive market. 

This is really not the time to come in 
here and use badly needed resources to 
provide a subsidy for a program that 
clearly does not need a subsidy. It de
fies rationality to understand why peo
ple want to give a subsidy and under
write activity in an area in which our 
arms exporters already have close to a 
monopoly. Of course, what the end re
sult is, I submit to you, is that we are 
going to be confronted, in very short 
order, with efforts to broaden this pro
gram with all of the serious implica
tions that would be associated with 
that. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
the amendment of the very able Sen
ator from New Mexico. 

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

ator from New Mexico is recognized. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. I do not see any

body else waiting to speak. I will con
clude my argument here, and then we 
can get on to another issue. I under
stand that all votes will be stacked for 
tomorrow. 

I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
amendment at this time. 



September 13, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 21049 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let 

me conclude my argument by just 
pointing out that in his statement, 
Senator KEMPTHORNE made this state
ment, or suggested that perhaps some 
of the figures that I had earlier cited 
relating to arms sales were for 1992 and 
represented a particular position relat
ed to the Persian Gulf war. The 87 per
cent figure that I mentioned, 87 per
cent of sales to the countries covered 
by this amendment, was based upon 
sales from 1987 to through 1991. I want
ed to clarify that. 

I also wanted to make it clear to my 
colleagues that the Department of De
fense has not supported the 
Kempthorne provision which we are 
trying to strike. 

We have a letter from Mr. Deutch, 
Under Secretary of Defense, where he 
says very clearly that they have not 
determined the appropriateness of pur
suing any kind of loan guarantee pro
gram and take no position on this. 

I also want to commend my colleague 
from Maryland, who I think has put 
the issue in exactly the right perspec
tive, in that he makes the very obvious 
point that we cannot credibly argue 
that we want to constrain the arms 
race around the world at a time when 
we are, ourselves, gearing up new pro
grams in this bill to promote arms 
sales to other countries. 

Clearly, we want our own companies 
to succeed in their efforts to compete 
in the world market. But they are suc
ceeding, Mr. President. I think for our 
Government to step in and spend what 
is estimated here at $25 million-that 
is what the amendment calls for-of 
taxpayer funds this next year to set up 
a brand new program to export arms, 
to support the export of arms to the 
rest of the world by our defense con
tractors, I think would be counter
productive to our overall foreign policy 
objectives. Therefore, I urge my col
leagues to support the amendment that 
I have submitted to strike the 
Kempthorne provision. 

Mr. WARNER. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Yes. 
Mr. WARNER. The Senator from 

Idaho, as I understand, introduced this 
letter of June 18, 1993, in which the 
Secretary of Commerce on his station
ery, Ron Brown, wrote Mr. Augustine, 
chairman and chief executive officer, 
where he says: 

The Department has been a supporter of 
defense export loan guarantee program pro
posals in the past and will cont inue to sup
port them in the future if viable within fund
ing constraints. 

I interpret that as an endorsement by 
the Clinton administration. Does the 
Senator interpret it differently? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. In response to the 
question, I do interpret it differently, 

because we have a subsequent letter 
dated August 31, from John Deutch, 
where he says that, 

The administration has not yet determined 
the suitability or efficacy of Government
backed loan guarantees for defense exports. 

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

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

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, DC, August 31, 1993. 

Mr. SHELBY COFFEE III, 
Editor, Los Angeles Times, Times Mirror Square, 

Los Angeles, CA. 
DEAR MR. COFFEY: I would like to clarify 

two points regarding Lee Feinstein's recent 
article, "Big Military Contractors Go on the 
Defensive" (August 1, 1993). 

First, the Administration has not yet de
termined the suitability or efficacy of gov
ernment-backed loan guarantees for defense 
exports. The Defense Department is cur
rently evaluating loan guarantees as one of 
several possible tools to help defense con
tractors remain viable as U.S. military needs 
decline. 

Second, if the Administration were to sup
port loan guarantees in the future, the funds 
would not be diverted from defense conver
sion. That $20 billion budget is spelled out in 
a March 11, 1993 summary of the President's 
Defense Reinvestment and Conversion Initia
tive, and the President remains committed 
to full funding of that initiative. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN M. DEUTCH. 

Mr. WARNER. Well, Mr. President, 
at best, then we have the Secretary of 
Commerce who has the prime respon
sibility for exports, at least on record. 
There is no ambiguity in this letter. It 
may well be that the Deputy Secretary 
of Defense wan ts to reconsider certain 
aspects of it, as relates to certain areas 
of the export. But to me this is a clear 
indication by the administration. 

Has the Senator sought clarification 
of the Brown letter as relates to the 
Deutch letter? I think it is important 
that this body understand what is the 
position of the Clinton administration 
on this particular piece of legislation. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, in 
response, all I can say is that we have 
contacted the Department of Defense 
and asked them for the position of the 
administration on this provision that 
Senator KEMPTHORNE added. They have 
advised us that this latest letter from 
the Under Secretary of Defense rep
resents the administration position, 
and their position is that they have not 
yet determined the suitability of a gov
ernment-backed loan guarantee for de
fense exports. 

Mr. WARNER. This letter has not as 
yet found its way to this side of the 
aisle. Would the Senator read the let
ter in its entirety? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I will be glad to. 
Mr. WARNER. What is the date of 

the letter? 
Mr. BINGAMAN. The date of the let

ter is August 31. It is a letter to Mr. 
Shelby Coffey in Los Angeles at the 

Los Angeles Times, Times Mirror 
Square. 

It says: 
DEAR MR. COFFEY. I would like to clarify 

two points regarding Lee Feinstein's recent 
article, "Big Military Contractors Go on the 
Defensive" (August 1, 1993). 

First, the Administration has not yet de
termined the suitability or efficiency of gov
ernment-backed loan guarantees for defense 
exports. The Defense Department is cur
rently evaluating loan guarantees as one of 
several possible tools to help defense con
tractors remain viable as U.S. military needs 
decline. 

Second, if the Administration were to sup
port loan guarantees in the future, the funds 
would not be diverted from defense conver
sion. That $20 billion budget is spelled out in 
a March 11, 1993 summary of the President's 
Defense Reinvestment and Conversion Initia
tive, and the President remains committed 
to full funding of that initiative. 

Mr. WARNER. I hardly think a letter 
to a newspaper is going to be the con
trolling document here in the U.S. Sen
ate. So I think it is incumbent upon 
my colleague from Idaho to see if we 
can get clarification on this. This body 
is entitled to know the position of the 
Clinton administration on decisions of 
the Armed Services Committee. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE addressed the 
Chair. 

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

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. To continue 
that point, in reference to the Deutch 
letter that the Senator from New Mex
ico just read, let me reiterate that the 
money being utilized for this loan 
guarantee program does not come from 
defense conversion fund. 

It does not come from defense con-
version money. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May I 
ask the Senator to withhold a second? 
The Senator from New Mexico has the 
floor and did not yield the floor. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I meant to yield the 
floor. 

Mr. President, I yield to my col
league. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The floor 
is yielded to the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. I thank the Sen
ator from New Mexico. 

Also in reference to the fact that we 
are talking about an industry that does 
not need help, I again reference the 
statistics that we are losing 20,000 
American workers every month. As 
projected, we will lose 20,000 American 
workers every month in the defense in
dustry until we reach the end of this 
century. 

I again reiterate that these loan 
guarantees are only targets c. bviously 
being made available to our allies in 
those countries that we listed such as 
Israel, Australia, Japan, and South 
Korea where the President may des
ignate that they can be qualified to 
utilize these funds. 

These are our allies. These are people 
that we have pledged that we will work 
·with and support our common defense. 
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I think it is far better for us in this 

program to go ahead and support an in
dustry that has been tremendously im
portant to the well being of this Nation 
so that we are the superpower in the 
world, so that they can utilize this pro
gram and perhaps make available to 
our allies that equipment through the 
loan guarantees so that they can have 
a strong defense and so we do not have 
to send our sons and daughters to some 
parts of the world in order to bring 
about their defense. 

It makes sense to me, Mr. Presi
dent-and, again, the model is the ex
port enhancement program that has 
worked so well for the agricultural in
dustry. 

So, Mr. President, I urge my col
leagues to reject the Bingaman amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alabama is recognized, Mr. 
SHELBY . 
. Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that it be in order 
for me to offer an amendment to the 
language proposed to be stricken by 
the pending Harkin amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. SHELBY. I also call for the regu

lar order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg

ular order is the Harkin amendment. 
AMENDMENT NO. 851 TO AMENDMENT NO. 829 

(Purpose: To place a limitation on the use of 
funds for the Kinetic Energy Antisatellite 
(KE-ASAT) program) 
Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will read the amendment. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY], 

for himself, and Mr. SMITH proposes an 
amendment numbered 851 to amendment No. 
829. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
In the matter proposed to be stricken, in

sert at the end the following: 
(d) LIMITATION PENDING SUBMISSION OF RE

PORT.-No funds appropriated to the Depart
ment of Defense for fiscal year 1994 may be 
obligated for the Kinetic Energy Antisat
ellite (KE-ASAT) program until the Sec
retary of Defense submits to Congress the re
port required by section 1363 of the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
1993 (Public Law 102--484; 106 Stat. 2560) that 
contains, in addition to the matter required 
by such section, the Secretary's certification 
that there is a requirement for an antisat
ellite program. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I rise to 
offer an amendment on behalf of my
self and the distinguished Senator from 
New Hampshire, Senator SMITH, to the 
Harkin amendment No. 829. 

The Harkin amendment would strike 
funding for the Kinetic Energy Anti
sa telli te Program that we know as 
ASAT. 

As we know, the cold war may have 
ended, but we must continue to be con
cerned about the increasing number of 
nations that are developing their own 
space-launched capabilities. 

The Air Force Aerospace Science and 
Technology Center projects that up to 
10 potentially hostile countries could 
have within the decade tactical ballis
tic missiles and overhead targeting ca
pability such to threaten the United 
States in Persian Gulf-type conflicts. 

There are nine countries, including 
China, India, and Brazil, which now 
have their own overhead satellite. Iraq 
and Iran are among those nations seek
ing to purchase satellite capabilities. 
Much is available either from the 
former Soviet Union or upon the open 
international commercial market. 

I believe, Mr. President, it is our ob
ligation to continue to seek to counter 
this threat. 

Last year in the fiscal 1993 authoriza
tion bill, Congress directed the Sec
retary of Defense to update the oper
ational requirements document on the 
kinetic energy ASAT Program. Assist
ant Secretary Ashe Carter is currently 
working to provide this document to 
the Senate. 

Thus, Mr. President, we currently 
have no real direction from the admin
istration, leaving the issue unresolved. 

The Armed Services Committee has 
strongly supported this program in the 
past, and $225 million has been spent so 
far on the KE-ASAT Program. 

In order that the United States re
ceives a return on its investment, the 
committee has now directed the Sec
retary of Defense to convert the cur
rent KE-ASAT Program to a tactical 
ASAT technologies program so that 
the Army can complete the demonstra
tion validation phase and preserving an 
option to develop and deploy an ASAT 
system in the future. 

To accomplish this task, the commit
tee authorized $10 million-$4.5 million 
in unobligated fiscal year 1993 and $5.5 
million in fiscal year 1994-in funds to 
continue engineering development 
work on the most critical ASAT tech
nologies and produce a prototype for 
testing which we really need. 

The amendment offered by the Sen
ator from Iowa would kill this program 
at a time when we can finally derive 
real benefits. 

The $51/2 million in new funds will not 
build an ASAT system. It will not lead 
to destruction of any satellites in 
space, but, Mr. President, what it will 
do is prevent the United States from 
wasting the $225 million spent already 
on the program. 

Mr. President, this amendment takes 
this process one step further. The 
amendment fences additional funding 
for the KE-ASAT Program until, first, 

the Secretary of Defense provides the 
operational requirements document re
quired by the fiscal 1993 authorization 
bill, and, second, the Secretary of De
fense certifies there is a requirement 
for this program. 

This amendment would ensure . that 
no additional funds are spent on the 
program until the administration de
termines that the program should con
tinue. 

Mr. President, funding in the bill be
fore us represents a modest investment 
that will permit an orderly conclusion 
to the KE-ASAT Program leaving a 
prototype rather than simply pulling 
the rug and leaving us with nothing. 

I urge adoption of this amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Hampshire [Mr. SMITHJ. 
is recognized. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I am very 
pleased to join with my distinguished 
colleague from Alabama in sponsoring 
this amendment. It is a good amend
ment. I oppose the underlying Harkin 
amendment which would strike the 
committee legislation regarding ASAT. 

The bill before us includes a very 
modest $10 million to continue engi
neering work on the most critical 
ASAT technologies. This represents a 
substantial reduction from the $25 mil
lion that was appropriated in fiscal 
year 1993. 

I would emphasize, Mr. President, 
that only $51h million of this is fiscal 
1994 money. The remaining $41h million 
comes from unobligated fiscal 1993 
antisatellite funds. 

To date, the United States has in
vested $225 million in the ASAT pro
gram. There has been a lot of progress 
made in developing a kinetic-kill vehi
cle and other key components and 
technologies. This technology is a na
tional treasure. We must not waste our 
investment and lose its prospective re
turn by terminating the program at a 
very, very critical juncture. 

By providing $10 million a year over 
the next 3 years, we will be able to sal
vage the work that has already been 
done under the ASAT program, and to 
complete the engineering work on the 
kinetic-kill vehicle, the seeker, and the 
BMCU-cubed element. This will keep 
important skilled personnel on the job 
and provide us with a prototype for 
flight testing. 

Most importantly, by sustaining this 
program at a reduced level, rather than 
terminating it, we will retain the capa
bility to rapidly test and develop an 
operational ASAT system should ur
gent requirement arise. And we will 
maximize the return on the $225 mil
lion that we have already expended. 

Mr. President, if we learned anything 
from the Persian Gulf war, it was that 
unfettered access to space is indispen
sable to modern warfare. 

The use of satellites for early warn
ing, intelligence, communications, 
navigation, and weather determination 
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was essential to our military success. 
Absolutely essential. 

Could you imagine if Saddam Hussein 
had held the capability that we had in 
the gulf with satellites? The result 
could have been much different. 

However, the use of space assets as a 
force multiplier is no longer solely the 
province of the United States and the 
former Soviet Union. Numerous coun
tries, Mr. President, are developing in
digenous capabilities or gaining access 
to space data that can be used for mili
tary operations. This poses a direct 
threat to United States security inter
ests and our operational capability in 
future conflicts. 

The United States must retain the 
technology to develop an ASAT system 
should the requirement arise. We have 
expended $225 million already and the 
$10 million per year for the next 3 years 
will complete the investment. The 
knowledge and experience gained from 
the program to date is a national treas
ure that should not be wasted. This $10 
million will simply sustain the pro
gram at a reduced level to ensure that 
the ASAT industrial base is preserved, 
and that we take full advantage of the 
money already spent on the program. 

Mr. President, the Air Force Aero
space Science and Technology Center 
projects that up to 10 potentially hos
tile countries could have, within the 
decade, tactical ballistic missiles and 
overhead targeting capabilities suffi
cient to threaten U.S. troops in a Per
sian Gulf-like conflict anywhere in the 
world. There are nine countries includ
ing China, India, and Brazil which now 
have their own overhead satellites. 
Iraq and Iran are among those nations 
seeking to purchase satellite capabili
ties. 

General Horner, who my colleagues 
may recall directed the Persian Gulf 
air war and is now head of Space Com
mand, has stated, 

In the future, control of space will be every 
bit as important as control of the sea and air 
is today. Therefore, it is imperative that we 
support the development and deployment of 
a range of capabilities to counter adversary 
use of space. 

General Horner, Mr. President, in a 
letter to me dated July 20, 1993, reaf
firms that. I ask unanimous consent 
that his letter be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

UNITED STATES SPACE COMMAND, 
Peterson Air Force Base, CO, July 20, 1993. 

Hon. BOB SMITH, 
U.S. Senate , Washington , DC. 

DEAR SENATOR SMITH: Thank you for the 
opportunity to address the critical issue of 
anti-satellite (ASAT) with you aud your col
leagues. 

There is a clear and unequivocal military 
requirement for a range of counterspace sys
tems to deal with the evolving space threat. 
It is clearly unacceptable for a theater ad
versary to have unimpeded access to infor
mation from overhead assets on our intended 

actions and the disposition of our forces. Ad
ditionally, we may need to deny adversary 
use of space-based communications assets 
and our Global Positioning System (GPS). 

We are in the process of redefining 
USSPACECOM's requirements in a mission 
need statement that will be reviewed by the 
Joint Requirements Oversight Council in the 
next several months. This document requests 
evaluation of a variety of capabilities includ
ing KE, directed energy, and electronic war
fare to meet our needs. 

As I stated in testimony to the Senate Ap
propriations Committee in May 1993, in the 
future, control of space will be every bit as 
important as control of the sea and air is 
today. Therefore, it is imperative that we 
support the development and deployment of 
a range of capabilities to counter adversary 
use of space. In this time of austere budgets, 
it is also imperative that we explore cost ef
fective means of achieving new capabilities 
such as piggy backing on existing DoD pro
grams. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES A. HORNER, 

General, USAF, Commander in Chief. 

(Mr. PELL assumed the chair.) 
Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I cannot 

overstate the importance of satellites 
to our mili tary's success in Desert 
Storm. Control of space was essential 
there and will be essential in all future 
conflicts. 

Had Saddam possessed satellites for 
intelligence and targeting, General 
Schwarzkopf would never have been 
able to execute the famed end around 
and Iraq would have been able to more 
effectively target its Scud missiles on 
United States forces and our allies. 

We were fortunate that we had the 
technology and we had those satellites. 

There is no question that the United 
States has a clear military require
ment for antisatellite capability. We 
have to retain that ability to protect 
our forces deployed abroad and our 
overhead satellites. Unfettered access 
and control of space will be essential in 
all future military conflicts, in my 
opinion. 

Let me emphasize again to my col
leagues, the Armed Services Commit
tee bill would substantially reduce last 
year's funding. All it does is maintain 
life support for the most critical tech
nologies. That is what is in the under
lying bill. That is what Senator HARKIN 
would eliminate from the bill. 

If we terminate the program, we for
feit any return on this investment. All 
will be wasted. And those who vote in 
favor of terminating ASAT will be say
ing that we do not need a counterspace 
program. They are essentially saying 
that we could have won the Persian 
Gulf war without the satellite tech
nology; that there is no threat posed by 
the rampant proliferation of ballistic 
missiles, space launch capability, and 
satellites. 

The truth is that this proliferation 
does pose a major threat to U.S. secu
rity interests and the safety of our 
combat troops. We must preserve the 
capability to defend our troops and our 
military assets in the future . Continu-

ation of the ASAT program provides a 
hedge against these current and emerg
ing threats. 

The substitute amendment that the 
distinguished Senator from Alabama 
and I have offered would retain the $10 
million in the ASAT funding, but it 
would fence the funds. We would have 
preferred to just keep the funding in 
there as it was in the committee. But 
because Senator HARKIN has moved to 
eliminate these funds, this is a com
promise. It will fence the funds pending 
completion of an ongoing Defense De
partment study on satellites. 

Assistant Secretary Carter, as has 
been stated, has written to the com
mittee and indicated that the study 
will focus on the U.S. need for an 
ASAT system. 

Thus, it is critical that the Senate 
preserve the very modest $10 million in 
the bill to sustain the contractor base 
and provide maximum flexibility to the 
administration. That is what the Shel
by-Smith amendment does. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
substitute. 

Mr. DOMENIC! addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I won

der if it is in order for the Senator 
from New Mexico to offer an amend
ment. Are the sponsors of this second
degree amendment finished yet? 

Mr. SHELBY. If the Senator from 
New Mexico will yield, on this amend
ment we have been discussing, I have 
one unanimous-consent request to 
enter in the RECORD. Then I will ask 
for the yeas and nays, and then I will 
be finished. 

Mr. President, I have here a letter 
addressed to Sena tor NUNN, chairman 
of the Armed Services Committee, 
from Ashton B. Carter, Assistant Sec
retary of Defense for Nuclear Security 
and Counterproliferation, regarding 
the preparation of the report dealing 
with the antisatellite, or ASAT, ef
forts. That report is not ready yet. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
letter be printed in the RECORD. 

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

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, DC, August 11, 1993. 

Hon. SAM NUNN, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, U.S. 

Senate, Washington , DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Section 1363 of the 

National Defense Authorization Act for Fis
cal Year 1993 (H.R. 5006) contains a provision 
requiring the Secretary to submit to Con
gress " a report on the foreign development 
of, acquisition of, or access to sa t ;,;1lites with 
capabilities for military applications and t he 
implications of such developmen t, acquisi
tion or access for the United States. " 

Preparation of the report is in progress. A 
main portion of the report focuses on a de
scription of our current and planned anti
satellite (ASAT) efforts to counter this glob
al proliferation of satellites with capabili t y 
for military applications. The Department is 
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currently reviewing our overall policy and 
approach for acqmrmg capabilities to 
counter an adversary 's use of space systems 
to support hostile military action. The com
pletion of the report, therefore, must be de
ferred until the ongoing review is completed. 
We will provide the report as soon as pos
sible. 

Sincerely, 
ASHTON B. CARTER, 

Assistant Secretary of Defense, 
Nuclear Security and Counterprolif eration. 

Mr. SHELBY. I also ask for the yeas 
and nays on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. DOMENIC! addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, is it 

in order for the Senator from New Mex
ico to proceed with an unprinted 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator may ask unanimous consent to 
lay aside the pending amendment and 
then it would be in order. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be laid aside so that I may 
offer an amendment. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 852 

(Purpose: To ensure sound policy decision 
making concerning the testing of nuclear 
weapons to promote nonproliferation and 
to ensure the safety and reliability of the 
U.S . nuclear arsenal in accordance with 
Public Law 102-377) 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN
ICI] proposes an amendment numbered 852. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 394, after line 12, insert: 
"(3) Each year at the time of the Presi

dent's submission of a budget under section 
1105 of title 31, United States Code, the 
President shall submit a report covering the 
most recently completed calendar year set
ting forth-

(A) Whether the Stockpile Surveillance 
Program of the Department of Energy, and 
the calculations and experiments performed 
by Sandia National Laboratories, Lawrence 
Livermore National Laboratory, or Los Ala
mos National Laboratory have raised any 
concerns with regard to the safety, security, 
effectiveness, or reliability of existing U.S. 
nuclear weapons; and 

(B) If such concerns have been raised, the 
President's evaluation of each concern and 
report on what actions are being or will be 
taken to address it." 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
might say to my colleague, Senator 

BINGAMAN, this is not the amendment 
on the single space rocket technology 
program, which I will offer shortly, so 
I will not inconvenience the Senator. 

Mr. President, the amendment I have 
just sent to the desk has been approved 
by the majority and minority, so I will 
just take a moment. 

With peace, it seems that some would 
like to forget about the nuclear stock
pile. I compliment the President be
cause he is concerned about its status 
through time; how reliable is it, how 
safe is it; and all of those qualities that 
we have been taking for granted, more 
or less, for the last 3V2 decades, with a 
few years, exception. 

In fact, the President has undertaken 
a program which will be called the 
Stockpile Stewardship Program. This 
amendment just builds on that and re
quires that the President report to the 
Congress if surveillance, calculation, 
and experiments have raised any ques
tion or concern and to report what he 
will do in response to it. It makes it 
clear to the Department of Energy, 
however, that it is for Congress to get 
detailed information as to the status of 
the nuclear weapons stockpile. 

To reiterate, the amendment I offer 
today is intended to make sure that 
Congress is informed in detail and in a 
timely fashion of any events or condi
tions discovered in the DOE Stockpile 
Surveillance Program. Because nuclear 
weapons change in unpredictable ways, 
it is possible that nuclear weapons 
could become unsafe, unreliable, or 
even inoperable. It is important that 
Congress understand these facts in 
time to make arrangements to remedy 
the situation. 

The President has recently recog
nized the potential seriousness of this 
problem when he announced that DOE 
will undertake a Stockpile Steward
ship Program. 

This amendment merely requires the 
President to report to Congress if sur
veillance, calculation, and experiments 
"have raised any concern," and to re
port what he will do in response. It 
makes it clear to DOE how important 
it is for Congress to get detailed infor
mation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

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

Mr. DOMENIC!. If the Senator will 
withhold, before that is done, may I 
just make a comment to the majority 
staff? I was told that the majority staff 
cleared this. Can we wait for a while 
and try again? 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment the Senator from New 
Mexico offered be laid aside tempo
rarily so I can proceed with two other 
matters that are pertinent to the bill 
and I be permitted to return to this 
amendment as soon as I hear from the 
majority staff members. 

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

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I was 
going to off er an amendment regarding 
a joint Sandia National Laboratory/De
fense Nuclear Agency so-called Jupiter 
X-ray Simulator Program, but I am 
not going to do that because we are 
currently trying to draft a colloquy be
tween the chairman and others-per
haps my colleague from New Mexico-
regarding it. We all remember that 
when Congress voted in, by a rather 
large margin, the desire to at some 
point in the not too distant future stop 
underground testing, that everyone ac
knowledged on the floor if we were 
going to do that, that we clearly had to 
have better ways to do simulation so 
we would not jeopardize the safety and 
the reliability of the nuclear weapons 
that we had, because nuclear testing 
served many purposes. Underground 
testing served the purpose of determin
ing safety and reliability while it was 
part of new weapons systems. 

We are not engaged in any new weap
ons of nuclear quality in the Defense 
Department of the United States, but 
we have an ongoing responsibility-and 
shortly without underground testing
to determine the reliability and safety 
of the myriad of nuclear weapons that 
will be here for many decades to come 
as we build down. 

This is what I will offer by way of a 
colloquy, hopefully before this evening 
passes; if not, tomorrow morning. It 
will be to assure that, since it seems 
the Department of Energy and the De
fense Nuclear Agency agree we must 
take this vital step, to get ourselves 
ready to do so by simulation within the 
Defense Nuclear Agency and the Na
tional Laboratories headed by Sandia. 
Since we have to take this step, the 
amendment would have authorized its 
beginning. 

It has been suggested we do not have 
to authorize it with specificity and, 
therefore, I will engage in a colloquy 
instead of an amendment. 

This amendment would have author
ized an additional $2 million for the de
sign and engineering of the Joint 
Sandia National Laboratory/Defense 
Nuclear Agency Jupiter X-Ray Simula
tor Program. 

Now that the President has extended 
the moratorium on nuclear testing, 
more than ever we need a simulation 
capability to ensure the safety of out 
nuclear weapons stockpile. 

While there are many critical con
cerns regarding nuclear weapons such 
as safety and reliability, one concern 
often overlooked is the ability of U.S. 
weapon systems to operate reliably in 
hostile radiation environments. The ra
diation survivability issue is of key im
portance for the nuclear stockpile 
weapons and strategic military sys
tems. 

Approximately 80 percent of a nu
clear bombs energy comes out in radi
ation, and most of that in x rays. In 
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the atmosphere, these x rays are ab
sorbed rapidly by air to create blast, 
shock, and the so-called mushroom 
cloud. Outside the atmosphere, the ra
diation can damage or destroy nearby 
objects. 

Most of the x-ray energy is in the 
warm regime where the x-ray fre
quencies are higher and can penetrate 
more deeply. These x rays are strongly 
absorbed within several centimeters of 
the most materials and can impart so 
much energy to objects they can do ac
tual physical damage. It is these x rays 
that can break components, cause gaps 
to open up where two materials are 
joined, and knock small parts away 
from where they are attached. 

The Joint Sandia National Labora
tory/Defense Nuclear Agency Jupiter 
X-Ray Simulator Program will fill a 
critical gap in the United States abil
ity to test for x rays which was lost 
with the shutting down of the under
ground nuclear test program. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Will my colleague 
from New Mexico yield? I am informed 
the concern that was earlier raised 
about going ahead with agreement on 
the earlier amendment has been re
solved. If the Senator wants to com
plete action on that, the committee 
has no objection. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I wonder if the Sen
ator would like to cosponsor that? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I need to review it. 
I am just not familiar with the sub
stance of it at this point. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I assume we can pro
ceed now to agree to the amendment, if 
there is no further debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
any further debate on amendment 852? 
If there be no further debate, the ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 852) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 853 
(Purpose: To provide additional funding and 

program guidance for the single stage 
rocket technology and Single-Stage-to
Orbit Program of the Ballistic Missile De
fense Organization) 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I will 
shortly send to the desk on behalf of 
myself and my colleague from New 
Mexico, a member of the Armed Serv
ices Committee, an amendment. It will 
have to do with continuing with the 
single stage rocket technology pro
gram. The first stage has just about 
been completed and there have been 
two successful early launches. What 
this amendment seeks to do is to put 
the second phase of the single stage 
rocket technology program-which we 
will probably call here for the next few 
minutes SSRT-to put the second 
phase into an authorized posture so the 

Appropriations Committee can decide 
whether they want, within the limits 
of defense dollar availability, to con
tinue this second phase. 

With that background I send an 
amendment to the desk on behalf of 
myself and Senator BINGAMAN, and I 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to laying aside the pending 
amendment? The Chair hearing none, 
the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN
IC!], for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN, proposes 
an amendment numbered 853. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 65, between lines 13 and 14, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 228. SINGLE STAGE ROCKET TECHNOLOGY. 

(a) ADDITIONAL FUNDING.-In addition to 
the amount provided for programs managed 
by the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization 
pursuant to section 227 and in addition to the 
funds provided within such amount for re
search, development, test, and evaluation 
under the single stage rocket technology and 
single-stage-to-orbit program, there is au
thorized to be appropriated $75,000,000 for fis
cal year 1994 for research, development, test, 
and evaluation under the single stage rocket 
technology and single-stage-to-orbit pro
gram. 

(b) LIMITATION.-None of the amount au
thorized to be appropriated under subsection 
(a) may be obligated until the Secretary of 
Defense-

(1) submits to the congressional defense 
committees a program plan for phase two of 
_the single stage rocket technology and sin
gle-stage-to-orbit program that sets forth 
the objectives and technical milestones for 
phase two; and 

(2) certifies to such committees that ade
quate funding is provided in the future-years 
defense program for the single stage rocket 
technology and single-stage-to-orbit pro
gram for fiscal years 1995 and 1996. 

(c) PROGRAM CHANGES.-It is the sense of 
Congress that the Secretary of Defense 
should-

(1) provide for transfer of responsibility for 
the single stage rocket technology and sin
gle-stage-to-orbit program from the Ballistic 
Missile Defense Organization to the Advance 
Research Projects Agency to be included 
under the space launch technology program 
element; 

(2) provide for the management team that, 
as of the date of the enactment of this Act 
is managing the single stage rocket tech~ 
nology and single-stage-to-orbit program to 
continue managing such program; 

(3) conduct an open competition among 
businesses in the aerospace industry for en
tering into the contract or contracts for 
phase two of the single stage rocket tech
nology and single-stage-to-orbit program; 
and 

(4) examine options for sharing responsibil
ity for defraying the costs of the single stage 
rocket technology and single-stage-to-orbit 
program among the Department of Defense 
other departments and agencies of the Fed~ 
eral Government, and industry. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
apologize for not seeking consent. I 
thought my previous unanimous con
sent had done that. If it did not, I 
should have done that myself. I thank 
the Chair. 

As I indicated, the single-stage rock
et technology program is currently au
thorized in the Senate House Armed 
Services Committee for a second phase 
authorized level of $75 million. 

I could take a long time today on the 
floor singing the praises and potential 
of the single-stage rocket technology 
which the U.S. Defense Department has 
proceeded with through what is now 
called its first phase. I do not choose to 
do that, but, rather, to speak in a rath
er summary manner about it because I 
do not think there is any question that 
if we were not extremely worried about 
whether we can fit the defense dollar 
within the budget, that one of the best 
things we could do for our future, for 
the future in space and for carrying 
into space cheaply and responsibly and 
quickly heavy payloads, would be the 
adoption of the second phase of the sin
gle-stage rocket technology, hoping it 
will prove as feasible as is currently 
projected. 

Frankly, almost everything that is 
being talked about on the floor of the 
Senate regarding space some way or 
another hearkens back to the Iraq war 
and to something that did not go as 
well as our military people wanted. Let 
me suggest I am not here trying to 
solve problems that will be solved by 
increasing the scope and optical capa
bility of the second and third genera
tion of orbiters that we put in space. I 
am here to talk about one problem, and 
that is, if you find in a war like the 
Iraq war that you cannot get certain 
kinds of surveillance, who do you ask 
and how do you get it done? Apparently 
the answer is quite clear. It was sought 
on three different occasions, but the 
system we have does not respond over
night. It takes a very long time and 
the response is not forthcoming. 

If this dual use program were a suc
cess and we had a very long array of 
single-stage rockets around for use by 
the military, then it is pretty clear if 
there is a deficiency, that deficiency 
could be fulfilled unless the war was 
going to be over within a day or so. If 
it was going to go for any period of 
time, even as long as 3 or 4 days, this 
kind of system will solve the problem. 

There is far more to it than that. 
Single-stage rocketry will build a 
whole new potential into the arsenal of 
the Defense Department in terms of 
space. Frankly, while this single-stage 
rocketry is being touted as having a 
great potential in the private sector for 
the development of commercial appli
cations of quick and heavy loads to 
space that can be done over and over 
again, clearly the world is taking a 
step in the direction of producing t his 
technology and gaining, if not surpass
ing, us. 
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I think it is commonly known that 

the French are moving with great dili
gence and significant dispatch in sin
gle-stage rocket technology. It is 
cheap, easy to build and perhaps a very 
reliable way to get things into space, 
both for defense and for commerce. 

Having said that, it seems to me that 
the House is on the right track. They 
have authorized the second phase. They 
are saying this is so important to an 
arsenal of capability that will serve the 
defense needs of the future and, yes, 
the commercial needs of the future, 
that they seek to authorize it. 

I hope that before the U.S. Senate de
cides that they are going to do noth
ing-which essentially, as I understand 
it, if it was carried out by both Houses, 
it would be the demise, the death, the 
end of single-stage rocket technology 
development and research within the 
Department of· Defense. I do not think 
that would be good for the country, and 
in a defense budget of this magnitude, 
with as many programs in the R&D 
technology evaluation and develop
ment arena, it would seem to me that 
it is foolhardy not to set America on 
this path of at least looking at the sec
ond phase of the implementation and 
development of this very, very promis
ing, reasonably priced, very responsive 
ability to get into space, to get into 
space with heavy loads at reasonable 
costs and responsive timeframes. 

I have more detailed remarks indi
cating some of the testing that has al
ready taken place, some of the suc
cesses of the existing con tractors. No 
preference is intended for anyone here. 
The preference is a preference toward 
diversity of rockets in space tech
nology, and $75 million does not seem 
an exorbitant cost. 

The main issue is national security, 
because space has now become a criti
cal component of modern warfare. Dur
ing the Persian Gulf war, out troops 
were guided across trackless desert 
sands by nearly 5,000 NAVSTAR GPS 
receivers, enabled by satellitess 10,898 
nautical miles above the battlefield; 
Army platoon leaders were so depend
ent on GPS for navigation that one 
lieutenant reported stopping his men 
in their tracks when he lost GPS cov
erage and waiting for over half an hour 
for the system to come back on line be
fore marching on. It is also reported 
that Gen. Chuck Horner, commander of 
the air war at the time, wanted to 
launch satellites on three separate oc
casions during the conflict to replace 
defective satellites or to add additional 
capability, but was unable to because 
of the time required to build and stack 
an expandable launch vehicle on the 
pad. 

Future conflicts will be no less de
pendent on the use of space satellites 
for navigation-GPS; weather-DMSP; 
and communications-DSCS; and for 
the national security reasons alone, we 
must maintain a strong responsive na-

tional launch capability. In order to 
fulfill these requirements, we need a 
launch capability comparable to what 
the DC-3 brought to the aviation indus
try-a low cost, fully reusable, reliable, 
maintainable, launch-on-demand space 
transportation system. 

Maintaining a superior launch capa
bility is key to maintaining our con
trol of space assets during both peace
time and war. This capability has been 
called into question recently as the Na
tion's two main space vehicles-Atlas 
and Ti tan-were grounded by a series 
of tiny mishaps and one catastrophic 
failure. The reason is simple: We're 
using vehicles which are derivatives of 
the early expendable ICBM's designed 
and built in the late 1950's and early 
1960's. Over time, modification of these 
vehicles has allowed DOD to meet min
imum launch requirements; however, 
they remain costly and less responsive 
to the user when compared to the capa
bilities of our foreign launch competi
tors. The bottom line is a crying need 
in both our military and civilian sec
tors for modernization of our current 
fleet of space launch vehicles. 

WHY REUSABLE SSTO'S 

According to recent studies per
formed for the Air Force and NASA, 
fully reusable single stage to orbit 
[SSTOJ vehicles have the potential of 
reducing the operational cost of deliv
ering payloads to space by a factor of 
10. By comparison, the lowest cost ex
pendable launch vehicles under consid
eration have the potential of only low
ering the cost by a factor of 2. 

Studies performed by the Aerospace 
Corp.-advisors to the Air Force on 
space launch issues-show reusable 
SSTO's to be the most cost-effective 
solution, with the potential of reducing 
annual Government space transpor
tation outlays from a current level of 
roughly $10 billion to only $1.2 billion. 
In addition, data from last year's 
NASA-MTS study shows a definite life 
cycle cost advantage for reusable 
SSTO's. Out of the 18 different alter
natives to our current fleet that were 
studied, only one was significantly less 
expensive-a fully reusable single
stage-to-orbit system. The study 
showed that between now and the year 
2020, SSTO's would produce a cost sav
ings to the Government of $4 billion. 
Most of the other options studied were 
more expensive than retaining our cur
rent mix of expendables and the space 
shuttle, and some showed cost figures 
out through the year 2020 that were 
$40-$50 billion more than the cost of re
taining our current fleet. 

The two key factors that make reus
able SSTO's radically lower in cost 
than today's launch systems are: They 
are fully reusable like an airplane-one 
piece up, one piece down. The rocket, 
or stages of the rocket, will not be 
thrown away during each launch, and 
they will be supported by a dramati
cally smaller ground crew, comparable 
in size to that needed by an airline. 

In addition to the lower cost poten
tial, SSTO's offer the military a whole 
new set of space missions, like recon
naissance; because of their ability to 
launch on demand and their ability to 
launch in any direction and reach any 
part of the globe within 45 minutes. 

SSRT SOLUTION 

In 1990, the Strategic Defense Initia
tive Organization-now called the Bal
listic Missile Defense Organization-se
lected four of the Nation's leading 
aerospace contractors to conduct a 
phase 1 feasibility study of the single
stage-to-orbit [SSTOJ concept based on 
available computer, propulsion, and 
materials technologies. The study's 
mandate was to answer three main 
questions: 

First, can it be done? 
Second, can it be done quickly? 
Third, can it be done cheaply? 
After a year of studies, all four con

tractor teams agreed. The answer to all 
three questions was yes, single-stage
to-orbit will work. 

In August 1991, a competition was 
held, and the McDonnell Douglas Delta 
Clipper vertical takeoff and vertical 
landing concept was chosen to proceed 
into phase 2. To help keep development 
cost and risk to a minimum, the 
McDonnell Douglas proposal for phase 
2 was to rapidly prototype X-vehicles 
of increasing size and performance to 
quickly demonstrate the technology a 
step at a time. This is the same ap
proach that was so successfully used in 
the 1950's and 1960's to develop high
performance aircraft, such as the X-15. 
A series of experimental craft are built, 
each of which is tested and used to ex
pand the envelope of what is known 
about the relevant technologies. This 
approach is being applied in the SSRT 
Program to demonstrate through flight 
tests that the technology for SSTO is 
available today; that is, that no new 
inventions are needed for SSTO. 

The first such SSRT rocket, the DC
X, has been built by the McDonnell 
Douglas Delta Clipper Team-McDon
nell Douglas, Martin Marietta, Pratt & 
Whitney, Aerojet, Harris, Honeywell, 
DASA, and Burt Rutan's Selected Com
posites. It was built in only 18 months 
by a new rapid prototyping organiza
tion, and has successfully completed 
its initial flight tests at the White 
Sands Missile Range in New Mexico. 
The DC-X is demonstrating low-speed, 
low-altitude flight, maneuverability, 
autonomous vertical landing, 
reusability and low-cost operations. A 
total of $70 million has been spent on 
the DC-X, and it requires $4.8 million 
in fiscal year 1994 to complete its flight 
test program, December 1993. 

NEXT STEP 

The second test vehicle in the SSRT 
Program, the SX-2, requires $75 million 
for fiscal year 1994 and a total of $350-
400 million, depending on the option se
lected by BMDO/ ARP A, to meet its 3-
year development schedule. The SX-2 
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will demonstrate high-speed 
hypersonic performance to space alti
tudes using the same all-composite ma
terials baselined for the full-scale oper
ational vehicle. This will demonstrate 
the ability to build and fly vehicles 
with the mass fraction required for sin
gle stage to orbit. 

The completion of the DC-X and SX-
2 will give the Air Force and NASA a 
demonstrated SSTO technology option 
for consideration, rather than having 
to rely on paper studies and analyses 
during their deliberations on a next 
generation spacelift system. 

WHY ARPA FUNDING 

Because SSTO's could reduce the cost 
of launching payloads by a factor of 10, 
SSRT is a key technology not only for 
meeting the space launch needs of the 
military, but also for keeping the U.S. 
civilian and commercial launch indus
try competitive. As such, the Advanced 
Research Projects Agency [ARP A] is 
well suited for funding a triple-use 
technology program such as SSRT. 

In 1975, U.S. industry owned 100 per
cent of the world commercial launch 
market. Today the United States only 
launches 28 percent of the world's com
mercial satellites. The French launch 
60 percent of these satellites with their 
newer technology expendable Ariane 
rocket. Low-cost reusable SSTO rocket 
technology would allow U.S. industry 
to capture back 100 percent of this 
market. 

The SSRT Program is a prime exam
ple of what the dual-use approach to 
DOD technology investment should be 
from now on. There is no other single 
DOD program that could be used for a 
variety of military missions and com
mercial applications than the SSRT 
Program. This program should also be 
heralded as the way DOD should do 
business from now on, especially in the 
development of technology for space 
applications. 

The last major program in which 
DOD developed technology for commer
cial applications was the jet engine. 
The SSRT Program could have the 
same impact on the commercial use of 
space as the DOD jet engine develop
ment program had on the commercial 
airline industry. 

WHY BMDO MANAGERS 

The BMDO managers are now 3-4 
years into the process of demonstrat
ing a near-term SSTO capability. 
BMDO managers have been carrying 
out a well-planned Advanced Tech
nology Demonstration [ATD] Program 
to demonstrate the availability and 
cost effectiveness of single-stage-rock
et technology. They have demonstrated 
their ability to produce X-vehicles one 
step at a time, with confidence, within 
budget, and in a short time. And they 
have been able to do so while keeping 
BMDO overhead costs to less than 3 
percent of appropriated funding, there
fore most of the money goes into build
ing the hardware. The SSRT team has 

been together for almost 4 years and 
has a considerable amount of experi
ence and learning that can be best ap
plied to the next phase. Because of 
this, they have the best understanding 
of cost and risk, and they have the best 
chance of coming in on schedule and 
budget. 

Every effort should be made to con
tinue DOD control of this program, so 
that continuity and continued success 
can be achieved. 

AIR FORCE POSITION 

General Horner, commander in chief 
of U.S . Space Command, feels that 
space launch is a critical national 
need, and that the system with the best 
cost and responsiveness should be the 
one pursued. All the studies point to 
SSTO's as best suited for fulfilling 
these needs. The Air Force is now be
ginning concept exploration studies for 
the next generation launch system, and 
they are going to consider both reus
able and expendable vehicles. The 
SSRT Program will give them a dem
onstrated SSTO technology option for 
consideration, rather than having to 
rely on paper studies and analysis. 

PILOT PROGRAM FOR ACQUISITION REFORM 

The SSRT Program is an ideal pilot 
program for DOD technology acquisi
tion reform. This space transportation 
system is being specified, designed, 
rapidly prototyped in X-vehicle stages, 
and tested for ground and flight oper
ations in a commercial practices style, 
yet the program is DOD initiated and 
managed. This is accomplished with a 
small two-man Government program 
office who establishes a minimum set 
of requirements and then contracts out 
the development work, giving the con
tractor the freedom to demonstrate the 
technology in the most efficient, time
ly, and cost-effective manner. 

In the words of Secretary of Defense 
Les As pin and Deputy Secretary of De
fense Bill Perry, the SSRT Program 
could be characterized as a "rollover
plus" development approach leading to 
a "silver bullet" operational capabil
ity. Rollover-plus is accomplished by 
the rapid prototype X-vehicle develop
ment stages allowing lessons learned in 
design, manufacturing, and operations 
to be rolled over into succeeding devel
opment stages. In this manner both 
overall development costs and risk are 
reduced. The silver bullet is accom
plished with the operational SSTO, 
called the Delta Clipper DC-1, where a 
handful of very responsive vehicles will 
achieve a combination of space oper
ations in a more rapid and timely man
ner. This could totally transform our 
ability to support new national secu
rity policies and strategies. This trans
formation will have immediate triple
use applicability-military, civil, and 
commercial. 

MCDONNELL DOUGLAS TEAMMATES ON SSRT 

The majority of the work accom
plished to date on the SSRT Program . 

has been performed in California, New 
Mexico, and Florida. Other States that 
have companies working on SSRT in
clude Colorado, Missouri, Alabama, 
New York, Texas, and Vermont. 

SSRT IN NEW MEXICO 

Flight testing of the DC-X in New 
Mexico will proceed through December 
1993. Development and flight testing of 
the SX-2 will continue in New Mexico, 
and a decision later to proceed with 
full-scale development will result in 
the construction of manufacturing fa
cilities and a fully operational space
port in New Mexico. Also, BMDO pro
gram managers have expressed their 
desire to move the SSRT Program of
fice from Washington, DC, to New Mex
ico so that the program management 
can be executed out of the Air Force 
Phillips Lab located at Kirtland AFB, 
and Col. Rich Davis, the new com
mander of Phillips Lab, has concurred 
with this plan. 

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

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 

to strongly support the amendment 
that has been offered by my colleague 
from New Mexico. The amendment 
would provide authorization for $75 
million to proceed with the next stage 
of work on the single-stage-to-orbit 
program. This is a program that I have 
just become knowledgeable about in 
the last several months. It is one which 
has attracted my attention, of course, 
for a variety of reasons, both because 
of the work on the Armed Services 
Committee, but also because the test
ing of the program has occurred, as 
does the testing of many programs, at 
White Sands missile range. 

There was a very successful test of 
this program just this past week. In 
fact, I noticed last night as I was flying 
back from New Mexico to Washington 
and watching the news program shown 
on the airplane, the evening news car
ried a very detailed report about the 
successful test of the program which 
we are discussing today. 

This program holds tremendous po
tential and tremendous capability for 
the commercial access to space in that 
it provides much more flexibility than 
the alternatives that we are presently 
using. The suggestion was made by the 
program manager, one of the key in
dustry people working on this program, 
that this is a rocket that can be used 
in the morning, flown for one mission, 
and then flown in the afternoon for an
other mission. There is no requirement 
for a long, drawn out turnaround and 
spacing period between the use of this 
rocket technology. 

The other major factor that needs to 
be considered in support of this pro
gram is the cost. This is a tremendous 
advancement over where we ar e toda.y 
in the reduction in cost which allows 
us to get into space. P resent programs 
l'equire very substantial costs. I P':l 'e 



21056 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 13, 1993 
seen figures, which I do not have right 
in front of me, indicating that the cost 
of a flight into space by this tech
nology, this single-stage-to-orbit rock
et is many times less expensive than 
the cost of the present systems being 
considered. 

So I think the program is well worth 
the additional authorization that is 
being proposed by my colleague. I com
pliment him for the amendment. I hope 
very much we will follow the lead of 
the House of Representatives and go 
ahead with this authorization. 

Mr. President, before I yield the 
floor, let me indicate to my colleague 
that I ask to .be added as a cosponsor of 
his earlier amendment on weapons 
stockpile safety reports, if that is per
mitted. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator 
BINGAMAN be made an original cospon
sor of that amendment, which has al
ready been adopted. 

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

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I have 
nothing further to say on this amend
ment. I assume in due course we will 
have a vote on it. I wonder if it would 
be appropriate to ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I am 

sorry that I cannot support the amend
ment proposed by the Senator from 
New Mexico. I was captivated, as he 
was, with the success of the McDonnell 
Douglas test flight. That team was able 
to put together a flying demonstrator 
in a remarkably short time. But that 
flight did not demonstrate the hardest 
part of getting to orbit. It was just the 
first step. We must realize that the full 
scale launch vehicle, the Delta Clipper, 
will be a high risk project. 

Mr. President, all the experts agree 
that single stage to orbit has the 
smallest payload for a given weight of 
any launch system." To get 20,000 
pounds to orbit, the Del ta Clipper 
would have to weigh 1.4 million pounds. 
If there is the slightest weight growth, 
even 2 percent, that is 28,000 pounds, 
and the payload will be squeezed out. 
That is correct: The Delta Clipper 
could easily end up with no payload at 
all. 

It is not clear that a Delta Clipper is 
what we need at all. The proponents 
say that we could be flying 10 tons to 
orbit 4 times a week with a Del ta Clip
per fleet. But what we need, what is 
costing too much with our current sys
tems, is to get 20 tons to orbit four or 
five times a year. So if it works, it 
would be far more capacity than we 
need. And if it works, four flights a 
week mean 4 million pounds of payload 
per year into orbit. Now a pound of sat
ellite costs at least $50,000. We clearly 

do not need to launch 4 million pounds 
of satellites: That would cost $200 bil
lion per year. So Delta Clipper may be 
a terrific accomplishment, but may not 
be what we need at all. 

I want to remind my colleagues that, 
even in the face of very severe prob
lems with our national launch systems, 
DOD has not included any space launch 
modernization in the bottom-up re
view. DOD proposed to make do with 
the current launchers. So if we were to 
start a program in ARPA as the Sen
ator suggests, it is doubtful that DOD 
will plan for further funding. Senators 
ought to realize that the contractor's 
estimate is that the R&D for this pro
gram will cost $3 billion. There is no 
way that DOD will be able to find funds 
for a program of this size. 

But NASA is funding an SSTO pro
gram. Administrator Goldin has di
rected that the Marshall Space Flight 
Center begin a $200 million program to 
examine whether SSTO is possible. I 
would advise my colleagues to hold off 
until the facts become clear before we 
begin a research effort of this size. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I now wish 
to make some remarks-not too ex
tended, but more than one sentence
with regard to the position of the 
Armed Services Committee and this 
Senator in opposition to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Mexico, Senator DOMENIC!. 

This amendment would add about $75 
million, without an offset, to the bal
listic missile defense budget for a pro
gram that the Ballistic Missile Defense 
Organization terminated-I emphasize 
"terminated"-earlier this year. BMDO 
does not need to develop a space launch 
vehicle. The administration's bottom
up review has been completed, and in 
this area, the President has decided as 
of now that the Department of Defense 
will not-I emphasize "not"-be invest
ing in new space launch vehicle sys
tems. 

Mr. President, this amendment would 
undo a decision that the President has 
made after a very laborious review. 
This program would be extremely ex
pensive. The amendment offered by the 
Senator from New Mexico is only a 
start, a very small start. This is a very 
expensive and extensive program. It 
would cost many billions of dollars. 
Let me repeat that, Mr. President: It 
would cost many billions of dollars to 
develop and deploy such a system, and 
the · technical risks are very high. The 
amendment does not explain where this 
money would come from. 

This is business as usual, that we 
have condemned ourselves time after 
time after time as we try to get a han
dle on the budget. We have been strug
gling for years and years to find funds 
for the national aerospace plane. 
Again, I emphasize it is a very expen
sive project. This space plane was also 
touted as a savior of the U.S. launch 
industry, and it was claimed that it 

would be developed in 5 years for just a 
few billion dollars. Years later, we now 
know that it would have cost many 
times more and would have taken far 
longer than first estimated. 

Proponents of this version of the sin
gle stage to orbit system make similar 
promises. We have not been able to 
fund one of these high-risk endeavors. 
We certainly cannot afford two of 
them. Moreover, the Department of De
fense logistics space booster systems, 
such as Titan IV, Delta II, and Atlas II, 
are already underfunded in the DOD fu
ture years budget by several billions of 
dollars. 

This amendment would simply add to 
the Pentagon's already severe budget 
problems. It would add to the problems 
of the committee. And, in that event, I 
simply state that the committee in 
conference is facing a House bill that 
not only adds money for this program, 
but also for the national aerospace 
plane, a new expendable booster, and 
product improvements to all of our ex
isting launch vehicles. 

Mr. President, I simply say, in all 
sincerity, and after a thorough review, 
that the outyear tail-"tail" meaning 
future expenditures-on all of this the 
House is going to be confronting us 
with in conference, is in the neighbor
hood of $40 billion. 

If ever there was a time when we 
should recognize and realize that "here 
we go again'' it is the exciting pro
grams that may be well received as far 
as the futuristic systems are con
cerned. I suggest that in the days of 
the cold war, this and every other sys
tem like it would roll through the Sen
ate as it has rolled through the House, 
because we were in that era when any
thing that banged or exploded, espe
cially in space, was something that we 
applauded and moved ahead on rapidly. 

I simply say that in all good con
science at best these are questionable, 
high-risk technologies of the future, 
and I would simply say, Mr. President, 
that we just cannot afford these at this 
time. 

Our job in conference will be dev
astated if this amendment passes the 
Senate. We would be going to con
ference with the House of Representa
tives spending on these programs with 
a tail, as I have said, of about $40 bil
lion, and if they are approved in the 
U.S. Senate, we would not be in a posi
tion to do anything or make any 
changes significantly in conference 
with the House. 

Therefore, I simply say that while 
these amendments are, unfortunately, 
in the House package, we are going to 
have a very difficult proposition to do 
what we in the Senate Armed Services 
Committee feel would be appropriate 
to scale them back significantly. It 
would take away whatever influence 
we have if the Domenici amendment is 
passed. 

The committee bill provides a pool of 
money for space-launched technology 
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for the Secretary of Defense to allocate 
as he sees fit. If he chooses, he can pro
vide funds for this program. I suspect 
after the bottom-up review he would 
not, but the Secretary would have that 
option. 

Mr. President, this is a very irrespon
sible amendment for the country as a 
whole. The Secretary of Defense has 
terminated this program. I emphasize 
once again. The DOD budget cannot 
support this program. The Ballistic 
Missile Defense Organization does not 
need this system. The committee bill 
already provides a pool of money that 
could be used for this effort if the Sec
retary of Defense changes his mind and 
decides to pursue it. 

Finally, this amendment would make 
it difficult for the committee to 
achieve a reasonable outcome in con
ference with the House of Re pres en ta
ti ves, as I have previously mentioned. 

Certainly, with the added funds that 
this would provide indiscriminately 
spread about the space-launched wish 
list, we would be in a very, very dif
ficult position. 

Mr. President, I would like to re
spond briefly, if I might, to some of the 
points that were made by the proposer 
of this amendment. 

The shuttle, I suggest, was originally 
promised to fly once a week, or about 
65 times a year. The national aerospace 
plane was going to cost only $5 billion, 
take 5 years, and would weigh 50,000 
pounds. Ten years later it will take an
other decade at a cost of $15 billion and 
weigh 500,000 pounds. 

Mr. President, we have heard all of 
this kind of talk and less than thought
ful planning, I suggest, before. 

The tests cited by my able colleague 
were very simple and do not begin to 
address the difficult and expensive 
technical hurdle that this program 
must clear to be successful, notwith
standing separate and apart from the 
tremendous costs that we do not pro
vide for. And I emphasize once again 
that this is another program that we 
are beginning without any offset in the 
face of the bottom-up review by the De
partment of Defense and the President, 
which says we cannot afford it. 

Mr. President, I certainly urge a vote 
against the amendment offered by the 
Senator from New Mexico. As I under
stand it, a vote has already been or
dered. I ask the Chair; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND WASTE 
MANAGEMENT 

Mr. GORTON. I would like to engage 
the distinguished chairman and rank
ing member of the Armed Services 
Committee in a colloquy concerning 
the Department of Energy's Environ
mental Restoration and Waste Manage
ment Program. 

Mr. NUNN. I would be pleased to dis
cuss the matter with the Senator. 

Mr. GORTON. It is my understanding 
that the committee's bill authorizes 
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$5.302 billion for the Department of En
ergy's Defense Environmental Restora
tion and Waste Management Program. 
This amount is $164 million below the 
President's request and $48 million 
above the House authorization level. 
Are these figures correct? 

Mr. NUNN. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. GORTON. I also understand that 

the committee specified specific 
projects within the cleanup program 
that should be cut, whereas the reduc
tions in the House bill are to be made 
at the Department's discretion. The 
cuts in the Senate bill include $85 mil
lion from the Hanford Waste Vitrifica
tion Plant and $27 million from the re
lated multifunction waste remediation 
system. Is this also correct? 

Mr. NUNN. That is correct. 
Mr. GORTON. I thank the Senator 

from Georgia. As the Senator knows, 
cleanup of the Hanford site in Washing
ton State is governed in part by a com
pliance agreement signed in 1989 by the 
State of Washington, the Department 
of Energy, and the Environmental Pro
tection Agency. Known as the Tri
Party Agreement, this document has 
provided a legally enforceable time
table for cleanup of Hanford, while al
lowing the flexibility necessary to 
make adjustments due to technological 
advances and unforeseen cir
cumstances. 

The Department earlier this year an
nounced that it would seek a series of 
amendments to the Tri-Party Agree
ment to accommodate major changes 
in the design of the tank waste remedi
ation system. The Department has 
since been negotiating these amend
ments with the State and EPA accord
ing to the procedures contained in the 
Tri-Party Agreement. These negotia
tions are expected to be completed by 
September 30. 

The Department has frequently cited 
Hanford's 177 waste tanks as its most 
pressing safety problem. One of the 
central issues in the negotiations is the 
schedule for construction of the vitri
fication plant, which is designed to sta
bilize in glass logs the dangerous radio
active and mixed wastes in these 
tanks. Construction of the plant was to 
start this spring, but was delayed 6 
months at the request of the Depart
ment so that technical questions could 
be discussed with the State. 

I am optimistic that the State, the 
Department of Energy, and EPA will be 
able to agree on a new construction 
start date for the vitrification plant at 
the conclusion of their negotiations. 
This new start date may require some 
or all of the President's $112 million re
quest for the project. 

In the meantime, I am concerned 
that the committee's targeted cuts in 
the cleanup program may prejudice 
these negotiations. While I understand 
the committee's interest in slowing the 
growth of the cleanup program, we 
must also recognize that the Depart-

ment has certain legal obligations pur
suant to the compliance agreement.s it 
has signed with individual States. As 
such, it seems to this Senator that we 
should allow the Department to dis
tribute any necessary program cuts so 
that it can fulfill its legal obligations 
and protect the health of the public. 
This was the approach taken in the 
House bill. 

I would like the chairman and rank
ing member to confirm that it was not 
the committee's intention to influence 
or prejudice the ongoing Tri-Party 
Agreement negotiations. 

Mr. NUNN. The Senator from Wash
ington is correct. The President's budg
et request for the vitrification plant 
and related facilities assumed start of 
construction in March 1993 to meet the 
Tri-Party Agreement milestone. As the 
State and the Department had already 
agreed to delay construction by 6 
months, and because additional delays 
appeared possible, the committee felt 
it was appropriate to eliminate the fis
cal year 1994 authorization for these 
programs. If, however, the State and 
the Department agree that some fund
ing for the vitrification plant and re
lated facilities will be required in fiscal 
year 1994, I would be willing to revisit 
the issue in conference or at the appro
priate time. 

Mr. GORTON. Does the distinguished 
ranking member concur with the chair
man's view? 

Mr. THURMOND. Yes, I agree with 
the chairman that it was not the com
mittee's intention to prejudice ongoing 
Tri-Party Agreement negotiations. At 
the conclusion of these negotiations, I 
will work with the Senator from Wash
ington to see that adequate authoriza
tion is provided for cleanup of the Han
ford site. 

Mr. GORTON. I thank my colleagues 
for this clarification. The timely and 
efficient cleanup of the Hanford site is 
a matter of the utmost importance to 
my State, and I very much appreciate 
the continued cooperation of the 
Armed Services Committee in this en
deavor. 

KC--135R REENGINING PROGRAM 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I wish to 
bring to the attention of the Senate a 
very important program to the Air 
Force and the Air National Guard. I am 
referring to the modernization of the 
KG-135 refueling tanker fleet. 

Until recently, the tankers' primary 
mission had been to refuel the strate
gic bomber fleet. That role has now 
transitioned with the changes in our 
force structure. Forces focusing more 
on mobility from bases within the 
United States will be dependent on 
tankers for deployment. Smaller forces 
will need tankers as a force multi plier 
allowing them to carry more weapons, 
transport more cargo, and stay on sta
tion longer. The end of the cold war 
has not reduced the need for moderniz
ing the tanker force. In fact, the need 
is even greater. 
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Air refueling tankers played a very 

important part in the success of the 
Persian Gulf war, with, I note, Guard 
aircraft performing 33 percent of the 
tanker missions during the war. None
theless, tankers were the limiting ele
ment in that operation even though 
nearly 300 aircraft were committed to 
the theater. The necessity to fully 
modernize this operational asset is 
clear. 

As many of my colleagues know, the 
KC-135 engine replacement program 
was initiated in the early 1980's as the 
most cost effective means of providing 
additional fuel offload capability re
quired by the Air Force to meet mis
sion commitments. The first completed 
replacement with a CFM-56 engine was 
delivered to the Air Force in 1984. 
Since then, Congress has appropriated 
funds to upgrade all 390 aircraft in the 
active Air Force fleet, as well as the 
first 10 Reserve tankers. This has been 
a highly successful, virtually problem 
free procurement modernization pro
gram, meeting or exceeding all speci
fications. 

Mr. President, modernization of the 
KC-135E aircraft to the R model is es
sential for the Guard to meet mission 
requirements within budget and man
power constraints. The replacement en
gines allow a tanker aircraft to offload 
27 percent more and utilize airfields 
with shorter runways and hotter cli
mates. Fuel consumption in the new 
engines is 18 percent better. Engine 
maintenance is 90 percent less, elimi
nating the need for engine shops at 
each base. Unlike the KC-135E, the KC-
135R meets all current and proposed 
noise requirements at Air National 
Guard bases. In summary, the modern
ized R aircraft are highly cost effec
tive, paying for itself in 5 to 10 years. 

I must remind my colleagues that, 
for the last several years, many impor
tant missions have been transferred in 
whole or in part to the Guard, with the 
result that the active military now re
lies much more heavily on·the capabili
ties of the Guard and Reserve to effec
tively carry out their operations. Just 
last week, Secretary Aspin, in his 
briefing on the bottom-up review, 
stressed the importance ·Of well
trained, well-equipped Guard and Re
serve forces. In addition, in "The Bot
tom-Up Review: Forces for a New Era" 
dated September 1, Secretary Aspin 
has included the following statement: 

Large numbers of aerial refueling aircraft 
would be needed to support many compo
nents of a U.S. theater campaign. Fighter 
aircraft, deploying over long distances, re
quire aerial refueling. Airlifters can also 
carry more cargo longer distances if enrou te 
aerial refueling is available. Aerial surveil
lance and control platforms, such as A WACS 
and JST ARS, also need airborne refueling in 
order to achieve maximum mission effective
ness. 

For these reasons, I believe it is es
sential to continue this vital program. 

I yield to the distinguished Senator 
from Ohio for his comments. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I have 
worked for many years in support of 
the KC-135R reengining program. The 
points raised by the distinguished Re
publican leader are accurate and to the 
point. Let me add just a few other per
tinent comments. 

First, the original Air Force plan in 
the late 1970's was to modernize every 
tanker in its fleet and in the Air Na
tional Guard. A critical shortfall in 
aerial refueling capability had been 
identified by that time, with the in
creased dependence on air refueling of 
greater numbers of bombers, fighters, 
and transport aircraft to carry out 
their missions. The Air Force correctly 
concluded that modernization of its en
tire active and reserve tanker fleet to 
the R configuration was the most cost
effective solution to the tanker short
fall. 

The Air Force also planned to com
plete the active fleet modernization be
fore continuing the program in the 
Guard. I have no quarrel over this 
prioritization by the Air Force. How
ever, in the fiscal year 1994 budget re
quest, the Air Force did not include 
funds to continue the Guard tanker 
modernization program. 

I believe this is a very serious mis
take on the part of the Air Force. 
Many high-ranking Air Force officials 
have expressed concern over the budg
etary constraints which led to this 
omission, since tanker requirement 
studies continue to report significant 
shortfalls. I believe it is up to the Con
gress to ensure that the program is 
continued in the future. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
agree with the arguments of the Re
publican leader and the distinguished 
Senator from Ohio. This aircraft mod
ernization program has proven to beef
fective, economical, and essential to 
the readiness of our Active and Reserve 
Forces. I fully support its continu
ation. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thank my 
colleagues for their support. Their ef
forts on behalf of this important pro
gram will ensure the readiness of the 
Guard tanker fleet to perform its mis
sion in support of the Active Air 
Forces. I trust that the Air Force will 
take heed of the debate in this body 
today and will ensure that funding for 
the Guard's KC-135R reengining pro
gram is included in the fiscal year 1995 
budget request. 

THE MODIFICATION OF M..:113 ARMORED 
PERSONNEL CARRIERS 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I would 
like to take a few moments to join in 
a brief discussion with the distin
guished chairman of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, the senior Sen
ator from Georgia, Senator NUNN, to 
clarify a matter we addressed in our re
cent committee markup regarding 
modifications necessary for the Army's 
M-113 armored personnel carrier. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I would be 
happy to discuss this matter with the 

Senator from Indiana. This was an 
issue we took up in our markup this 
year. It is an important issue and I 
want to ensure that we make our in
tentions absolutely clear. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, the M-113 
armored personnel carrier has been a 
mainstay in the Army's inventory for 
many years. In the Army's heavy divi
sions, the M-113 family of vehicles 
serves as the primary carrier for mor
tars, as a frontline ambulance, and as a 
command and control vehicle. During 
the gulf war, many of these older ver
sions of the M-113 had trouble keeping 
up with the MlAl tank and the Bradley 
fighting vehicle. 

The Army has had a program for 
years to upgrade the older model M-
113's in both the active Army and the 
National Guard so they can keep pace 
with the more modern armored vehi
cles in our heavy forces. An upgrade 
program which includes a new power 
pack, the M113A3, is available now to 
redress the mobility deficiency. 

Army funding for the M-113 family of 
vehicles conversion program was 
scheduled to begin in fiscal year 1994, 
but $70 million the Army had pro
grammed for conversion was taken 
from the carrier modification program 
before the Army budget was submitted. 

I am aware that in our committee 
bill and report, we provided the re
quired funds in the carrier modifica
tion program so that the Army could 
carry out this program. 

A provision in our bill, section 101(3) 
provides $1,009,679,000 for weapons and 
tracked combat vehicles. 

Section 111 provides an additional 
$148 million for procurement of AGT-
1500 tank engines and modified M-113 
carriers. It is my understanding that of 
that amount, $60 million is for the 
modified M-113 carriers and cannot be 
obligated in fiscal year 1994 in accord
ance with section lll(b). 

Mr. NUNN. That is correct. 
Mr. COATS. The committee report 

reflects the fact that a total of $72 mil
lion is provided for the modified car
riers. It is my understanding that $60 
million is for the amount provided in 
section 111, and that $12 million is for 
the amount provided in section 101(3), 
and that the $12 million provided in 
section 101(3) may be obligated in fiscal 
year 1994. 

Mr. NUNN. That is correct. The com
mittee provided $12 million in the gen
eral authorization for tracked vehicles 
and that money may be obligated in 
fiscal year 1994. 

Mr. COATS. That certainly makes it 
cle·ar, and I appreciate the chairman's 
taking the time to do so. 

Mr. NUNN. It is an important matter 
and I appreciate the Senator bringing 
the matter to my attention. As a result 
of his attention to the carrier modi
fication program, we have been able to 
make some progress both in the active 
Army and the National Guard, upgrad
ing some of the carrier fleet. 
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Mr. COATS. I thank the chairman of 

the Armed Services Committee for his 
courtesy and attention to this matter. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator from 
Indiana for his superb work on this 
issue and his continuing fine work on 
our committee. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY PRODUCTION 
FACILITIES AND CRADA AUTHORITY 

Mr. DANFORTH. Would the Senator 
from Georgia yield for a question? 

Mr. NUNN. I would be happy to yield 
to the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. DANFORTH. A provision in the 
bill removes the substantial and pri
mary purpose requirement from the 
definition of laboratory under the Ste
venson-Wydler Act. Does this change 
mean that the weapons production fa
cilities, including the Department of 
Energy Kansas City plant, now fall 
within the definition of a Federal lab
oratory as defined by Stevenson
Wydler and are eligible to enter into 
cooperative research and development 
agreements [CRADA's]? 

Mr. NUNN. Yes, that is precisely 
what this provision does. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Is the Senator from 
Missouri correct that this bill author
izes the use of funds appropriated to 
the Department of Energy for national 
security programs for partnerships, in
cluding CRADA's, for production facili
ties, including the Kansas City plant, 
to the extent such partnerships are 
consistent with the goals and objec
tives of such programs? 

Mr. NUNN. The Senator from Mis
souri is correct. 

Mr. DANFORTH. I thank the chair
man of the Armed Services Committee 
for his clarification and for his help on 
these provisions. These provisions are 
very good news for the Kansas City 
plant and the Kansas City area. 

Over the past several years, because 
of reductions in the United States's 
production of nuclear weapons, produc
tion facilities for components of nu
clear weapons have experienced a di
minished workload. Nevertheless, in 
order to meet future defense needs and 
maintain current weapons, certain ca
pabilities must be maintained. The De
partment of Energy has selected the 
Kansas City plant as the main facility 
to produce nonnuclear components for 
nuclear weapons into the future. 

Over its many years of producing 
nonnuclear components, the Kansas 
City plant has developed practical ex
pertise in making very intricate parts. 
From machining miniature parts with 
precision dimension control, to produc
ing fiber optic cables and digital elec
tronics, Kansas City plant employees 
are knowledgeable in most of the 
world's highly advanced manufacturing 
processes and technologies. 

Since 1989, the Department of Energy 
laboratories have been authorized to 
use cooperative research and develop
ment agreements, or CRADA's, for 
technology transfer activities. 

CRADA's are agreements that the lab
oratories are able to enter into with 
private companies to help the compa
nies with research and development. 
The DOE production facilities-those 
facilities which refine, process, and 
produce the components-were, how
ever, specifically kept from entering 
into relationships with the private sec
tor. At that time, the production, 
maintenance, and upkeep of weapons 
was all that was thought appropriate 
for those facilities. In this bill, the 
Senate is recognizing that in a world of 
reduced activities for these facilities, 
an important part of maintaining tech
nical expertise is in technology trans
fer. And in addition, the Senate is rec
ognizing that these facilities, which 
have expertise in making very in tri
ca te equipment, can provide a signifi
cant benefit to the private sector by 
sharing their expertise. 

The Kansas City plant has already 
proven to be helpful to Midwestern 
companies. Plant employees are cur
rently advising a number of mid
western companies on environmentally 
benign methods for cleaning parts and 
assemblies. The Government's invest
ment in cleaning equipment and in the 
chemistry of solvents, together with 
Kansas City plant employees' knowl
edge of solvents and EPA guidelines, 
have resulted in a number of lower
cost, environmentally beneficial meth
ods to clean various products-methods 
passed on to the private sector at no 
cost to them. Up to now, however, be
cause the Kansas City plant does not 
have CRADA authority, its technology 
transfer capability has been very lim
ited. 

Given the authority to enter into 
CRADA's with private companies in 
the Kansas City area and throughout 
the country, the Kansas City plant 
may eventually be providing compo
nents for an all-electric vehicle manu
factured in the United States. Kansas 
City plant employees may be providing 
expertise and building components for 
an Earth-penetrating radar system 
which sees environmental contamina
tion in the ground or can find weak
nesses in bridges or other structures. 
Or they may be incorporating laser
based technology in the system of a 
major communications corporation. 

I believe that giving the Kansas City 
plant CRADA authority will further 
the utility of the plant to the Kansas 
City community and to the country at 
large. Midwestern firms, which for 
years viewed the plant as a secretive, 
off-limits site, will now be able to look 
to the plant as a great resource for 
high-technology manufacturing tech
niques and processes. 

ADMISSION OF HOMOSEXUALS 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I want 
to commend the chairman and ranking 
member of the Armed Services Com
mittee for their work to achieve a rea
sonable and balanced solution to the 

matter of the admission of homo
sexuals into the military. Their initia
tive, which addresses the concerns of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, reflects well 
on this body, and on behalf of the men 
and women who serve in uniform. 

This issue has highlighted the many 
facets of military personnel and con
duct policies. The 1991 Tailhook scan
dal and other events have brought at
tention across the country to how the 
military handles conduct questions. I 
think the Department and Congress 
should look further into this matter. 

One approach might be to establish a 
Military Conduct Advisory Panel, that 
could serve to involve military person
nel and senior departmental officials 
directly in a dialog on these issues. A 
key component of any initiative should 
be the involvement of the senior en
listed advisers of each service, to en
sure that the men and women who con
stitute our military forces have a clear 
and direct voice in these discussions. 

The development of such a panel 
could serve both the Congress and the 
Department in avoiding controversies 
such as those we have witnessed this 
year. While I will not offer an amend
ment to this bill on this matter, I 
would like to submit with my state
ment a draft of the amendment I have 
suggested. 

I would like to ask the chairman and 
ranking member of the Committee on 
Armed Services if they would review 
this proposal, and consider the estab
lishment of such a panel as they ad
dress this matter in the conference on 
this bill? 

Mr. NUNN. I want to commend Sen
ator STEVENS for his suggestion that 
the Department of Defense should es
tablish a panel of senior civilian and 
military personnel officials to under
take a thorough review of how the De
partment handles military conduct is
sues. The Senator from Alaska, who is 
the ranking member of the Defense Ap
propriations Subcommittee, is one of 
our leading authorities on military pol
icy. 

Problems ranging from sexual har
assment to drug and alcohol abuse 
present serious challenges to military 
morale, good order, and discipline. 
There is a need to ensure that the 
Armed Forces address such problems in 
a manner that strikes an appropriate 
balance between the rights of individ
uals and the needs of the Armed 
Forces. An organized means of obtain
ing the advice and recommendations of 
senior military and civilian officials on 
such issues certainly could be of bene
fit to the Secretary of Defense. 

At this point, I do not have a firm 
view as to whether legislation is need
ed to establish such a panel, or whether 
the Secretary of Defense should have 
the flexibility to establish the struc
ture that best suits his assessment of 
the Department's needs. I will cer
tainly consider whether there would be 
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an appropriate opportunity to consider 
such legislation in conference. In any 
case, I would be pleased to work with 
the Senator from Alaska in commu
nicating this idea to the Secretary of 
Defense. 

Mr. THURMOND. I join with the 
chairman in commending my good 
friend, Senator STEVENS, for his 
thoughtful proposal. I agree with the 
chairman that the Secretary of Defense 
could benefit from establishing a panel 
to provide advice on these difficult 
conduct issues. The Senator from Alas
ka has my assurance that we will give 
this idea very careful consideration. 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con
sent that the draft amendment of the 
Advisory Commission on Military Con
duct be printed in the RECORD. 

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

DRAFT AMENDMENT 
SEC. • ADVISORY COMMISSION ON MILITARY 

CONDUCT. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary of De

fense shall establish the Advisory Commis
sion on Military Conduct. 

(b) INTENT.- To assist the Secretary, the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and all senior leaders of 
the Department of Defense to fulfill all re
quirements of existing and potential person
nel management and human relations issues, 
the Department shall create an Advisory 
Commission on Military Conduct to evalu
ate, comment on, design and implement poli
cies related to the men and women serving in 
the military. 

(C) MEMBERSHIP.-The Commission shall 
include the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for Force Management and Personnel , the 
Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
the General Counsel for the Department of 
Defense, the Inspector General for the De
partment of Defense and the Senior Enlisted 
Advisors of the Military Services. The As
sistant Secretary of Defense for Force Man
agement and Personnel shall serve as the 
Chairperson for the Commission. The Vice 
Commandant of the Coast Guard and the 
Senior Enlisted Advisor for the Coast Guard 
will be ex-officio members of the Commis
sion. 

(d) ACTIVITIES.-The Commission shall 
serve as a resource to the Secretary to evalu
ate personal conduct and performance issues 
associated with the Uniform Code of Military 
Justice and such other Department of De
fense regulations and directives that impact 
on the conduct of military personnel. The 
Commission shall recommend specific 
changes to Departmental policies whenever 
necessary to help ensure that all Depart
mental and Service policies are consistent 
and fair in the treatment and regulation of 
conduct by military personnel. 

(e) AUTHORITY.-The Commission shall re
spond to inquiries by the Department of 
Military Services on matters pertaining to 
military conduct. The Commission will re
view and comment on such regulations and 
directives as may be issued on matters relat
ed to conduct by military personnel. The 
Commission will also review and comment 
upon such legislation as may be enacted for 
implementation by the Department. The 
Commission shall have no authority to pro
mulgate, change, modify, supersede or adju
dicate any existing statute or Department of 
Defense regulation or directive. 

(f) REPORTING.-The Commission shall on 
June 1, 1994 and thereafter annually issue a 
report to the Congress describing the Com
mission's work and activities in the review 
of military conduct issues. This report shall 
identify all regulations, directives and legis
lation reviewed by the Commission since the 
previous report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is 
the will of the Senate? 

' Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

GLENN) . The Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 

seek the floor for just a few minutes
! am not going to take a long period of 
time like I did this morning. But be
cause of intervening business, I did not 
have an opportunity to respond to 
some of the Members who disagree 
with my amendment. I would like to 
take a little time to do that for the 
benefit of people who, on a Monday, are 
just getting to town to participate in 
the process. 

I would like to remind my colleagues 
about my amendment. My amendment 
deals with the defense business oper
ations fund, which is a $120 billion in
out account, revolving account, by 
which the Defense Department pays 
and receives money from business that 
it does. It was set up several years ago 
possibly to replace the M accounts that 
were building up to $50 or $60 billion. 
We did away with those M accounts for 
the reason that they were becoming 
ways in which the Defense Department 
was getting around congressional con
trol over expenditures. So we did away 
with the M accounts, and DOD set up 
the defense business operations fund. 

I have offered an amendment on that, 
that will be up for a vote tomorrow at 
2:15. It will be the second vote that we 
have in this series of votes that are 
being stacked for the business that we 
did today and Friday. 

My amendment would do basically 
three things: My amendment would 
call for the General Accounting Office 
to study alternatives to the defense 
business operations fund and propose 
those to Congress by March of next 
year so they can be considered in the 
debate of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee. 

Second, that the inspector general, 
under the Financial Officers Act, will 
audit the books and certify that the 
money has been spent legally, which is 
the third point. 

My amendment simply does that, 
nothing more. My amendment basi
cally says that you ought to be able to 
audit the books if you are going to 
know whether the money is being spent 
wisely. There is not any disagreement 
that I have heard on this floor about 
the poor condition of the books in this 
account-other books, for that matter. 
So that is not the basic disagreement. 
The basic disagreement is whether or 
not the procedure that is set up by the 
Senate Armed Services Committee in 
their milestones is the proper way to 

accomplish getting those books in 
order. 

I have listened to people who have of
fered testimony in opposition to my 
amendment who say we ought to go 
with what the Senate Armed Services 
Committee has done and that will take 
care of it; that there are milestones set 
up to measure progress toward getting 
what everybody agrees needs to be 
done to get this accounting and ex
penditure situation under control. 

Well, the point about the milestones 
is simply this-and it makes the point 
of my argument-if the accounting and 
the auditing are not in order, how are 
you going to be able to judge whether 
certain milestones are being met in the 
legislation that is before us? 

My amendment would make a very 
definite procedure to get there, to 
make sure we can judge whether or not 
adequate changes are being made, 
whether the auditing can be done, 
whether the books are being kept as 
they should be kept, and then actually 
a determination of the extent to which 
the money is being spent legally. 

We have the inspector general saying 
he cannot certify that this money has 
been spent legally. He cannot certify 
that the books are being kept accu
rately. 

These milestones then are of good in
tent. I cannot argue with the intent of 
what the committee has tried to do. 
But the problem is you cannot measure 
progress toward milestones without ac
curate and complete financial data. 

So my Defense business operations 
fund performance review will tell us by 
June 30, 1994, if we have accurate and 
complete financial data on DBOF's op
eration and if we are in a position to 
evaluate DBOF's progress toward a 
comprehensive management plan. If 
DBOF fails next year's audit evalua
tion, then we cannot evaluate DBOF's 
performance. If we cannot evaluate 
DBOF's performance, then the Defense 
business operations fund should be ter
minated and alternatives considered. 
And by that time, we will have alter
natives presented to us by the General 
Accounting Office. That will be by 
March 1, 1994. Congress then would 
have ample time to formulate alter
natives to DBOF for incorporation in 
the fiscal year 1995 defense authoriza
tion bill. 

The bottom line is that the time for 
phony DOD-inspired fixes is over. 
DBOF will have had 3 years of failing 
performance reviews. And this is on top 
of what we discovered long ago about 
the M accounts. The M accounts were 
to get around congressional control 
over expenditures. By allowing the M 
accounts to be there, we were not 
meeting our constitutional responsibil
ities of making sure that every dollar 
was spent as a consequence of congres
sional enactment. 
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So it is time to take a stand. It is 

time to draw a line, and that is basi
cally what my amendment does. The fi
nancial abuses must stop. If DBOF's 
books cannot be audited and a full ac
counting of the people's money cannot 
be rendered, then the time has come to 
call in the FBI, to lock the doors, to 
seal up the safes and the file cabinets 
and begin a top-to-bottom audit until 
we know how the money has been 
spent. 

The distinguished Senator from Ohio 
spoke this morning. He is now in the 
chair. I do not speak to this because he 
is in the chair and he cannot respond. 
I will be glad to wait on the floor if I 
say something that he wants to coun
teract. I will be glad to stay here. 

He made a very impassioned plea 
that my amendment went too far and 
the work of the committee has gone far 
enough. I cannot say that I disagree 
with what the Senator from Ohio con
siders good intentions on the part of 
the committee. And I can compliment 
him for the very good intentions he 
had when he passed the Chief Financial 
Officers Act. It is a very important 
piece of legislation, and it will go a 
long ways toward getting our books in 
order. 

But in his conversation in rebuttal to 
my amendment he did mention there is 
this general feeling that the books are 
not in order and the committee recog
nizes that. So the Senator from Ohio 
heard me say, well, how are you going 
to really judge performance against the 
milestones that are in the Senate 
Armed Services Committee bill if we 
do not get the books in order and if 
they cannot be audited? Because you 
need successfully audited books to 
know that the performances which are 
demanded by the Senate Armed Serv
ices Committee are being met. And my 
amendment calls for that. 

Well, the Secretary of Defense recog
nized that there were problems with 
this back on April 20. He directed a re
view of the Defense business operations 
fund. He set up a special committee to 
look into the situation. He said in his 
memo to the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and a lot of other people 
whom I will not relate: 

If acceptable oversight of this system can
not be established, it is highly unlikely that 
either the Department of Defense or the Con
gress will continue this system. 

"This system" he is referring to is 
the Defense business operations fund. 

Well, in today's Baltimore Sun we 
have an article. Again, this is some
thing that the Senator from Ohio re
ferred to in his remarks today. He said 
Deputy Defense Secretary Perry was 
looking into this. That is true, he is 
looking into it. And presumably the re
port has not been issued by the Sec
retary of Defense yet, but there was a 
135-page report, a draft of which was 
obtained by the Baltimore Sun. And 
this is what this newspaper article, re-

ferring to this leaked report, says 
about DBOF and about the work of 
Perry: 

The management team-
! am quoting from the Sun. 
The management team, composed of senior 

defense and military officials, led by Deputy 
Defense Secretary William J. Perry, con
cedes that the bookkeeping is so bad it is 
virtually impossible to adequately manage 
any aspect of the operations. 

Meaning the Defense business oper
ations fund. 

I am not going to read the whole ar
ticle. I want to quote about three more 
paragraphs. 

When Mr. Aspin ordered the review, 
he warned that the business fund may 
be replaced "if acceptable oversight of 
this system cannot be established." 

I want to point out that Mr. Aspin is 
saying this. At the highest levels of the 
Defense Department, they are saying 
what I am saying in my amendment-
that if we cannot audit this, then it 
ought to go out of existence in Decem
ber of next year. That is the same date 
as in the bill. 

The article goes on to say: 
Since then-
Meaning since Aspin ordered this re-

speak in opposition to the Domenici 
amendment. But we are trying to ac
commodate time constraints of several 
Members. 

I have been requested by the Senator 
from Ohio if he would have a brief pe
riod of time for the purpose of offering 
an amendment. I am not sure what 
that amendment is. But to accommo
date all Senators, I would like to ask 
unanimous consent at this time that 
we would agree to set aside the Domen
ici amendment for the time being, the 
Senator from Nebraska reserving the 
right to insert and have placed in the 
RECORD immediately following the 
presentation by the Senator from New 
Mexico on the remarks in opposition 
by the Sena tor. 

Further, I ask unanimous consent 
that at this time we temporarily set 
aside the Domenici amendment and 
recognize the Senator from Ohio for up 
to 2 minutes; that following the presen
tation of that amendment, we will rec
ognize the Senator from Pennsylvania 
for up to 5 minutes for some state
ments he cares to make; and then we 
would return to the Domenici amend
ment. 

I hope to seek recognition at that 
view- time to make my remarks on behalf of 
an unpublicized audit by the Pentagon in- the committee. 
spector general's office found that the fund 's The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
managers violated 15 laws and regulations objection? Without objection, it is so 
mostly dealing with financial reporting, cit- ordered. 
ing significant weaknesses in internal con- The Senator from Ohio is recognized 
trols over money. Auditors said in the June for 2 minutes followed by the Senator 
30 report that they are "unable to assure the from Pennsylvania for 3 minutes. 
public that the business fund assets were 
safeguarded against loss from unauthorized AMENDMENT NO. 854 
use." (Purpose: To prohibit the use of funds for a 

Then the last paragraph, I want to Department of Defense task force on the 
quote: effects of antitrust laws on the national 

defense technology and industrial base) 
The auditors actually threw up their hands 

saying they couldn't do a thorough review Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
because the trail of checks, receipts, in- send an amendment to the desk and 
voices, and records was incomplete. Records ask for its immediate consideration. 
showing S3.1 billion in cash payments The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
couldn't be verified. clerk will report. 

I have taken all the time that I want The bill clerk read as follows: 
to take. But I thought after an out- The Senator from Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM] 
standing presentation on the part of proposes an amendment numbered 854. 
the Senator from Ohio, Senator GLENN, Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
in opposition to my amendment and ask unanimous consent that reading of 
out of my respect for the work that he the amendment be dispensed with. 
has done on the chief financial officers The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
legislation, I thought it important that objection, it is so ordered. 
I say where I agree with Senator GLENN The amendment is as follows: 
and where I disagree with Senator On page 190, after line 24, insert the follow-
GLENN and consequently, then, the im- ing: 
portance of my amendment being SEC. s2s. PROHIBmON REGARDING A TASK 
adopted. FORCE ON ANTITRUST LAWS. 

I yield the floor. No funds available to the Department of 
Several Senators addressed the Defense may be expended for the establish-

Chair. mentor support of a task force for reviewing 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- the antitrust aspects of defense industry 

ator from Nebraska is recognized. consolidation. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, what is the Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 

pending business? this is a very brief amendment. It deals 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend- with the fact that the Defense Depart-

ment No. 853 is the pending business. ment is moving in an area to develop a 
Mr. EXON. I advise the Chair that I task force which would inject itself 

assumed the Domenici amendment was into the question of whether or not the 
the pending business. The Senator from defense company mergers are or not 
Nebraska was prepared to answer and . appropriate. The Senator believes that 
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the FTC and the Antitrust Division of 
the Department of Justice already 
have sufficient authority and are al
ready doing enough of a job in this 
area. We do not need a task force. I 
therefore ask that the amendment be 
considered at the appropriate time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? If 
not, the question is on the adoption of 
the amendment. 

Mr. EXON. I object. There was no 
agreement that we would accept this 
amendment. We were simply offering 
the Senator from Ohio the opportunity 
to propose the amendment. We would 
not agree to a vote at this time until 
we have had an opportunity to review 
the amendment in more detail. As far 
as I know--

Mr. METZENBAUM. The Senator 
from Ohio recognizes that as a fair po
sition. I was not moving forward in 
preparing to have it adopted. I am per
fectly agreeable to having it considered 
at a later point or, if necessary, by a 
rollcall vote. I have not asked for a 
roll call vote as yet. But if it will be ac
cepted without a rollcall vote, that 
would be fine with me. If not, I will ask 
for it. 

Mr. EXON. It may very well be that 
we would agree, although we have not 
checked with the other side on this. 
The Senator has a right to a rollcall 
vote if it is not agreed to at a later 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
a tor from Pennsylvania is recognized 
for 3 minutes. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the 
time requested was 5 minutes articu
lated by the distinguished Senator 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. President, I thank the Chair. I 
thank my colleague, the Senator from 
Nebraska, for yielding me the time. I 
want to comment briefly on four 
amendments which I have filed. 

Amendment No. 787 was designed to 
accelerate the pace where women 
would be-Mr. President, the Senate is 
not in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will all 
conversations cease? The Senator de
serves to be heard. Please take con
versations to the Cloakroom. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, as I 
was saying, amendment No. 787 is de
signed to expedite the entry of women 
in combat and it was designed to cor
respond to legislation passed in the 
House, an amendment passed in the 
House, which would accomplish that, 
and after discussion of this amendment 
with a number of interested parties, it 
was my conclusion that it would be 
preferable to enter into a colloquy 
among Senator ROTH, Senator KEN
NEDY, Senator SHELBY, and myself with 
the thrust being that this be accommo
dated in conference and not take up 
the time of the Senate with a request 
for a rollcall vote when there appeared 
to be substantial opposition. I think 

the objective can be accomplished with 
a colloquy and the conference. So I am 
not taking up the time for a rollcall 
vote. 

Amendment No. 788 is an amendment 
to provide for more input from a vari
ety of sources on the redevelopment 
programs when military bases are 
closed or are converted to civilian use. 

There has been a problem that a 
number of interested parties are not 
consulted. I have had concerns ex
pressed to me by employees, for exam
ple, at the Philadelphia Navy Yard 
that $50 million has been allocated but 
nobody is listening to their concerns. 

I had discussed this matter with the 
distinguished chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee, Senator NUNN, 
and the staffs have been working on it. 
I think this is going to be a matter 
which is going to be relatively easy to 
work out. 

I am not asking that it be adopted 
now because Senator NUNN has to pass 
on it. But the way the schedules work 
around here, I wanted to get a minute 
or two to explain the purpose of the 
amendment which is to give employees 
a chance to be heard and to have the 
regional and local chambers of com
merce and local, State, and regional 
governments in whose jurisdictions re
ceive more than 5 percent of the civil
ian employees so that people are con
sulted and heard and have input. How 
it will be decided will depend upon the 
specific circumstances. 

Mr. President, amendment No. 789 
was an effort to use zinc which had 
been stockpiled for the U.S. Mint. I 
have been informed that there is a seri
ous question as to the quality of the 
zinc. Rather than try to resolve that in 
the time that this issue is on the floor, 
I have decided to defer this amendment 
until another time. 

There is one other amendment which 
I have filed, Mr. President. That re
lates to-Mr. President, I suggest the 
absence of a quorum for a moment 
until I get my papers. That will just a 
take a minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. SPECTER. 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. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have 
the paper now before me. 

This amendment No. 786 relates to 
action to be taken where there are 
grossly inadequate estimates as to clo
sure costs. It had seemed to me that we 
ought to have some sort of a provision 
which would require the Department of 
Defense to absorb the excessive closing 
costs from their other appropriations. 

But after reflecting on the matter 
and discussing it again with the distin
guished chairman of the Armed Serv-

ices Committee, I have decided to mod
ify that amendment, which would re
quire an audit. We have a real concern. 
The navy yard in Philadelphia, for ex
ample, was estimated to cost $126 mil
lion, and the most recent estimates are 
up to $574 million. The Naval Warfare 
Center estimated the cost at $180 mil
lion to close, and it is now reported to 
be up to $300 million. The Charleston 
naval complex estimated the cost to be 
$1.5 billion. Now it is up to $4 billion. 

I must say candidly that there is a 
question in my mind as to what the De
partment of Defense is doing. They are 
putting in figures which make it look 
like all savings, and they are unrealis
tic. I wonder how sincere they are and 
what the issue of good faith is. Unless 
we know what these costs are, we can
not evaluate whether the bases ought 
to be closed. 

The Department of Defense estimates 
we will save $13.2 billion by 1998 as a re
sult of base closures. But now we are 
told that the cost to close the bases 
will be about $14.2 billion-for a net 
cost of $1 billion. 

Obviously, when Senators are called 
upon to consider base closures in their 
area, which are very difficult matters, 
and we do not know what the cost is to 
close them, we cannot make a deter
mination as to what ought to be done. 

The provisions are now being re
viewed by staff, and I think we can 
work something out on this in short 
order but, again, it is not ripe for con
sideration until Senator NUNN returns. 
I wanted to make those points. That 
will take care of these important but 
relatively uncontested as-modified 
amendments in closing this evening. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, the pre
vious unanimous consent we entered 
in to was to have the Sena tor from Ne
braska recognized after the conclusion 
of the remarks and action by the Sen
ator from Ohio and the Senator from 
Pennsylvania. I believe, though, to co
operate with my fellow Senators-I 
hope that the Chair will recognize the 
manager on the other side of the aisle 
at this time for some requests that he 
has, with the understanding then that 
the previous agreement under the 
unanimous-consent request would take 
over and the Senator from Nebraska 
would be recognized for remarks in op
position to the amendment offered pre
viously by Senator DOMENIC!. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re
publican manager is recognized. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 
want to associate myself with the re
marks of the junior Senator from Ari
zona. Senator JOHN MCCAIN is the 
ranking member of the Subcommittee 
on Military Readiness and Defense In
frastructure and it is reassuring to 
watch this American hero fight to 
maintain the readiness and capability 
of our Armed Forces. As you watch 
JOHN McCAIN in action, it quickly be
comes clear that no one cares more 
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about the fighting ability of our forces, 
and the welfare of our men and women 
in uniform, than the Senator from Ari
zona. Senator McCAIN and his staff 
have taken it upon themselves to alert 
the Senate and the Nation about the 
looming readiness problems stemming 
from the proposed deep cuts in defense 
spending requested by this administra
tion. I want to thank Senator McCAIN 
for his effort and I want to reiterate 
my commitment to work with Senator 
McCAIN and my colleagues to do every
thing we can to maintain the readiness 
and capability of the Armed Forces 
that this administration inherited 
from Presidents Reagan and Bush. 

Mr. President, the readiness of our 
Armed Forces is the key factor that 
will determine whether our men and 
women in uniform can defend the inter
ests of the United States. 

Readiness means we recruit the best 
people, we pay them a decent salary, 
we give them the best training, we give 
them the best equipment, and we main
tain the equipment so that the men 
and women who wear the uniform of 
the United States can fight and win 
this Nation's battles. 

In the past, we have seen the con
sequences of our failure to maintain 
military readiness. If our troops are 
not properly trained and equipped to 
fight, we inevitably pay for this failure 
with increased casualties. This is the 
history of our Nation's previous efforts 
at downsizing the military. 

I am committed to working to see 
that this does not happen again. 

Mr. President, earlier this year the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense, Dr. Bill 
Perry, came to the Armed Services 
Committee to discuss the DOD fiscal 
year 1993 outlay problem with the com
mittee. At that hearing, I asked Dr. 
Perry if the outlay problem was a re
sult of the fact that we had so little 
cushion in the readiness accounts. To 
my astonishment, Dr. Perry testified 
that we did not have a small cushion in 
the readiness accounts but instead, Dr. 
Perry acknowledged that we had a neg
ative cushion. 

Mr. President, if we underfund the 
operations, maintenance, procurement, 
munitions, logistics, training, and per
sonnel accounts with this negative 
cushion, we will be headed toward a 
hollow military. 

This year, the Armed Services Com
mittee made some tough choices so 
that we could forestall some of the pro
jected decline in readiness. However, 
this is not enough. Instead, the admin
istration and the Congress need to 
make a better effort to understand all 
of the factors that contribute to readi
ness, sustainability, and capability. 
The work of Senator McCAIN rep
resents an important contribution to
ward this understanding and I urge my 
colleagues to heed the words of our 
friend from Arizona. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

GOING HOLLOW: THE RISING THREAT TO 
AMERICAN MILITARY READINESS 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to congratulate Senator NUNN, 
Senator THURMOND, and Senator GLENN 
for what I believe is an important be
ginning. This year's Authorization Act 
takes an important step toward coming 
to grips with the problem of readiness. 

For far too long, readiness has been 
the stepchild of the executive branch 
and the Congress. The executive branch 
has used readiness funds for operations, 
and to maintain immediate operational 
tempos at the expense of future capa
bilities. The Congress has focused on 
procurement and technology, and has 
raided both manpower, and operations 
and maintenance funds for defense 
budget cuts and special interest 
projects. 

A BEGINNING IS NOT A SOLUTION 

This year, despite a continuing real 
decline in defense spending, the Au
thorization Act preserves readiness 
funding, and even makes some limited 
improvements. 

This funding is a recognition of the 
most critical lesson of Desert Storm: 
That it was the readiness of our per
sonnel and equipment which allowed us 
to win a massive victory in a few weeks 
over one of the largest armies and air 
forces in the world, with minimal 
losses of American and allied lives. It 
was readiness that allowed us to end 
Iraq's aggression with minimum losses 
of civilian life. We were even able to 
greatly reduce the casualties of our 
enemy. 

The fiscal year 1994 Authorization 
Act, however, is only a beginning. Our 
Chiefs of Staff have already warned us 
that we are on the razor's edge of going 
hollow. They have told us in hearings 
and in letters that we are losing the 
combat readiness and edge that is an 
essential aspect of deterrence, defense, 
and the ability to repel aggression. 

This act will not make up for the in
adequacies of the President's budget 
request, or the past actions of Con
gress. It will not avoid a slow but cata
strophic loss of readiness unless we 
moderate the proposed cuts in our de
fense budget, and do a better job of 
matching our forces to the changing 
requirements of the post-cold-war era. 

Both this act and the House version 
of the Authorization Act talk a great 
deal about preserving readiness. Rhet
oric, however, is not readiness and nei
ther bill responds to the recent letters 
and testimony of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. Nor, will it stop us from going 
hollow. 

WHY WE ARE GOING HOLLOW IN SPITE OF THE 
FISCAL YEAR 1994 DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT 

This fact becomes all too clear when 
we compare that act we are debating, 
and the budget request upon which it is 
based, to what we need to keep our 
forces ready and keep them from going 
hollow: 

First, the act still mirrors the 
amended fiscal year 1994 defense budget 

request in fully funding only one nar
row part of readiness. The only aspect 
of readiness we properly fund is the 
tempo of operational activity or 
OPTEMPO. 

This kind of funding not only fails to 
preserve readiness, it ultimately ren
ders our forces hollow. If we continue 
to fund high levels of near term 
OPTEMPO at the expense of other 
longer term aspects of readiness, we 
will delay and reduce major overhauls 
and depot maintenance, and keep per
sonnel deployed for excessive periods in 
the field. We will reduce sustainability, 
use war reserve munitions and parts 
for OPTEMPO activity, and increase 
wear on our major combat equipment. 

We must put an end to statements in 
both our budget requests, our report 
language, and our floor statements to 
any claim that funding OPTEMPO 
funds readiness. Such statements mis
lead our men and women in uniform 
and mislead the American people. 

Second, we are only increasing the 
funding of operations and maintenance 
by a net of $25 million. We have no pre
cise figure for the resulting shortfall in 
funding, but it is at least several bil
lion dollars. 

Third, our depot level maintenance 
backlogs have been rising for the last 3 
years, despite many cuts in our forces. 
They total $2.1 billion today, versus 
$420 million in 1991. Similar-ly, the cost 
of our backlogs in real property main
tenance have risen from $3 billion in 
the mid-1980's to $14 billion today. 

We do add, or transfer, $200 million to 
reduce depot maintenance backlog to 
address this readiness shortfall. How
ever, this scarcely compensates for a 
total backlog that is now over $2 bil
lion and growing. 

We add, or transfer, $100 million to 
reduce real property maintenance 
backlog to address this part of our 
readiness shortfall. Yet, this will leave 
a total backlog that is now over $14 bil
lion and growing. 

These trends are clear proof that 
maintaining high OPTEMPO without 
funding other aspects of readiness is 
driving our forces hollow. They are 
also building the kind of massive fund
ing gap we had when our forces went 
hollow in the 1970's. 

Fourth, we are continuing to misuse 
and underfund the Defense Business 
Operations Fund, or DBOF. For the 
last 3 years, the Department of Defense 
and the Congress have combined to 
slash these readiness funds. The DBOF 
is short of funds and the services are 
running short of cash to support oper
ations. 

The DBOF account was short in fis
cal year 1993 by billions and the Stock
pile Transaction Fund was $200 million 
short of their directed fiscal year 1993 
rebate. Nevertheless, we have agreed to 
again underfund O&M and readiness by 
$3.5 billion in fiscal year 1994. 

It is meaningless to talk of preserv
ing readiness when the administra
tion's amended budget request has a 
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built-in deficit that will probably reach 
at least $3.5 billion, and when we do 
not end this deficit or make up for the 
shortfall in prior years. 

We urgently need to reform the De
fense Budget Operations Fund, as is 
called for in the fiscal year 1994 De
fense Authorization Act, properly fund 
it, and make it work. If we do not, we 
will continue to tax our combat units 
for readiness services they do not re
ceive. At the same time, operations 
and maintenance funds will remain a 
target for Members of Congress who 
use the money for pork or token budg
et cuts. 

Fifth, we are underfunding at least 
some war reserves and munitions 
stocks. Each of the services now tends 
to meet its munitions goals by redefin
ing the stocks on hand as adequate to 
meet a shrinking force posture, or by 
using war reserves to provide muni
tions and other supplies for training. 

The net result is smaller stocks of 
munitions per weapon, and a failure to 
purchase the most advanced forms of 
smart weapons, fuses, and conventional 
weapons in the amount required. In the 
process, we are risking our industrial 
base for smart and conventional muni
tions by reducing orders below a criti
cal threshold. 

Sixth, we are underfunding major 
equipment life cycles. History has 
shown us that periods of diminishing 
defense resources inevitably mean that 
equipment and munitions must be kept 
in service much longer than the mili
tary services originally planned. Unless 
a concerted effort is made to adjust 
maintenance and overhauls to provide 
for longer life cycles, existing readi
ness standards will still mean we drift 
toward a hollow force. 

Seven th, we are underfunding the up
grading of existing weapons and muni
tions. Lower defense budgets mean 
weapons and munitions must have 
longer lives of effective service, and we 
must shift part of our remaining R&D 
and procurement dollars to upgrade the 
weapons we already have. 

Our present budget puts far more em
phasis on high technology and R&D for 
new weapons-most of which will not 
deploy until well after the year 2000--
than it does on upgrading when they go 
into combat. Until we have a new and 
comprehensive upgrading strategy, re
flecting real-world shifts in our reten
tion of combat equipment, we will 
move toward hollow forces. 

Eighth, we are underfunding man
power quality. More than anything 
else, our victory in Desert Storm was a 
tribute to manpower quality. Men and 
women worked around the other prob
lems in readiness, and exhibited an 
overall level of individual combat per
formance that had previously been lim
ited to a small portion of our total 
force. 

Maintaining this manpower quality 
requires decent pay. Providing a 2.2 

percent pay raise is only a modest step 
in providing such support. It does not 
compensate for the fact that military 
pay has already fallen more than 18 
percent behind comparable civilian pay 
by the late 1980's. 

The act does properly fund recruit
ing, but does not fully fund proper liv
ing conditions and morale and welfare 
services. It does not ensure reasonable 
tours of duty, or that future budget 
submissions will deal fairly with pay 
and other personnel issues and avoid 
fiscal opportunism. 

Each service is also experiencing 
near record levels of turbulence and in
security. This is reflected by extended 
tours of duty, sudden changes of as
signment, high rates of relocation, and 
a series of changes in personnel poli
cies which confront all men and women 
in service with the inability to predict 
their career patterns or know whether 
they can stay in the service. 

These problems are compounded in 
the case of military families. Spouses 
often lose their jobs with relocations. 
Moves entail significant unexpected ex
penses. And, dependents often have ad
justment problems. At the same time, 
unit and crew continuity is lost as 
moves break up well trained and cohe
sive units-depriving them of much of 
their readiness. 

Ninth, I believe that we are under
funding manpower strength. President 
Clinton has already stated that the 
United States needs military forces of 
at least 1.4 million men. This is 200,000 
men less than the force called for by 
President Bush, and may well push the 
services towards personnel levels that 
are too low to meet our readiness 
needs. 

It is my view that the amended fiscal 
year 1994 budget request, and this act, 
put us on a path where we are only 
budgeting the money to maintain a 
force of about 1,000,000 men at the end 
of the 1990's. The end result may well 
be personnel levels that are too low to 
provide effective combat capability. 

Tenth, we are funding operations at 
the expense of readiness. We are using 
readiness funds to pay for peacekeeping 
and humanitarian operations. In the
ory, much of this expenditure will be 
repaid through supplemental appro
priations or out of Department of De
fense contingency funds. In practice, it 
is very unlikely that the services will 
ever be fully repaid for the cost of their 
operations, and they will be forced to 
pay for peacekeeping and humanitarian 
actions to an extent that will affect 
their readiness. 

Eleventh, we are spending savings be
fore we know they are achievable and 
realized. It is very easy to achieve 
management efficiencies on paper, and 
to cut infrastructure or reduce support 
funding to achieve budget savings. In 
practice, however, there is an increas
ing tendency to cut first and determine 
the practicality of such savings later. 

Twelfth, we are misusing and under
alloca ting base realignment and clos
ing funds. Unlike regular military con
struction funds, the Department of De
fense has considerable discretion in 
how it allocates BRAC funds for both 
military construction and environ
mental cleanup. The Department has 
begun to systematically abuse this 
funding under the guise of flexibility in 
several different ways. The net result 
is that BRAC underfunds clean up ac
tivities in its budget-forcing costly 
drawdowns from fast-spend accounts 
like operations and maintenance which 
directly affect readiness. 

The Authorization Act attempts to 
correct this situation, but we are con
cerned that the Department violates at 
least the spirit of the base closing leg
islation by shifting the target of BRAC 
funding and does not provide all of the 
funding necessary to actually transfer 
a given function. It also is failing to 
adequately fund housing and morale, 
welfare, and recreation facilities. 

Finally, we are using defense funds to 
pay for new lower priority programs. 
This administration's fiscal year 1994 
budget request identifies $1.6 billion 
worth of defense reinvestment and eco
nomic growth initiatives. Many of the 
activities funded under this title are 
useful programs, but many are simply 
bright ideas that have to be funded out 
of readiness funds, essentially trading 
important existing jobs for the possi
bility of creating new ones. 

Another $888 million is to be spent on 
reducing the threat from the former 
Soviet Union and global cooperation 
initiatives. Many are useful programs, 
but should be funded as foreign assist
ance. The present act reinforces this 
tendency in a number of ways. We need 
to concentrate on using the defense 
budget to pay for defense. 

The Armed Services Committee is 
also to blame. We added an amendment 
in markup to give $20 million per year, 
indefinitely, to the American 
Metalcasters Consortium for R&D. The 
funds are to come from stockpile sales. 
Yet, the stockpile funds cannot meet 
the fiscal year 1993 rebate; and prob
ably cannot meet the $500 million re
bate for fiscal year 1994. This $20 mil
lion special interest, set-aside R&D 
program will cause a chain reaction re
duction to O&M and readiness. 

THE NEED FOR ACTION BY THE CHIEFS, THE 
ADMINISTRATION AND THE CONGRESS 

There is one portion of the present 
act that may help us come to grips 
with some of these issues. The act re
quires a new annual assessment of the 
readiness and capability of U.S. mili
tary forces to carry out the full range 
of their assigned missions. It tasks the 
chairman and each of the service chiefs 
with providing their personal judgment 
regarding any significant problems or 
risks affecting the capabilities and 
readiness of U.S. forces, and to identify 
any areas which may lead to a decrease 
in force readiness. 
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This legislation will only work, how

ever, if the chairman and each service 
chief fully meet their commitment to 
the committee to provide their per
sonal advice, frankly and honestly. We 
can do nothing with comforting illu
sions, or can-do responses that disguise 
the facts. We must have the timely 
warning we did not receive in the late 
1970's. If we do not get that warning, 
we will save dollars and pay in body 
bags. 

We also cannot succeed without 
budget requests from the administra
tion that fully fund readiness. No 
warning from our military can sub
stitute for a far more honest approach 
to defense budgeting and programming. 
No bottom-up review can be anything 
other than a delusion if it does not re
alistically examine readiness and read
iness costs, and ensure we can actually 
afford the strategy and force posture 
we need. 

More broadly, the Congress needs to 
understand that it may pose a more se
rious threat to the American military 
than any single foreign enemy. It can
not continue to raid readiness for do
mestic spending, earmarked projects, 
and pork without making our forces 
hollow and risking the lives of our men 
and women in uniform. 

AMENDMENT NO. 842 

Mr. EXON. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the yeas and 
nays on Senator LEVIN'S amendment 
No. 842 regarding Serbian sanctions be 
vitiated, that the amendment be 
agreed to, and that the motion to re
consider be laid on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

So, the amendment (No. 842) was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 850 
Mr. EXON. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent for the regular 
order with respect to the Bingaman 
amendment No. 850. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
amendments to the amendment? 

Mr. EXON. I believe we are not ask
ing for a vote at this time. 

Let me clarify this before the Chair 
makes a ruling. 

AMENDMENT NO. 855 
Mr. EXON. Madam President, on be

half of Senator MITCHELL, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON] for 

Mr. MITCHELL proposes an amendment num
bered 855. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 

In the language proposed to be stricken in
sert the following: On page 231, line 10, insert 
after " (f)" : 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL REVIEW PROC
ESS.- ln addition to the interagency review 
process for arms sales to foreign govern
ments referred to in subsection (e), the Na
tional Security Council shall review the pro
posed defense sale and determine that it is in 
accord with U.S. security interests, that it 
contributes to collective defense burden 
sharing, and that it is consistent with United 
States nonproliferation goals. 

"(g)" 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, without objection, 
the Mitchell amendment is agreed to. 

So, the amendment (No. 855) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. Madam President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. Madam President, I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. SIMON. Madam President, I am 
offering two amendments in behalf of 
myself, Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN, Sen
ator BOND, Senator DANFORTH, Senator 
GRASSLEY, and Senator HARKIN. Let me 
explain the amendments very briefly. 

One is an amendment that simply 
says to the Corps of Engineers they 
may-not they shall-they may pay 100 
percent on reconstruction or repairing 
levees in the floods that we have had in 
the Midwest. 

There are local levee districts that, 
frankly, cannot come up with the 20-
percen t matching funds, or in some 
cases they had been local levees built 
by local farmers in levee districts, and 
the Corps of Engineers acknowledges 
they are extremely important but 
these farmers just do not have the re
source to say do it, and there ought to 
be a mechanism by which we can do it. 

The second thing is we urge the 
Corps of Engineers, insofar as prac
ticable, to get the levees finished by 
December 15 so that we will not have 
spring flood problems. 

My staff and the staffs of Senator 
BAUCUS and Senator CHAFEE have been 
working on this. It may be that we will 
not have to have a rollcall on these two 
amendments. 

The second amendment simply asks 
for a long-term study of where we go. 

On the Mississippi, south of Cairo, 
IL, south of Illinois, the Corps of Engi
neers handles all the levees. North of 
the southern tip of Illinois, there is no 
system. It is just patchwork, a Federal 
levee here, a State levee there, a local 
levee district somewhere else. 

I want to offer these two amend
ments at this point, and I would like to 
have either one of my colleagues on the 
floor or you, Madam President, to pro
ceed. What I would like to do is ask for 
a rollcall. I hope we can get an agree-

ment so that we can vitiate the roll
call, but I ask unanimous consent that 
we have rollcalls tomorrow on these 
two amendments. 

Mr. EXON. Madam President, the 
Senator from Illinois is correct. He is 
certainly entitled to a rollcall vote, as 
I understood him to say, though he had 
hoped we would be able to work some
thing out. As I understand the state
ment he just made, that indicated he 
wishes to reserve his right for a rollcall 
vote in case we cannot get something 
worked out that would be unanimously 
agreed to. 

Is that correct? 
Mr. SIMON. That is correct. 
What I would like to do is ask for a 

rollcall on these two amendments, and 
then I may very well tomorrow move 
to vitiate the request for a rollcall. 

Mr. EXON. I suggest that we have no 
opposition to that on this side of the 
aisle and I suspect not on the other. 

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

Mr. SIMON. I am advised that my 
amendments have to be pending before 
I can ask for the yeas and nays. 

So I will propose the two amend
ments at this point, Madam President. 

Mr. EXON. Madam President, I sug
gest that we must go through the pro
cedure of setting aside the pending 
amendment. Is that not correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. EXON. The Senator from Illinois 
will have to set aside the pending 
amendment, which is a Domenici 
amendment, to allow consideration of 
his amendments. 

Mr. SIMON. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendments to the Domenici amend
ment be set aside so that I may offer 
these two amendments. 

The 'PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendments are 
set aside. 

AMENDMENT NO. 856 
(Purpose: To authorize the Secretary of the 

Army to pay 100 percent of the repair costs 
of Federal and non-Federal levees damaged 
as a result of the widespread flooding in 
the Midwest in 1993) 
Mr. SIMON. Madam President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the first Simon 
amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON] for 

himself, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. BOND, Mr. 
DANFORTH, Mr. GRASSLEY, and Mr. HARKIN 
proposes an amendment numbered 856. 

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

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

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

ing new section: 
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SEC. . PAYMENT OF FLOOD-DAMAGED LEVEE 

REPAIR COSTS. 
Notwithstanding the Act of May 15, 1928 (45 

Stat. 534, chapter 569; 33 U.S.C. 702a et seq.), 
the Act of June 15, 1936 (49 Stat. 1508, chapter 
548; 33 U.S.C. 702a-1 et seq.), the Robert T . 
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As
sistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.), or any 
other provision of law, the Secretary of the 
Army may-

(1) pay 100 percent of the costs of repair of 
Federal and non-Federal levees (including 
land, easements, rights-of-way , source of 
borrow, and construction costs) damaged as 
a result of the wide-spread flooding in the 
Midwest referred to in the Emergency Sup
plemental Appropriations for Relief From 
the Major, Widespread Flooding in the Mid
west Act of 1993 (Public Law 103-75); and 

(2) ensure, to the maximum extent prac
ticable, that all repair referred to in para
graph (1) is completed not later than Decem
ber 15, 1993. 

Mr. SIMON. Madam President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on that amend
ment tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There appears to be. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 857 

(Purpose: To direct the Secretary of the 
Army to conduct a study to assess the ade
quacy of current flood control measures on 
the Upper Mississippi River and its tribu
taries) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending amendment is laid aside and 
the clerk will report the second amend
ment 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON] for 
himself, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. GRASSLEY, 
Mr. BOND, Mr. DANFORTH, and Mr. HARKIN, 
proposes an amendment numbered 857. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

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

ing new section: 
SEC. • STUDY OF FLOOD CONTROL MEASURES 

ON UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND 
TRIBUTARIES. 

(a) PURPOSES.-The purposes of this section 
are-

( 1) to improve the flood protection on the 
Upper Mississippi River and its tributaries in 
order to protect public health and safety, 
maintain commerce, and reduce economic 
losses due to flooding; 

(2) to assess the adequacy of flood control 
measures in use at the time of the assess
ment (referred to in this section as "then 
current flood control measures"), both Fed
eral and non-Federal, on the Upper Mis
sissippi River and its tributaries and rec
ommend improvements to protect critical 
public facilities and prevent the release of 
hazardous materials into flood waters; and 

(3) to study environmentally constructive 
options; and 

(4) to examine the Federal and non-Federal 
roles in funding the construction and main
tenance of flood control measures on the 
Mississippi River and its tributaries and rec
ommend changes to improve flood protection 
for high priority facilities. 

(b) STUDY.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of the 

Army shall conduct a study to assess the 
adequacy of then current flood control meas
ures on the Upper Mississippi River and its 
tributaries. 

(2) CONTENTS.-In conducting the study 
under this subsection, the Secretary shall-

(A) identify critical water, sewer, transpor
tation, and other essential public facilities 
that do not have adequate flood protection 
a'.t the time of the study; 

(B) identify high priority industrial, petro
chemical, hazardous waste, and other facili
ties that require additional flood protection 
due to the special heal th and safety risks 
caused by flooding; 

(C)(i) evaluate then current Federal, State, 
and local flood impact review requirements 
for infrastructure improvements and other 
development in the flood plain of the Upper 
Mississippi River and its tributaries; and 

(ii) recommend changes to reduce the po
tential loss of life, property damage, eco
nomic losses, and threats to health and safe
ty caused by flooding, and to preserve a 
healthy environment; 

(D) examine the differences in Federal 
cost-sharing for construction and mainte
nance of flood control projects on the Upper 
and Lower Mississippi River systems and as
sess the effect of the differences on the level 
of flood protection on the Upper Mississippi 
River and its tributaries; 

(E)(i) assess the then current Federal pol
icy on pre-event repair and maintenance of 
both Federal and non-Federal levees; and 

(ii) recommend actions to help prevent the 
failure of the levees during flooding; 

(F)(i) assess the impact of the then current 
system of levees and flood control projects 
on the flood levels experienced on the Upper 
Mississippi River and its tributaries in 1993; 
and 

(ii) evaluate the cost-effectiveness of alter
native flood control measures, such as the 
preservation and restoration of wetlands; 

(G) recommend flood control improve
ments, changes in Federal cost-sharing, and 
other measures to reduce economic losses, 
damage to critical public facilities, and the 
release of hazardous materials from indus
trial, petrochemical, hazardous waste, and 
other facilities caused by flooding of the 
Upper Mississippi River and its tributaries; 
and 

(H) assess the environmental impact of 
then current flood control measures and the 
flood control improvements recommended 
pursuant to this subsection. 

(3) REPORT.-Not later than one year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec
retary shall submit to Congress a report on 
the results of the study conducted under this 
subsection. 

Mr. SIMON. Madam President, again 
I ask for the yeas and nays on this 
amendment tomorrow if we are not 
able to work this thing out. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There appears to be 
a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. SIMON. Madam President, I yield 

the floor. 
Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. While the Senator 

from Illinois is here, I wonder, Madam 
President, if I might enter into a col
loquy with him about an amendment 

on which the Senator and I are cospon
sors. 

This amendment is cleared on my 
side. It is under examination on the 
other side. 

This is to expedite the conversion of 
Fort Sheridan, IL, to civilian uses ac
ceptable to the affected communities, 
and the Secretary of the Army may, 
subject to Fort Sheridan conceptual 
land use improvement and boundary 
plan, et cetera. I am just trying to go 
through this thing quickly. 

It is to swap land here in Arlington. 
The Senator is familiar with this. 

Mr. SIMON. I am. 
Mr. WARNER. I hope the Senator 

would be here this evening so that we 
could again address this to the major
ity side in the hopes that we can dock
et this one along with the others. 

Mr. NUNN. Who has the floor, 
Madam President? 

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

Mr. NUNN. I ask the Senator from 
Virginia if he would yield to me for a 
moment. 

Mr. WARNER. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Georgia is recognized. 
Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator from 

Virginia. 
Madam President, on this question

because the staff has just briefed me on 
this particular proposal-while the 
Senator from Illinois is here, is this 
something that the Senator from Illi
nois is in favor of and both delegations 
are in favor of? 

Mr. SIMON. Yes. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I might 

also add, this is an amendment by my
self, the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
ROBB] and both Senators from the 
State of Illinois. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator. 
While Senator GLENN is here on the 

floor, since he chairs the Military Con
struction Subcommittee and normally 
this kind of matter would go through 
the Senator from Ohio, I would like 
him to either ask a question or give us 
his views on it. I just· told him about it, 
because I felt he had to be acquainted 
with it as we looked at it and tried to 
decide the committee's position on it. 

Mr. GLENN. I thank .the chairman. I 
just heard about this a few minutes ago 
and was briefed on it back in the cloak
room. I would be glad to comment on 
it. 

I understand the views of the Senator 
from Illinois, the delegations, and the 
Senator from Virginia. I do question, 
though, whether we should be putting 
it through in this manner. 

You have a lot of things to be consid
ered here. It is not just getting the 
agreement of the two States. You have 
zoning considerations. You have the 
National Capital Planning Commission 
-and we have all been up against that 
one as we tried to get the Korean War 
Memorial, and all sorts of things, try
ing to find a spot for these things. You 
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have the National Park Service consid
eration. You have to look into the title 
of the land, as to how it was deeded 
over to the Marriott people back many 
years ago, way back some 35 years or 40 
years ago now, and what the arrange
ments were on that. 

The value of the land, we would have 
to have it appraised. 

It would not follow at all the normal 
procedures that we normally would go 
into. 

I would be happy to have the Armed 
Services Committee, the staff on mili
tary construction and Government 
property, be glad to have them look at 
it. 

I just would not be able to agree to it 
here on the floor without having a 
signoff of all these other people. It is a 
major consideration. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, our 
distinguished colleague brings up a 
very valuable point, but I assure him 
this amendment is drawn carefully, 
such that it does not override any of 
those jurisdictions and their authority 
enumerated by the distinguished Sen
ator from Ohio. It does not in any way 
infringe on the National Park Service 
jurisdiction or anything else. 

I can assure the Senator of that. 
Mr. GLENN. I am questioning wheth

er it would be a transfer of land, with
out checking with those people to see if 
other uses might be contemplated for 
that land. I did not know the land 
would be becoming available, nor do I 
think most people in the different com
missions and committees around Wash
ington that have jurisdiction over 
these things. I doubt that many of 
them were even aware of this. I was not 
aware of it. 

Mr. WARNER. I have to tell my good 
friend, this has been in your staff for 1 
week today. 

Mr. GLENN. Well, I say to the Sen
ator from Virginia, why was it not in 
our staff 6 months ago so we could con
sider it in committee and have hear
ings on it? 

Mr. WARNER. I would have to yield 
to my colleague from Illinois. 

Mr. GLENN. The fact it had been 
there 1 week ago today, we were in re
cess during that period. And here we 
are back and the Senator wants a 
transfer because it was in our commit
tee 1 week ago today. 

Mr. SIMON. I have to tell the distin
guished Senator from Ohio, there is no 
attempt to bypass him. I just found out 
about this, I guess, about 2 weeks ago, 
when Congressman PORTER contacted 
me. We checked with the local people. 
I know the Illinois side of it. I, frankly, 
do not know anything about the Vir
ginia side of this. 

On the Illinois side, the comm uni ties 
involved have agreed. They have agreed 
we are going to have 250 acres set aside 
as forest preserve, and the other part of 
this can be developed. 

I say to my colleague from Virginia, 
if I could have his attention, it occurs 

to me if we could work out an agree
ment with the Senator from Ohio and 
agree to put it on tonight, with the un
derstanding that if, after his staff 
checks this out and you are in con
ference and there is any problem at all, 
that if we just get the word from the 
Senator from Ohio, we will pull it off. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, if I 
could read just one provision which is 
typical throughout. 

The Secretary of the Army shall establish 
at the Twin Bridges parcel conveyed pursu
ant to subsection (a)(2) a National Museum 
of the United States Army. The develop
ment, operation, and all improvements relat
ed to the development of the Twin Bridges 
parcel for the National Museum of the Unit
ed States Army shall comply with the zon
ing, site planning, and permit requirements 
of the County of Arlington, Virginia, and the 
Commonwealth of Virginia and shall be sub
ject to a memorandum of understanding en
tered into by the Secretary of the Army and 
Arlington County, Virginia. The Secretary 
may use only donated funds to pay for the 
costs of development. construction, and in
frastructure improvements related to the es
tablishment of the National Museum of the 
United States Army. 

We did these things and we wrote it 
carefully, I say my good friend, the 
Senator from Ohio, so as not to over
ride any jurisdictional, local, or State 
requirement. 

Mr. GLENN. Madam President, I ap
preciate this, and I know that the Sen
ator from Virginia is very serious 
about this. 

I understand his desire to have this 
established there. I appreciate that. 

But this does not address what the 
Park Service might have in mind for a 
parcel like that; it does not address 
what the National Capital Planning
which is very tight in their restric
tions-what they might have to say 
about this. 

I would be very happy to have a hear
ing on it and be glad to commit to a 
hearing and see if we could examine 
both ends of it. I do not know, out at 
Fort Sheridan, whether there are other 
Federal uses of that land that anyone 
has contemplated or not. 

So these are things that we normally 
try to consider in committee when we 
can have hearings, have witnesses, and 
get everyone signed off on them, before 
they come to the floor. I am sorry that 
was not done in this case. I would have 
been happy to take it up in the sub
committee or full committee, as far as 
that goes. 

I find it very difficult to agree here 
on the floor at this late time. 

Mr. WARNER. Will the Senator be 
kind enough just to have the staff take 
a look at it and brief him carefully on 
it? I recognize he has just come into 
the equation. This often happens on 
any bill. Very few of the floor amend
ments have been before our committee, 
or have been before subcommittees. 
The staff has been working 2 days on 
this. I understood there was almost 
complete closure on it, and I ask the 

Senator for the courtesy of whether or 
not he could take a look at it with the 
staff before he takes his position. 

Mr. GLENN. I will be glad to look at 
it overnight and get back on the floor 
tomorrow. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, the 
bill is to be brought down tonight. Un
less this amendment is acted upon to
night, or voted tomorrow, then it is not 
to be a part of the legislation. 

Mr. GLENN. I am sorry, I just-to 
say we agree to it tonight and run the 
traps, in effect, through all the dif
ferent groups: National Planning Com
mission, the National Park Service, 
and the value of the lands, and all the 
other things that I think should be 
done in making certain all these things 
are considered-it would not be pos
sible to do that this evening. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Virginia. 

AMENDMENT NO. 858 

(Purpose: To provide for the community 
reuse of Fort Sheridan, IL, and the acquisi
tion by the Army of property in Arlington, 
VA, through exchange of property at Fort 
Sheridan, IL) 
Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER), 

for himself, Mr. ROBB, Mr. SIMON, and Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN proposes an amendment 
numbered 858. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 353, between lines 4 and 5, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 2842. LAND CONVEYANCES AND EXCHANGE, 

FORT SHERIDAN, ILLINOIS. 
(a) REUSE AND EXCHANGE AUTHORITY.-(!) 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law 
and in order to expedite the conversion of 
Fort Sheridan, Illinois, to civilian uses ac
ceptable to the affected communities, the 
Secretary of the Army may, subject to the 
Fort Sheridan Conceptual Land Use Im
provement and Boundary Plan adopted by 
the Fort Sheridan Joint Planning Commit
tee, on September 2, 1993, convey to The Eq
uitable Life Assurance Society of the United 
States (hereafter in this section referred to 
as "The Equitable"), or a person designated 
by The Equitable-

(A) all right, title, and interest of the Unit
ed States in and to any or all of the surplus 
real property of the United States that is 
within the historic district of Fort Sheridan, 
together with any improvements thereon; 
and 

(B) all right, title, and interest of the Unit
ed States to any or all of the surplus real 
property of the United States at Fort Sheri
dan, that is commonly referred to as the 
"Northern Lands". 

(2) As consideration for the conveyances of 
surplus real property authorized by para
graph (1), The Equitable shall-

(A) convey. or cause to be conveyed, to the 
-United States all right, title, and interest in 
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and to a parcel of real property, consisting of 
approximately 7.1 acres, that is located in 
Arlington County, Virginia, and is com
monly known as the "Twin Bridges" parcel , 
together with any improvements thereon; 
and 

(B) pay to the United States the amount, if 
any, by which the fair market value of the 
surplus real property conveyed to The Equi
table or its designee pursuant to paragraph 
(1) exceeds the fair market value of the real 
property conveyed to the United States pur
suant to subparagraph (A). 

(b) CONVEYANCE FOR FOREST PRESERVE 
PROTECTION AND ENHANCEMENT.-(!) In order 
to ensure the continued protection and en
hancement of the open spaces of Fort Sheri
dan, the Secretary of the Army shall , subject 
to the Fort Sheridan Conceptual Land Use 
Improvement and Boundary Plan adopted by 
the Fort Sheridan Joint Planning Commit
tee, on September 2, 1993, convey to the Lake 
County Forest Preserve District, Illinois (in 
this section referred to as the "District"), all 
right, title , and interest of the United States 
to a parcel of surplus real property at Fort 
Sheridan consisting of not less than 250 acres 
located north of the southerly boundary line 
of the historic district at the post, including 
improvements thereon. 

(2) As consideration for the conveyance by 
the Secretary of the Army of the parcel of 
real property under paragraph (1), the Dis
trict shall provide maintenance and care to 
the remaining Fort Sheridan Cemetery, pur
suant to an agreement to be entered into be
tween the District and the Secretary. 

(C) NAVY PARCEL.- (!) In order to facilitate 
the reuse of Fort Sheridan, the Secretary of 
the Navy may, subject to the Fort Sheridan 
Conceptual Land Use Improvement and 
Boundary Plan adopted by the Fort Sheridan 
Joint Planning Committee, Sept. 2, 1993 con
vey to The Equitable, or a person designated 
by The Equitable, all right , title, and inter
est of the United States in and to a parcel of 
real property, consisting of approximately 
11.48 acres, that is located immediately west 
of and adjacent to the historic district of 
Fort Sheridan, Illinois, and is under the ad
ministrative control of the Secretary, to
gether with any improvements thereon. 

(2) As consideration for the conveyance au
thorized by paragraph (1), The Equitable 
shall-

( A) construct, or pay the costs of con
structing, at a location on land at Fort 
Sheridan, Illinois, that is under the adminis
trative jurisdiction of the Secretary of the 
Navy 30 units of military family housing 
that, as determined by the Secretary, are 
suitable replacements for the 30 units of 
military family housing that are located on 
the property conveyed pursuant to para
graph (l); and 

(B) pay to the United States the amount, if 
any, by which the fair market value of the 
property conveyed pursuant to paragraph (1) 
exceeds the cost of constructing such re
placement units of military family housing. 

(d) USE OF TWIN BRIDGES PARCEL.-The 
Secretary of the Army shall establish at the 
Twin Bridges parcel conveyed pursuant to 
subsection (a)(2) a National Museum of the 
United States Army. The development, oper
ation, and all improvements related to the 
development of the Twin Bridges parcel for 
the National Museum of the United States 
Army shall comply with the zoning, site 
planning, and permit requirements of the 
County of Arlington, Virginia, and the Com
monwealth of Virginia and shall be subject 
to a memorandum of understanding entered 
into by the Secretary of the Army and Ar-

lington County, Virginia. The Secretary may 
use only donated funds to pay for the costs of 
development, construction, and infrastruc
ture improvements related to the establish
ment of the National Museum of the Unites 
States Army. 

(e) DETERMINATIONS OF FAIR MARKET 
VALUE.-The Secretary of the Army, with re
spect to the transactions described in sub
section (a), and the Secretary of the Navy, 
with respect to the transaction described in 
subsection (c), shall determine-

(!) the fair market value of the parcels of 
real property to be conveyed pursuant to 
this section; and 

(2) the fair market value of any other con
sideration to be provided under this section. 

(f) DESCRIPTIONS OF PROPERTY.- The exact 
boundaries, acreage, and legal descriptions 
of the real property conveyed pursuant to 
subsections (a), (b), and (c) shall be deter
mined by surveys that are satisfactory to 
the Secretary of the Army (in the case of 
property conveyed pursuant to subsections 
(a) and (b)) and the Secretary of the Navy (in 
the case of property conveyed pursuant to 
subsection (c)). The costs of such surveys 
shall , in each case, be borne by the person to 
whom such real property is conveyed, except 
that, in the case of the Twin Bridges parcel 
conveyed pursuant to subsection (a)(2), the 
survey cost shall be borne by The Equitable. 

(g) PROCEEDS.- Any proceeds received by 
the Army pursuant to the transactions de
scribed in subsections (a) and (b) shall be de
posited in the Department of Defense Base 
Closure Account established under section 
207 of the Defense Base Closure and Realign
ment Act (title II of Public Law 100-526; 10 
U.S.C. 2687 note) or, in the case of any pro
ceeds received after closure of such account, 
in the Department of Defense Base Closure 
Account 1990 established by section 2906(a) of 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 1990 (part A of title XX.IX of Public 
Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 

(h) USE OF FUNDS.-The Secretary of the 
Navy shall use any amounts paid to the Sec
retary of the Navy under subsection (c)(2)(A) 
to pay for the construction of 30 units of 
family housing to raplace the units located 
on the property to be conveyed under sub
section (c)(l) . Any amount paid to the Sec
retary under subsection (c) that is not ex
pended for the construction of such military 
family housing units shall be deposited in 
the Department of Defense Military Family 
Housing Management Account in accordance 
with section 283l(b)(3) of title 10, United 
States Code. 

(i) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.
The Secretary of the Army, with respect to 
the transactions described in subsections (a) 
and (b), and the Secretary of the Navy, with 
respect to the transaction described in sub
section (c) , may require any additional 
terms and conditions and undertake any ad
ditional obligations and actions that such 
Secretary considers appropriate under the 
circumstances to enhance or encourage the 
reuse of Fort Sheridan, Illinois, or to protect 
the interests of the United States. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
ask that this amendment be subject to 
a record vote. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is not a sufficient second. 
Mr. NUNN. Did the Senator from Vir

ginia ask for a rollcall vote? I will be 
glad to. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Georgia. 
Mr. NUNN. If the Senator will yield, 

this has hit me cold. I have not had a 
chance to review it. I did have a chance 
to talk with the staff about it. 

I have some questions that really 
maybe the Senator can answer now. It 
is my understanding we have not done 
this with any bases before that have 
been closed, and that the law requires 
the proceeds from the sale of base prop
erty, where the bases have been closed, 
will go into the BRAC account; and 
that BRAC account is part of what we 
get from the closing of the bases. 

If we are going to start directly 
swapping lands out of a closed base for 
another purpose, that bypasses the 
BRAC account, that starts a new 
project on it and the Government gets 
no proceeds from it at all, then closing 
the base would have been to no avail to 
the taxpayers. 

As a matter of fact it seems to me we 
are about to spend more of the tax
payers' money. Maybe the Senator can 
disabuse me of that concern. 

Mr. WARNER. The distinguished 
chairman raises valid questions. I am 
going to suggest momentarily-it is on 
the docket for tomorrow. I can assure 
the Senator, given an opportunity to 
speak on this-No. l, it is costing the 
Government $5 million a year, sunk, 
lost funds-am I not correct, I ask the 
Senator from Illinois, just to keep Fort 
Sheridan open? 

Mr. SIMON. That is correct. 
Mr. WARNER. They tried to sell it 

for 3 years and had no buyers. 
Mr. SIMON. That is correct. 
Mr. WARNER. And if there is a dif

ference in value between the two prop
erties it does go into the BRAC ac
count. 

Mr. SIMON. That is my understand
ing. 

Mr. WARNER. I assure my colleague 
the two members of the delegation 
being on the committee, the Senators 
from Illinois and Virginia, being on the 
Senator's committee, we are not trying 
to pull the wool over anybody's eyes. 
We have been working on it for several 
days and I understood the staffs were 
ready for signoff. I suggest overnight 
we look at this. 

Mr. NUNN. That is a good suggestion. 
As the Senator from Virginia knows, I 
will be glad to work with him on any 
amendment, but what we have to 
watch is doing something in one case 
so that all of a sudden everybody else 
who has a base being closed or has 
community problems says, "Wait a 
minute, this is what we ought to do," 
and all of a sudden we have a precedent 
here that none of us quite know what 
we are doing. 

I think we have to think it through. 
We have to know what we are doing. I 
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think we have to know what the prece
dent is. I think we have to know 
whether there is a precedent for other 
transactions or whether this is unique. 
I know nothing about why Fort Sheri
dan has not been able to be sold. I have 
no knowledge of that. Perhaps the Sen
ator from Illinois could enlighten us on 
that point. 

I guess what we are saying here is we 
believe we have to slow down on this 
amendment and know what we are 
doing. 

Mr. GLENN. Will the Senator yield 
for just one additional comment? The 
kind of things that come up, and this 
has just come to my attention a few 
minutes ago, but another consideration 
is I see nothing in here that says what 
happens if there is contamination-at 
either end: Fort Sheridan in the con
veyance of land, or over here at the 
Marriott property at the other end of 
the 14th Street Bridge. What if we are 
in the millions of dollars worth of 
cleanup? Do we have to add that? I do 
not know. I do not know if there is any 
contamination there, but we have a 
whole list of things we check off every 
time a piece of Government property is 
to be transferred or sold to make sure 
what the Government's future liability 
may or may not be. And that has not 
been considered. Nor do I see language 
in here that would deal with that. Nor 
do I know it is a problem. But it may 
or may not be a problem. I do not 
know. That is just one of the great 
number of things we consider when 
these land transfers are underway. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
a tor from Illinois. 

Mr. SIMON. Let me suggest to our 
colleague from Ohio, if he would have 
his staff look at this overnight, let us 
see if we can get this thing worked out. 
If we cannot, we cannot. We may de
cide to go ahead and ask for a rollcall 
and get a recorded vote on this. 

The other option is, if the Senator 
sees there are still some problems, if 
the Senator could give us the assur
ance we are going to move quickly in 
the Senator's subcommittee on this, 
that would be an option. It is not my 
preferred option but it is at least an
other option we could consider. 

Obviously I do not speak for the chief 
sponsor on this. I would like to see this 
worked out by tomorrow if we at all 
possibly can. But I understand the 
points raised by Senator NUNN and 
Senator GLENN on this. 

Mr. NUNN. I would say to my friend 
from Illinois, and my friend from Vir
ginia, I think that would be the best 
course of action, just to take a look at 
it overnight. For instance, we do not 
know, has the Army requested this? 

Mr. WARNER. Oh, surely. Madam 
President, absolutely. This is not some 
sort of a midnight expedition by four 
Senators. This is a request from the 
Department of Army, witl.i DOD con
currence. 

Mr. NUNN. Have we gotten any letter 
or anything on that? 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
think it would be advisable if the ma
jority side had an opportunity to let 
the two staffs operate. 

Mr. NUNN. That will be good. And we 
can see where we are tomorrow. The 
Senators of course can either decide to 
go ahead with a rollcall vote tomorrow 
if we have not been able to agree, or 
the Senator's suggestion is possible. 
We will have other legislation coming 
through this year. 

The thing I would worry about is not 
this transaction per se, but I worry 
about what this does to every other 
base that has been closed and whether 
we are doing something here, all of a 
sudden, that is going to harm us some
where else. 

Mr. WARNER. For 14 years I have 
had the privilege of working with our 
distinguished chairman. I know he is 
absolutely fair and very conscientious 
not to let our committee invade the 
territory or jurisdiction of other com
mittees and, indeed, try to set those 
precedents. We have stood with him. 

To the best of my knowledge this 
amendment does not constitute that 
type of situation. I must tell the Sen
ator in good faith, overtures from the 
staff of the majority indicated that 
this possibly could be achieved. But I 
will let them speak for themselves. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. GLENN. Madam President, not 
all of the land involved in this swap is 
military land, so it does not nec
essarily come under just the military 
committee. Normally on an acquisition 
of property, which you would have to 
have before you swapped it, it would 
come under the General Services Ad
ministration and all their rules for how 
we acquire property and so on. We have 
in effect, as far as the disposal of mili
tary property goes, we have cut GSA 
out of that program and basically as
signed the program of disposal of mili
tary property to the Pentagon but with 
the understanding they will basically 
follow the GSA procedures, even 
though they are doing it independ
ently. So that is just another consider
ation here. 

I am not trying to throw roadblocks 
in the way, I am just trying to be real
istic about what we can honestly do 
here on the floor without triggering 
things like our distinguished chairman 
indicated might occur. There might be 
50 different land swaps like this around 
the country. So I think we do have to 
look at it and consider everything. I 
will be glad to do that as best we can 
overnight and come back on the floor 
tomorrow. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. EXON. Madam President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the senior 
Senator from Indiana, Senator LUGAR, 
be added as a cosponsor to my Serbian 
sanction amendment which was adopt
ed earlier today. 

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

Mr. LEVIN. I understand that the 
rollcall which had previously been or
dered on that amendment has now been 
vitiated. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I want 
to propound four unanimous-consent 
requests relating to amendments that 
have been debated. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the vote on, or in relation 
to, Senator SHELBY'S amendment No. 
851 occur, without any interventing ac
tion or debate immediately upon the 
disposition of Senator GRASSLEY's 
amendment No. 840 and that no second
degree amendments or amendments to 
language that may be stricken be in 
order prior to the disposition of Sen
ator SHELBY'S amendment. 

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

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the vote on, or 
in relation to, Senator HARKIN's 
amendment No. 829 occur, without any 
interventing action or debate imme
diately upon the disposition of Senator 
SHELBY'S amendment No. 851 and that 
no second-degree amendments or 
amendments to language that may be 
stricken be in order prior to the dis
position of Senator HARKIN's amend
ment. 

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

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the vote on, or 
in relation to, Senator BINGAMAN's 
amendment No. 850 occur, without any 
interventing action or debate imme
diately upon the disposition of Senator 
HARKIN's amendment No. 829 and that 
no second-degree amendments or 
amendments to language that may be 
stricken be in order prior to the dis
position of Senator BINGAMAN's amend
ment. 

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

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the vote on, or 
in relation to, Senator DOMENICI's 
amendment No. 853 occur, without any 
interventing action or debate imme
diately upon the disposition of Senator 
BINGAMAN's amendment No. 850 and 
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that no second-degree amendments or 
amendments to language that may be 
stricken be in order prior to the dis
position of Senator DOMENICI's amend
ment. 

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

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, I suggest the ab

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Without objection, the previous 
amendment will be set aside. 

AMENDMENT NO. 859 
(Purpose: To limit the amount to be made 

available for the Trident II missile program) 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

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

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS] 

proposes an amendment numbered 859. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 33, following line 24, insert the fel

lowing: 
SEC. 136. TRIDENT II MISSILE PROGRAM. 

Of the funds authorized to be appropriated 
in this Act for procurement of TRIDENT II 
Missiles, none may be obligated prior to 
April 1, 1994 unless the President has cer
tified to Congress that he has unsuccessfully 
attempted to reach an agreement with Rus
sia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Belarus on 
detubing as a means of reducing launchers to 
meet the START II limits. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, the Senator from 
Nebraska does not know the content of 
the amendment being offered by the 
Senator from Arkansas. Which slot has 
the Senator from Arkansas decided he 
would employ under the slot agreement 
that we had with regard to the amend
ment he has just offered? I agree to not 
reading the amendment, but I would 
like to have an explanation as to the 
nature of the Senator's amendment. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, this 
amendment deals with whether or not 
we want to continue buying D-5 Tri
dent II missiles at the rate we have 
been buying them, in light of the 
START II treaty. That limits us to 
1,750 SLBM warheads. 

Mr. EXON. I ask the Senator from 
Arkansas, then, did he have a slot re
served on the list of amendments that 
we had with regard to a D-5 amend
ment? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I did not, Senator. 
You raise a perfectly legitimate point. 
When we called, we told them my 
amendment dealt with the D-5, but 
when it was transcribed they put SDI 
instead of D-5. 

Mr. EXON. That explanation is satis
factory with me, although I did not 
think there was a D-5 amendment. 

Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator is cor
rect. I did not realize that was the ob
jection. My staff told me that some
body made a mistake. 

Mr. EXON. Somebody transferred 
that. I can see how it could happen. I 
thank you. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Arkansas is correct. He put 
us on notice several weeks ago that he 
was going to have a D-5 amendment, 
and I think this was a staff error that 
labeled it the wrong amendment. So I 
encourage the debate to go ahead and 
take place. 

Will the Senator yield to me for a few 
unanimous-consent requests? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Yes, I am happy to 
yield. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the vote on or 
in relation to Senator METZENBAUM's 
amendment No. 854 occur without any 
intervening action or debate imme
diately upon the disposition of Senator 
DOMENICI's amendment 853, and that no· 
second degree amendment or amend
ments to language that may be strick
en be in order prior to the disposition 
of Senator METZENBAUM's amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the vote on or 
in relation to Senator SIMON'S amend
ment No. 856 occur without any inter
vening action or debate immediately 
upon the disposition of the Metzen
baum amendment No. 854, and that no 
second-degree amendment or amend
ments to the language that may be 
stricken be in order prior to the dis
position of Senator SIMON'S amend
ment. 

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

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the vote on or 
in relation to Senator SIMON'S amend
ment No. 857 occur without any inter
vening action our debate immediately 
upon the disposition of the Simon 
amendment No. 856, and that no sec
ond-degree amendment or amendments 
to the language that may be stricken 
be in order prior to the disposition of 
Senator SIMON'S amendment. 

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

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the vote on or 
in relation to Senator BROWN'S amend
ment No. 825 occur without any inter
vening action or debate immediately 
upon the disposition of Senator SIMON'S 
amendment No. 857, and that no sec
ond-degree amendment or amendments 
to language that may be stricken be in 
order prior to the disposition of Sen
ator BROWN'S amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is ordered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, this 
amendment, for people who do not fol
low strategic warfare in the Senate
and there are several Members who do 
not-this amendment is fairly com
plicated. I am going to do my very best 
to simplify it so that everybody can 
understand it. 

First of all, there are a few things 
that you have to keep in mind. No. 1, 
at the conclusion of building all of our 
Trident submarines, we will have 18 
Trident submarines. We now have eight 
Trident submarines, equipped with 
what we call the C-4, popularly known 
as the Trident I missile. Each one of 
those missiles on the Trident sub
marine, each Trident I missile has 
eight warheads. 

For all practical purposes, the Senate 
should bear in mind that it was our in
tention to put 24 missiles on every Tri
dent submarine; all 18 of them are 
equipped to carry 24 missiles. It was 
our intention to put eight warheads on 
each missile. 

Here is where we are right now, Mr. 
President. We have eight Trident sub
marines equipped with the C-4 Trident 
missile, with eight warheads each. We 
have in our inventory, 415 C-4 missiles. 
We have in our inventory-or will have 
shortly-235 D-5 missiles, which also 
carries 8 warheads, and which we in
tend to put on the last 10 Trident mis
siles. Bear in mind that the first 8 Tri
dent submarines are already at sea, 
have been for a long time, and they all 
carry 24 missiles each with 8 warheads 
on each missile. 

We have about 6 more of the remain
ing 10 Trident submarines at sea, and 
they are equipped right now-the ones 
that are at sea-they are equipped with 
the D-5 Trident II missile with 8 war
heads each. 

Mr. President, this gives us today, 
and this is very important -I want ev
erybody to look at this chart-today 
we have 650 missiles for our Trident 
fleet each with 8 warheads. That is in 
our· inventory today. And 650 missiles 
times 8 warheads gives us 5,200 war
heads on what we call SLBM's. They 
are missiles and warheads to be fired 
from submarines. Bear in mind some of 
these missiles-I forgot to tell you
some of these missiles are on Poseidon 
subs, all of which will be phased out in 
about 1996. But the main point is we 
have 5,200 warheads on our submarines 
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today, or in inventory, and under the 
START II treaty we are going to be al
lowed 1,750 warheads. 

Mr. President, what this debate is 
about and what this amendment is 
about is how are we going to download 
or detube submarines to reduce the ex
isting inventory of 5,200 warheads to 
1,750? We have to get rid of 3,450 war
heads. 

Let me go to the second chart, and I 
will show you a couple of options on 
how I think we ought to do it and how 
the Navy says they want to do it. And 
that is really the issue for the Senate 
to decide. · 

I will tell you on the front end, if you 
do it the way I want to do it you will 
sacrifice nothing strategically, you 
will come out with precisely the same 
number of warheads that the Navy will 
come out with under their plan. Only 
under my plan you will save $9.6 bil
lion. We are not talking about peanuts, 
Mr. President. We are talking about 
real money at a time when the Sec
retary of Defense is going to have to 
come up with $13 billion in additional 
cu ts over the next 5 years that he has 
not yet figured out how he is going to 
attain. 

So here are the two ways we can ap
proach this. Option I we will call the 
Bumpers option, and the one that this 
amendment would provide for. We will 
put 12 missiles on each submarine, 
rather than 24, and we will put 8 war
heads just as we do now on each mis
sile. If you put 12 missiles on each of 
our 18 submarines and each missile 
with 8 warheads, you will come out 
with 1,728 warheads or 22 less than we 
are going to be permitted under the 
SALT treaty and which must meet 
that limit around the turn of the cen
tury. 

Now, Mr. President, what does this 
mean? I said in my earlier remarks 
that there are 24 tubes for missiles on 
every Trident submarine. If you put 12 
missiles instead of 24 you have to do 
what the Navy calls detubing. You can 
fill the other 12 with concrete or any
thing to prove to the Russians, for ex
ample, that we are in compliance with 
the 1,728 warhead level that we agreed 
to in the START II treaty. 

Here is what the Navy wants to do. 
Now bear in mind under option I, I am 
saying we need to detube 12 tubes on 
every Trident submarine and leave 8 
warheads on each missile and can come 
to 1,728. The Navy predictably says, 
"No", we want to put a missile in 
every tube; we still want 24 missiles on 
every submarine. 

"What we want to do,'' says the 
Navy, "is reduce the number of war
heads on each missile from 8 to 4." 
That might just be hunky-dory, Mr. 
President, except for one thing. That 
will cost us, the taxpayers of America, 
$9.6 billion more money. I could stand 
here all night and talk about all the 
nuances of this, but here is the simple 

option that this Senate is going to 
have to make. Do you want to put 12 
missiles with 8 warheads on each sub
marine or do you want to put 24 mis
siles with 4 warheads on each sub
marine? You get absolutely nothing, no 
military, no strategic advantage, and 
you do it the way the Navy wants to do 
it, and you are going to spend $9 bil
lion-plus that we can save. 

Mr. President, you do not have to be 
a mathematician to figure that out. 

I made this chart as simple as I know 
how. Everybody ought to be able to un
derstand it if they will just focus o:::i it. 

Tragically when people come in here 
to vote on these amendments they 
have not heard the debate, have not 
thought about it, they do not know 
what you are talking about, and they 
vote "no,'' and say, Dale Bumpers-
why would I take his word over the 
Navy's? 

I will tell you the reason for that, be
cause I am using common sense and 
good judgment in trying to make sure 
that we maintain the strategic advan
tage we have always had at sea. At sea 
is where we have always had our ad
vantage, and my amendment is just 
plain old common horse sense. 

The only reason in the world the 
Navy can give you for wanting to 
download every nose cone to four war
heads is because that way they get to 
keep buying missiles. If they get their 
way, they are going to buy somewhere 
between 133 missiles and 300 missiles 
that we do not need, do not want, 
should not buy. You know what they 
cost? Forty-five million dollars each. 

You think about a missile that costs 
$45 million for one, and us getting 
ready to buy somewhere between 133 
and 300 that we could not use to save 
our life or ought to use. It is nothing in 
the world but a way to spend money. 

So, Mr. President, here is the reason 
for the amendment. Here are the sav
ings of option I over option II. If we 
cancel the purchase of 133 missiles, and 
that is the bare minimum-if you can
cel the purchase of those 133 missiles, 
at $45.7 million each there is a savings 
of $6.1 billion. 

Then if you do what I want to do it 
costs $1 billion to detube 12 missile 
tubes on each submarine. So you have 
a net savings after you do what I want 
to do of $5.1 billion. 

But there is more to the story. How 
about these eight submarines out there 
with C-4's on them, not the D-5 which 
we consider buying now but the C-4's 
that we long since bought and do not 
build anymore? 

First of all, if you cancel retrofitting 
the eight submarines I am talking 
about, and what the Navy wants to do 
is to go back and retrofit the first 
eight submarines, take the C-4 missiles 
off of them and retrofit them with the 
D-5 missiles, there is absolutely no jus
tification for doing that. The C-4 mis
sile is a fine missile and has eight war-

heads on it, individually targeted war
heads. But the Navy says, well, at some 
point they are going to wear out and 
they are not going to be useful. That is 
true, and there is a lot more to the 
story on what we might do. But what 
they want to do, of course, is to keep 
buying these missiles and retrofit the 
first eight that are already outfitted 
with a fine missile. It does not need to 
be replaced. 

So if you cancel what the Navy is 
planning to do in retrofitting those 
first eight submarines and cancel the 
purchase of the 200 D-5 missiles that 
they are going to buy to put in those 
tubes, you save $9.1 billion. 

And then if you cancel the retro
fitting of the first eight submarines, 
you save another $8.5 billion, then you 
save $17.6 billion. And then you offset 
that with the cost of extending the life 
of C-4 missiles at $8 billion and detube 
the C-4 subs, that is detubing down to 
12 missiles per sub, that is another $1 
billion. All of that costs you $9 billion. 

When you count the savings of $17.6 
billion and subtract from that the cost 
of extending the life of the C-4 missile 
and detubing the first eight sub
marines, you have a net savings of $8.6 
billion from canceling the retrofitting 
and a potential total savings of $13.7 
billion for my option over the Navy's 
option. 

Mr. President, I know that this is not 
a very sexy subject. I know that when 
you are throwing out numbers the way 
I have been throwing them out here, 
some people understand it and some 
people do not. I do not know how you 
deal with that on the Senate floor. I 
have been in this posture before, of get
ting into a fairly complicated argu
ment with people who have not kept 
up, as I said, and who just come in and 
vote "no." 

But I can tell you one thing: If you 
want to maintain a strategic deter
rence, if you want our submarine fleet 
to continue being the star of our stra
tegic forces, the most invulnerable part 
of our strategic forces, and with the 
ability to wipe out, let us say, of the 
old Soviet Union, wipe out every city 
of 100,000 people or more twice, maybe 
three times, the Navy fleet could do it 
under my amendment. Even if we did 
not have bombers or ICBM's, we could 
do it with our submarine fleet alone 
and save up to $13.7 billion. 

Mr. President, Les Aspin is going to 
come before the Appropriations Sub
committee on Defense in the morning 
and one of the first questions he is 
going to be asked is: "Mr. Secretary, 
how are you going to come up with this 
additional $13 billion you say the De
fense Department is going to save? It is 
not in this bill; no savings in this bill. 
How are you going to do this? How are 
you going to do it administratively? 
What kind of legislative recommenda
tions are you going to make to the U.S. 
Congress to save $13 _billion over the 
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next 5 years and meet the President's 
target that he gave us and we adopted 
here that night in September when we 
voted on the President's economic 
package?" 

I can tell you right now, here is one 
of the simplest ways in the world. 

Mr. President, there is one other ele
ment I want to talk about before I 
yield the floor, and it is this: I confess 
to you that I wrote the President about 
this sometime ago. I set out precisely 
the arguments I have made here. My 
guess is the President sent it over to 
the Navy and they sent it back to him 
and he sent me a letter. Let me para
phrase: 

DEAR DALE: I love to save money, but if we 
do what you want to do, we are going to have 
to go back and renegotiate the START Trea
ty with Russia, Kazakhstan, Belarus, and the 
Ukraine. Considering the fight between the 
Ukraine and Russia over those missiles in 
the Ukraine, which Ukraine did not want to 
give up, I think it would be very difficult, if 
not impossible, to get them to agree to this. 

Now the President-my very dear 
friend-and I disagree on that. 

I do not think you can assume on the 
front end that the Russians and the 
Kazakhstans and the Ukranians and 
the Belarussians would object to this. 
Why would they object? They lose 
nothing by allowing us to do it. 

And ST ART II provides for a lot of 
on-site inspections. 

Let me ask you this, Mr. President, 
and Members of the Senate: If the Navy 
gets its way and they detube, I mean if 
they put 24 missiles on each submarine, 
as they want to do, they have to 
download the warhead on each one of 
those missiles arnl put 4 warheads on it 
instead of 8. Now, the Russians are 
going to say, "You say there are only 
four warheads under that cone. How do 
we know there is not eight? We want a 
verification of that." And they are en
titled to it. 

So what is the difference? The Navy 
wants to talk about verification. What 
is the difference in Russia wanting to 
see under the nose cone to make sure 
there is only 4 warheads there and 
wanting to go aboard a submarine to 
make sure you put concrete in 12 
tubes? 

It is going to have to be verified ei
ther way. So why would the Russians 
object to the President saying, "How 
about us saving ourselves about $10 bil
lion here and you helping us do it?" 

Do you know what I think Boris 
Yeltsin would say? I think he would 
say, "That's just jake with me. I 
couldn't care less. As long as you only 
have 1,728 warheads on your sub
marines, that is all we care about, How 
you do it, we couldn't care less." 

So, Mr. President, in my amendment, 
I have said that we will not spend any 
of the money in this bill to buy any 
more D-5 missiles than we have bought 
right now, and we have them coming 
out of line and they are going to be 
building them all next year whether 
my amendment passes or fails. 

But what I am saying is, none of the 
funds appropriated will be spent until 
April l, 1994-unless-unless the Presi
dent certifies to the Congress that he 
has unsuccessfully attempted to get all 
the parties to agree to this proposal. 

In my opinion, if the President made 
an honest, all-out effort to get that 
dQne, it would be a piece of cake. I do 
not think it will be a problem at all. 

I will tell you what the problem is. 
The problem is how are we going to get 
the defense budget down to stay mean 
and lean. The problem is how are we 
going to reduce the deficit, how are we 
going to get rid of the national debt. 

And it is not going to be by walking 
in here and knee jerking a vote on a 
very important issue here, where we 
have a chance to save $10 billion with 
absolutely no sacrifice, no jeopardizing 
of our strategic forces. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, Mr. Presi

dent, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I con
gratulate the Senator from Arkansas 
for his diligence and tenacity in this 
area, if not for the proposal itself. He 
has looked at this program over the 
years very carefully and he makes, in 
any presentation, a very persuasive 
and powerful argument, even though in 
this case I think that there are very 
significant facts that go strongly 
against the Bumpers' amendment. 

Let me start by reading into the 
RECORD certain parts of a letter dated 
August 2, 1993, from President Clinton, 
relating to this amendment. 

He says, in a letter addressed to me, 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: During floor debate 

on the FY 1994 defense authorization bill, an 
amendment may be offered to delete further 
funding for procurement of Trident D-5 sub
marine-launched ballistic missiles. 

I know the Senator's amendment is 
not precisely that amendment but that 
is where it is aimed. Continuing to 
quote from President Clinton: 

I wanted to advise you that I would be 
strongly opposed to such an amendment. 

As you know, the United States currently 
plans to deploy a fleet of 18 Trident nuclear
powered ballistic missile submarines 
(SSBNs) as the sea-based leg of the Triad of 
strategic nuclear forces the United States 
will maintain under the START II Treaty. 

I am skipping some of that letter, 
but getting down to the point of most 
relevance: 

Some have suggested that the United 
States could save money by simply deploy
ing half as many D-5 missiles on each Tri
dent submarine while doubling the number 

of warheads carried by each missile. In other 
words, instead of having each submarine 
carry 24 missiles, each of which would be 
armed with 4 warheads, we would deploy 
only 12 D-5s on each Trident while having 
each missile carry 8 warheads. 

Continuing to quote from President 
Clinton, 

There are a number of major problems 
with this " detubing" proposal. First, we 
have negotiated the ST ART II Treaty on the 
assumption that each D-5 would be attrib
uted as carrying 4 warheads, not eight. Sec
ond, under START rules the 12 "empty" mis
sile tubes on each submarine would count as 
though they were each occupied by a D-5 
missile with four warheads. As a result, this 
approach would place the United States in 
violation of the START II warhead ceilings 
unless we obtained permission from our trea
ty partners to change the Treaty. 

"Unfortunately"-and this goes to 
the heart, Mr. President-this goes to 
the heart of the Bumpers amendment, 
because the Senator from Arkansas, to 
his credit, recognizes the START II 
Treaty would have to be changed and 
he is, in effect, in this amendment, try
ing to get to this result by saying to 
the President go back and negotiate it 
again with Russia and the other parties 
that would have to give their consent. 

Going back to the President's letter: 
Unfortunately, a U.S. proposal along these 

lines would open a pandora's box in terms of 
inviting counterproposals by our START 
partners for relief from other treaty dis
mantlement requirements they find onerous. 
If the United States were to ask Russia, 
Ukraine, Belarus and Kazakhstan for permis
sion to revise or eliminate the strict START 
SLBM launcher elimination procedures, each 
of these states would likely demand a quid 
pro quo in areas under both ST ART and CFE 
where they are already pressing us to sim
plify or waive weapons elimination require
ments. The result would be an unraveling of 
the meticulously negotiated dismantlement 
procedures contained in both accords, with 
an attendant degradation in the 
irreversibility of these agreements. 

For this and other reasons which Secretary 
Aspin has enunciated in a recent letter to 
you, I am opposed to any amendment that 
would, if adopted and enacted into law, ter
minate D-5 production after the FY 1993 pro
curement is completed. 

Sincerely, 
BILL CLINTON. 

I also submit for the RECORD a letter 
from Secretary Aspin where he says, 
quoting him at the bottom of his let
ter, not reading it all: 

Terminating D-5 missile production now 
would shut down the only operating strate
gic ballistic missile production line in the 
United States. Sustaining a low rate of D-5 
production, and the associated industrial and 
technology bases, provide a key and unique 
hedge against future uncertainties. 

Finally, ending production would also 
eliminate incentives for Russia to imple
ment both START I and START II. While we 
are optimistic that START I and START II 
will ultimately enter into force, it is highly 
premature and unwise to make force struc
ture decisions now-such as stopping D-5 
missile production-based on that optimism. 

Continued D-5 production is, therefore , es
sential to the future health of our deterrent 
capability. I strongly urge your continued 
support for this critical program. 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent the complete text of the Presi
dent's letter, as well as Secretary As
pin's letter, be printed in the RECORD. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. NUNN. I also submit a letter by 

the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, Colin Powell, dated July 27, 1993. 
Again, skipping the first three para
graphs and getting down to the heart of 
the letter: 

I do not support the proposal to renego
tiate the terms of the START II Treaty with 
Russia to allow either country to decrease 
the number of missiles carried by a sub
marine. The Russians have already indicated 
there are parts of the Treaty they would like 
to renegotiate. Our goal of early ratification 
and entry-into-force of START I and II 
would be undercut if negotiations were re
opened with little certainty of where they 
might lead. 

I believe that production of the D-5 should 
not be prematurely terminated. The vast 
majority of the TRIDENT investment is be
hind us, and procuring the remaining mis
siles for Atlantic Ocean TRIDENT sub
marines will ensure a credible deterent force 
well into the 21st century. 

That is the end of General Powell's 
letter. I will come back to the "21st 
century" remarks in my own remarks. 

I ask unanimous consent the Powell 
letter be printed in the RECORD. 

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

(See exhibit 2.) 
Mr. NUNN. This is a June 30, 1993, 

letter from Gen. George Butler, U.S. 
Air Force, commander in chief of the 
Strategic Command. 

Quoting from General Butler: 
As to the first option, START requires 

counting all SSBN missile tubes, whether 
they contain a missile or not. If D-5 missile 
production is halted now, the Navy may be 
forced to field new TRIDENT II submarines 
with only 12 missiles while, in order to com
ply with START II, attributing 24 missiles to 
each TRIDENT II boat. With fewer missiles 
per boat, more warheads would have to be 
loaded on the existing missiles, incurring se
vere operational drawbacks in terms of sur
vivability and targeting flexibility. 

Again, I will come back to that ref
erence. And I ask unanimous consent 
that that letter be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

(See exhibit 3.) 
Mr. NUNN. Finally, if the Senator 

from Arkansas is not by this time per
suaded with the overwhelming evi
dence I have presented from his Presi
dent, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, 
the Secretary of Defense, and Chair
man of the Strategic Command, I am 
going to leap over the ocean to the 
United Kingdom or further, I hope, per
suasive evidence. 

This letter is from Simon Webb, Brit
ish Defense Staff in Washington. 
Quoting from that letter: 

The construction of British Trident sub
marines will continue until around the end 
of the decade, and a significant number of 
our remaining missile inventory remains to 
be purchased. On current plans the UK would 
not complete its missile procurement for an
other 4 to 6 years. Any radical change in US 
missile procurement would have significant 
implications for the UK's ability to fund 
other defence commitments. 

I ask unanimous consent that letter 
also be printed in the RECORD. 

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

(See exhibit 4.) 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, the bot

tom line of the ST ART concerns-and 
the Senator certainly acknowledges 
this-is that if the Bumpers amend
ment, that would basically require the 
President to renegotiate these agree
ments, is agreed to by the U.S. Senate, 
we in effect are taking an already enor
mously complex situation, with the 
Ukraine involved, their Parliament 
being reluctant to ratify, with 
Kazakhstan being involved, with 
Belarus being involved, we would have 
to renegotiate not only with the Rus
sians but with each one of those coun
tries. We would have to basically re
negotiate the START agreement, and 
who knows how long it would take? We 
do not know whether it is going to be 
ratified now by all the parties because 
there is an enormously complex kind of 
struggle and debate going on in the 
Ukrainian Parliament about whether 
they ought to follow President 
Kravchuk's commitments and actually 
enter into START agreement. 

We do not know what kind of Pan
dora's Box we would be opening here. I 
know no one has been more dedicated 
to arms control than has the Senator 
from Arkansas over the years. He has 
been a real leader. I commend him for 
that-in pursuing arms control agree
ments and encouraging the Senate to 
pursue arms control agreements. I real
ly cannot imagine an amendment that 
would require the President in this 
kind of complicated, complex environ
ment, dealing with all the countries of 
the former Soviet Union and dealing 
with one of our major allies, trusted 
ally, Great Britain-saying go back 
and renegotiate all of this and come 
back and tell us in April. 

I think this would open up tremen
dous problems, and I know the Senator 
from Arkansas is very conscientious, 
and I know he has thought about these. 

Mr. President, what is the reason for 
doing this? The reason is to save 
money, and that is an understandable 
reason. We could save money if we shut 
down the Trident line. But let us as
sume for a minute that we did not have 
any of these complications, that the 
Russians would come in here tonight 
and say, "We agree," the Ukrainians 
would come in here and say, "We 
agree," and we do not want anything 
else for it. The first thing that would 

happen is I would probably faint if they 
said that because there is quid pro quo 
and leverage in every one of these ne
gotiations. It is certainly possible the 
Russians would agree but, believe me, 
no one knows right now what they 
would ask for in return. 

What about the Ukrainians? They are 
negotiating every single small or even 
large bit of enriched material coming 
out of their warheads now. If we basi
cally said to the Ukrainians right now, 
"We want you to not only ratify 
START, which you have not done, we 
want you to agree to this change, 
which, by the way, will save us $9 bil
lion," how much is that going to cost 
us? I do not know. I know we would 
have some very serious negotiations. 
There would be an awful lot of lever
age. We cannot even get to that point 
because the Ukrainians are not willing 
to ratify START right now; their Par
liament has not, even though the Gov
ernment has committed to it. 

The British have relied on us for 
years for their own Trident program. 
They went in to that program on good 
faith believing that the United States 
would not basically make such precipi
tous changes in the program that it 
would cause severe disruption in their 
own plans for their own program, 
which, of course, involves buying D-5 
missiles from us. That would be some
thing that the British would take very 
seriously if we were to make this kind 
of step. 

But let us assume all of that hap
pened. Let us assume just for the pur
poses of argument the Russians came 
in and said, "We'll agree. We'll change 
START II. You save $9 billion. We want 
to help you, and we don't want any
thing in return. We want to help the 
American taxpayers save $9 billion." 

Let us assume the Ukrainians came 
in and said, "We'll help you save 
money. We'll agree to change START 
II. Now we'll ratify it. We like the 
change, perhaps we'll ratify it. We 
want to help the American taxpayer. 
We don't want anything in return." 

Let us assume the Kazakhstan Gov
ernment did the same thing. And then 
let us assume the British came in and 
said, "Well, we had a Trident program, 
but we are willing to let it go down the 
tube and tell our taxpayers that we 
wasted millions and millions of dollars. 
We can't complete our program, but we 
will do everything to help the Ameri
cans save money in defense." Let us as
sume all that would happen. Would we 
still want to adopt the Bumpers 
amendment? The answer, Mr. Presi
dent, is no. Why? Because, Mr. Presi
dent, the Trident program is supposed 
to last and these missiles are supposed 
to last and these boats are supposed to 
last for the next 33 years. 

In the last 5 years, since 1988, we 
have seen the most radical changes in 
the world since World War II, maybe 
even going back beyond World War II: 
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The end of the Soviet Union; the fall
ing of the Berlin Wall; the changes in 
Eastern Europe, thank God, moving to
ward democracy and sovereignty; mov
ing toward democracy in Russia. We 
have seen the Russian empire basically 
break up. We have seen South Africa 
end apartheid, at least the beginning of 
the ending of apartheid, and we also 
are very thankful for that. 

We also have seen today a historic
historic, unprecedented-event that 
many people in this country, if not 
most and throughout the world, never 
dreamed would happen in their life
time, and that is a signing of an agree
ment between the Palestine Liberation 
Organization and the State of Israel. 

Mr. President, who can predict what 
the next 3 years are going to hold, let 
alone the next 5 years, 10 years, 33 
years? Are we willing to make a change 
on the floor of the U.S. Senate to our 
most survivable leg of the triad based 
on knowledge now that is so limited in 
terms of what is going to happen in the 
future? I do not think so. I do not 
think we want to take the heart of our 
survivable deterrent and make that 
kind of sweeping change. 

So I hope that there will be some se
rious thought given to this amend
ment. As General Butler said, head of 
the strategic command, now a unified 
command, or rather a command that 
basically includes the other elements, 
not just the Air Force, of the overall 
deterrent, including the ships and mis
siles and so forth, General Butler 
makes it clear that even if all of these 
things happened that I described and 
every country signed up and said, "We 
are so anxious to help you to save 
money that we are going to ask you for 
nothing and we are going to change the 
START agreement to help you," even 
if that happened, we would be reducing 
the operational flexibility of the U.S. 
submarines. We will be doing it for the 
next 33 years. 

What is operational flexibility? It 
means that when you have eight war
heads on a missile, those eight war
heads are independently targetable, 
but they have to go in an envelope. 
There is a certain area they go to. You 
have to shoot within a certain area if, 
God forbid, we ever did. The whole 
targeting of the strategic command 
planning would be radically changed. I 
do not know how much that would 
cost. Believe me, the whole targeting 
would be changed because where they 
plan it now, you would have four war
heads going in an envelope and you 
would have twice as many envelopes. 
With this you would cut the number of 
envelopes down to the number that 
would be required for eight warheads. 
So you would be making a very large 
change in the targeting. 

I will have to admit this: We are 
going to have to review that whole 
targeting anyway. There is no doubt in 
my mind that the targeting of the U.S. 

strategic forces is going to have to be 
updated. 

Mr. President, we also need to think 
about this: We basically agree to dra
matically reduce our missiles. We have 
taken our bombers off alert. We do not 
have bombers in the air now. We are 
not as concerned about a surprise at
tack, or bolt out of the blue, as we for
merly were. Yet, we still do not want 
to ever-now, 5 years from now, 10 
years from now, 15 years from now-as 
long as there are nuclear weapons, we 
do not want to ever put all our eggs in 
one basket and say to our adversaries 
or would-be adversaries or whoever 
they will be in 20 years, "Here is the 
basket." 

If we basically have eight warheads 
per missile, what that does is it re
duces the range at which these Trident 
boats can go in the ocean and still be 
able to reach a target. You have less 
range when you have a missile with 
eight warheads. You have more range if 
you have less warheads. In other words, 
the boat can be further from the target 
and still hit the target. That means 
you have more oceans to use if you 
have less warheads. That is one of the 
many reasons some people wanted for a 
long time, including the Vice Presi
dent, to move to much more of a sin
gle-warhead situation. That is the rea- · 
son some people want a different kind 
of submarine and were opposed to the 
Trident, because it tends to put so 
many warheads on one missile. 

We would basically be saying if we do 
get into a difficult situation 5 years 
from now or 10 years from now, we are 
going to have less operational range, 
and if there were breakthroughs in 
antisubmarine technology, it gives the 
adversary less ocean to have to deal 
with because those boats, in a 
confrontational situation or period of 
high tension, whether it lasted 2 years, 
3 years, or 5 years, would have to be 
much closer to the target because they 
would not have the range on the mis
sile. 

So, Mr. President, for these reasons, 
even if everyone agrees -and I think it 
is pretty obvious to anyone observing 
the situation getting agreement with 
no quid pro quo, no very expensive quid 
pro quo from other countries, would be 
very difficult-I do not think we would 
want to do this even in our own inter
est. 

As has been said in the letters I put 
in the RECORD, this would eliminate 
the last missile production line in the 
United States. We no longer produce 
the MX missile. We no longer produce 
the Midgetman missile. We no longer 
produce the Minuteman missile. We no 
longer produce the Trident I missile or 
C-4 missile. All of those production 
lines are shut down. This is the last 
one. 

Are we so sure of world events, not 
just now but next year, the year after, 
3 years, 5 years, 10 years from now, 

that we want to be completely out of 
the missile business altogether? The 
Russians are not. The Chinese are not. 
The North Koreans are not. Al though 
they do not have the kind of range, 
they are busy producing missiles. The 
Middle Eastern countries that are try
ing to buy missiles, they are getting 
into the business. Are we so sure that 
we are going to get rid of all our mis
sile production lines? I do not think so. 

Mr. President, I know the Senator 
from Arkansas has presented this 
amendment in good faith. I think his 
arithmetic is basically correct. I think 
he has multiplied correctly. I think he 
has added correctly. He has subtracted 
correctly. I think· the dollars are pretty 
well correct. But the substance of the 
amendment is badly flawed, and I hope 
that my friend from Arkansas, who is 
so thoughtful on these issues, would 
think very carefully before pushing 
this amendment to a vote. I hope, if it 
is pushed to a vote, our colleagues will 
have followed this debate and will un
derstand that this is a very serious 
amendment. It would have very serious 
consequences. I would think at this 
point in our history it is ill-advised. 

So, Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Hon. SAM NUNN, 

EXHIBIT 1 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, August 2, 1993. 

Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, U.S. 
Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: During floor debate 
on the FY 1994 defense authorization bill, an 
amendment may be offered to delete further 
funding for procurement of Trident D-5 sub
marine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs). 
I wanted to advise you that I would be 
strongly opposed to such an amendment. 

As you know, the United States currently 
plans to deploy a fleet of 18 Trident nuclear
powered ballistic missile submarines 
(SSBNs) as the sea-based leg of the Triad of 
strategic nuclear forces the United States 
will maintain under the START II Treaty. 
My FY94 budget request contains $1.14 bil
lion to procure the next annual increment of 
D-5 SLBMs to go aboard the Trident SSBNs 
and to purchase long-lead items for the FY 
1995 buy. Although the Bottom-Up Review 
(BUR) is considering a number of options for 
reducing the number of Trident SSBNs below 
the eighteen currently planned, no decisions 
have been made to do so. Moreover, even at 
the lowest Trident levels that remain under 
review pursuant to the BUR, additional D-5 
missile procurements are required in FY 1994 
and 1995. 

Some have suggested that the United 
States could save money by simply deploy
ing half as many D-5 missiles on each Tri
dent submarine while doubling the number 
of warheads carried by each missile. In other 
words, instead of having each submarine 
carry 24 missiles, each of which would be 
armed with 4 warheads, we would deploy 
only 12 D-5s on each Trident while having 
each missile carry 8 warheads. 

There are a number of major problems 
with this " detubing" proposal. First, we 
have negotiated the ST ART II Treaty on the 
assumption that each D-5 would be attrib
uted as carrying 4 warheads, not eight. Sec
ond, under START rules the 12 "empty" mis
sile tubes on each submarine would count as 
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though they were each occupied by a D-5 
missile with four warheads. As a result, this 
approach would place the United States in 
violation of the START II warhead ceilings 
unless we obtained permission from our trea
ty partners to change the Treaty. 

Unfortunately, a U.S. proposal along these 
lines would open a Pandora's box in terms of 
inviting counterproposals by our START 
partners for relief from other treaty dis
mantlement requirements they find onerous. 
If the United States were to ask Russia, 
Ukraine, Belarus and Kazakhstan for permis
sion to revise or eliminate the strict START 
SLBM launcher elimination procedures, each 
of these states would likely demand a quid 
pro quo in areas under both START and CFE 
where they are already pressing us to sim
plify or waive weapons elimination require
ments. The result would be an unraveling of 
the meticulously negotiated dismantlement 
procedures contained in both accords, with 
an attendant degradation in the 
irreversibility of these agreements. 

For this and other reasons which Secretary 
Aspin has enunciated in a recent letter to 
you, I am opposed to any amendment that 
would, if adopted and enacted into law, ter
minate D-5 production after the FY 1993 pro
curement is completed. 

Sincerely, 
BILL CLINTON. 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, DC, July 19, 1993. 

Hon. SAM NUNN. 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In advance of the up

coming mark-up of the President's FY 93-94 
Defense Budget, I would like to reaffirm the 
importance I attach to continued Trident II 
(D-5) missile production. 

While the risk of nuclear war is at an all 
time low, maintaining a robust and credible 
nuclear deterrent is critical as we work to 
reduce the residual nuclear threat. Looking 
out to our nuclear force under START II, the 
United States will rely more heavily on sub
marine launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs). 
Terminating D-5 missile production now 
would have the following adverse con
sequences: 

The D-5 missile production requested for 
FY 94 and FY 95 is required to equip the ten 
Atlantic SSBNs scheduled to carry D-5 mis
siles, of which five are now operational and 
the remainder are in various stages of con
struction. Continued production in these 
years will be needed even if we were to re
duce the number of operational tests to 
below currently accepted levels. D-5 procure
ment in FY 96 and beyond depends upon fu
ture judgments regarding overall Trident 
submarine force size, the possible D-5 retro
fit of G-4 missiles now carried by older Tri
dent submarines, and the size of the oper
ational test program. 

Modifying the submarines under construc
tion-as some have suggested-to carry G-4 
missiles would leave us with brand new 
SSBNs carrying an aging, less capable mis
sile whose service life is limited. 

Terminating D-5 missile production now 
would shut down the only operating strate
gic ballistic missile production line in the 
United States. Sustaining a low rate of D-5 
production, and the associated industrial and 
technology bases, provide a key and unique 
hedge against future uncertainties. 

Finally, ending production would also 
eliminate incentives for Russia to imple
ment both START I and START II. While we 
are optimistic that START I and II will ulti-

mately enter into force, it is highly pre
mature and unwise to make force structure 
decisions now-such as stopping D-5 missile 
production-based on that optimism. 

Continued D-5 production is, therefore, es
sential to the future health of our deterrent 
capability. I strongly urge your continued 
support for this critical program. 

LES ASPIN. 

EXHIBIT 2 
THE CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF, 

Washington, DC, July 27, 1993. 
Hon. SAM NUNN, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: As .we near markup of 

the President's FY 1994 Defense Budget, 
some in Congress are questioning the need 
for continued production of the TRIDENT II 
(D-5) missile. I strongly support D-5 produc
tion and urge your support of this critical 
strategic program. 

The D-5 missile on TRIDENT submarines 
will be the backbone of US strategic deter
rent forces in the START II environment. 
START II negotiations eliminated MIRVed 
land-based missiles and shifted 50 percent of 
the deterrent burden to the survivable and 
more stabilizing sea-based leg of the TRIAD. 

D-5 missiles are required for equipping, 
testing certification, and logistic support of 
the 10 Atlantic Ocean TRIDENT submarines 
(the last 4 of which are still under construc
tion). These submarines were designed to 
carry the D-5 and, with a minimum 30-year 
hull life, will constitute the heart of our 
strategic force structure when START II 
takes effect. If funding for D-5 production is 
discontinued now, we must either send sub
marines to sea with empty tubes or conduct 
costly modifications to the Atlantic Ocean 
TRIDENT submarines to carry the older and 
less capable G-4 missile, which has a limited 
service life. Either option impacts oper
ational flexibility and creates significant in
efficiencies in our strategic program. 

I do not support the proposal to renego
tiate the terms of the START II Treaty with 
Russia to allow either country to decrease 
the number of missiles carried by a sub
marine. The Russians have already indicated 
there are parts of the Treaty they would like 
to renegotiate. Our goal of early ratification 
and entry into force of START I and II would 
be undercut if negotiations were reopened 
with little certainty of where they might 
lead. 

I believe that production of the D-5 should 
not be prematurely terminated. The vast 
majority of the TRIDENT investment is be
hind us, and procuring the remaining mis
siles for Atlantic Ocean TRIDENT sub
marines will ensure a credible detterent 
force well into the 21st century. 

I appreciate your support for continued D-
5 production. 

Sincerely, 
COLIN L. POWELL, 

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

EXHIBIT 3 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 

U.S. STRATEGIC COMMAND, 
OFFUTT AIR FORCE BASE, NE, 

June 30, 1993. 
Hon. SAM NUNN, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In anticipation of the 

FY94 Defense Budget mark-up, I would like 
to offer my observations regarding TRIDENT 
II submarines and missiles. 

For the post-START strategic force, the 
TRIDENT II submarine and D-5 missile will 

remain a critical element. Terminating D-5 
missile production now, as some have sug
gested, would force a choice between two 
equally undesirable options: (1) fill only a 
portion of the missile tubes on the TRIDENT 
submarines currently under construction; or 
(2) modify these new submarines to carry 
older G-4 missiles. 

As to the first option, START requires 
counting all SSBN missile tubes, whether 
they contain a missile or not. If D-5 missile 
production is halted now, the Navy may be 
forced to field new TRIDENT II submarines 
with only 12 missiles while, in order to com
ply with START II, attributing 24 missiles to 
each TRIDENT II boat. With fewrer missiles 
per boat, more warheads would have to be 
loaded on the existing missiles, incurring se
vere operational drawbacks in terms of sur
vivability and targeting flexibility. 

The second option, modifying the new sub
marines to carry G-4 missiles, would likely 
cost as much as procuring the additional 
D-5's. Further, it would result in new SSBNs 
carrying an aging, less capable missile. 

For these reasons, I conclude that FY94 
budget proposal for D-5 production funding 
is essential to the U.S. strategic deterrent 
capability. I ask your support for these criti
cal programs. 

Warm regards, 
GEORGE L. BUTLER, 

General, USAF Commander in Chief. 

EXHIBIT 4 
BRITISH DEFENCE STAFF WASHINGTON, 

Washington, DC, July 28, 1993. 
Hon. SAM NUNN. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN. A paper was cir
culated to members of Congress recently by 
the British American Security Information 
Council ("Trident Termination: British Pro
gram No Barrier"). I would like to correct 
the seriously misleading impressions about 
the British Trident missile procurement 
which this paper contains. 

Firstly, the paper suggests that because 
the UK has ordered sufficient missiles to 
meet its current requirement, there would be 
no impact on the UK if US missile produc
tion were to terminate early. This is wrong. 
The construction of British Trident sub
marines will continue until around the end 
of the decade, and a significant number of 
our remaining missile inventory remains to 
be purchased. On current plans the UK would 
not complete its missile procurement for an
other 4 to 6 years. Any radical change in US 
missile procurement would have significant 
implications for the UK's ability to fund 
other defence commitments. 

Secondly, the paper suggests that the UK 
may be paying less than the full cost of Tri
dent missiles. This, too, is wrong. Under the 
terms of the international agreement gov
erning British procurement of Trident mis
siles and associated equipment from the US, 
all purchases are made under joint US/UK 
contracts. Common prices and conditions 
apply irrespective of which country receives 
the missiles or equipment. There is no dif
ferentiation. In addition to these basic costs, 
the UK pays an additional administrative 
surcharge on all its purchases. The full cost 
of the missile procurement programme
whether US or UK-is reflected in full in es
timates published by the two Governments 
each year and subject to normal audit proce
dures. 

Far from increasing US costs this highly 
successful transatlantic cooperation has re
duced costs of Trident missiles to both coun
tries. 

Yours sincerely, 
SIMON WEBB, 

Minister, Defence Materiel. 
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Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I will 

not belabor this amendment much 
longer, but I do want to respond to 
some of the things the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia, the chairman of 
the committee, has said that I think 
deserve a response. 

First of all, not one of the letters 
from the President, Secretary of De
fense, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, or 
General Butler, who is commanding of
ficer of the strategic command, not one 
of those letters said that doing what I 
am suggesting we do and save $10 bil
lion would jeopardize our strategic 
forces one iota. 

The reason they do not make that ar
gument is because it would not. We do 
not lose militarily. This is a very im
portant point. We lose nothing mili
tarily by putting 8 warheads on 12 mis
siles rather than 4 warheads on 24 mis
siles. Nobody argues that. 

Number two, to suggest that the Rus
sians would probably not agree to this 
because it would reopen the whole 
thing, I understand why that argument 
would be made but I simply strongly 
disagree. 

Mr. NUNN. If the Senator will yield 
on that point, I do not think I made 
that argument. I did not try to make 
that argument. The Russians might 
agree to this, but they would want 
something in return. 

For instance, what the Russians want 
now from us is they want us to relax 
the conventional forces agreement 
which basically, as the Senator well 
knows, tells where they can deploy 
their conventional military forces. 
They want to move more conventional 
forces into the regions where they have 
had conflict-for instance, the Arme
nia-Azerbaijan region. That is an area 
in which they want to move. They 
want to move forces closer to the bor
der areas. They have areas where we 
are trying to work with other coun
tries to bring about an end to ethnic 
hostilities. 

So I am not saying the Russians will 
not agree. I think there is a strong 
chance they might agree in exchange 
for some other things, and it is those 
"other things" that we do not know. I 
cannot predict what they would do. My 
guess is though they would want some 
substantial changes in the CFE agree
ment and perhaps in the START agree
ment for their own purposes. I think 
the last thing we want to do right now 
though is make major changes in the 
CFE agreement that would heighten 
the problem with possibilities of really 
very large conflict in the former Soviet 
Union. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, let me 
say to the Senator from Georgia that 
we are talking about apples and or
anges now when we talk about the 
CFE, the Conventional Forces Europe 

Treaty, and the START Treaty. The 
CFE Treaty deals with conventional 
forces. The START Treaty deals with 
strategic forces. 

I agree with the Senator from Geor
gia that the Russians might want 
something in exchange, but so far as I 
am concerned, if I were a negotiator, I 
would say to them, "The CFE agree
ment is not at issue here. What is at 
issue here is the START Treaty and 
the ability for us to make a savings of 
$10 billion, some of which, incidentally, 
Russia, we might be willing to share 
with you." They want American aid. 

If I were our START negotiator and I 
went there and I said, "How about you 
all agreeing to the Bumpers amend
ment," and they said, "Well, we will do 
that if you will let us move more tanks 
down closer to where the fighting be
tween the Armenians and Azerbaijanis 
is taking place," "No dice. If you want 
to negotiate that separately, we will 
get the CFE negotiator over here, but 
do not mix that up with this." 

Number two, my father taught me 
you do not ever get anything unless 
you try. It seems to me the defense 
against this amendment is we should 
not even try to save $10 billion, not 
even broach the subject with the Rus
sians for fear they might want some
thing in exchange. Well, let them ask. 
It might be something that would 
strengthen the treaty from our stand
point. But when you talk about reach
ing 1,728 warheads and how you do it, 
what possible difference could that 
make to the Russians? I am not saying 
that they would not object. But if you 
walk into the grocery store and you 
buy $2 worth of groceries and you give 
the guy a $20 bill and you say, "Would 
you give me two 5's and eight l's in
stead of a 10 and a 5 and three l's," and 
the clerk says, "Certainly, I would be 
happy to," what does he care as long as 
he gives me $18 change? And so here it 
is the same thing. 

Let me make a very salient point. As 
a matter of fact, I do not know of a 
point I could make that I think is any 
greater. I think the Russians would 
jump on this like a chicken after a 
Junebug, and here is why. 

But before I tell you why, let me tell 
you why I think we negotiated for four 
warheads per missile instead of eight. 
Two reasons; one, as long as you put 
four warheads on instead of eight, you 
need more missiles. The more missiles 
you need, the longer you can keep that 
line open. 

Now, Mr. President, you are looking 
at a Senator who is not very impressed 
with that bottom-up review I have been 
hearing so much about. I do not think 
we need 12 aircraft carriers. And I do 
not think we need 8 warheads on all 
these missiles. But I think the reason 
we negotiated, it was not only to keep 
the missile line open, but the other 
reason we did it, because I know how 
the military thinks, as long as they 

have 24 missiles on every submarine 
with 4 warheads, any time there is a 
crisis, a breach of relations between 
the United States and Russia, they can 
upload every one of those 24 missiles 
back to 8 warheads, and instead of 1, 728 
warheads, they have 3,456 warheads. I 
know how they think. 

But the Russians are not stupid. 
They know that, too. And do you know 
one of the biggest problems Boris 
Yeltsin has had with his Parliament on 
the START II Treaty? This very propo
sition. 

Let me read a little something here 
from a CBO report. I want you all to 
know I have read this sucker from 
cover to cover, and that is not one 
night's reading. Listen to this. This is 
on page 77 of the CBO study on Trident 
force options dated July 1993, 2 months 
ago, less than 2 months ago. Here is 
what they say: 

Second, it could be difficult for Moscow to 
argue that filling tubes with concrete is not 
a verifiable method given that the United 
States accepted the Russian proposal to con
vert its SS-18 silos for use by smaller mis
siles by partially filling them with concrete. 

We agreed to let them fill their SS-18 
silos with concrete to put in a smaller 
missile. 

They have their own detubing and we 
have already agreed. 

Third, Yeltsin might be willing to consider 
detubing if curtailing the D-5 arsenal could 
help him get the START II treaty ratified by 
a skeptical Russian parliament. Detubing 
might modify some hard line critics of the 
treaty who argue that it is too favorable to 
the United States because it forces Russia to 
eliminate the core of its nuclear arsenal
that is, its large multiple warhead ICBM'&
without limiting the strength of the United 
States arsenal. 

It goes on. It says: 
Indeed, some Russian deputies in the par

liament have complained about the ease 
with which the United States could upload 
its SLBM's. 

Their fears are justified. I am as cer
tain as I am of my name that the rea
son we negotiated for four warheads 
per missile instead of eight was pre
cisely for that reason. They may be 
hardliners, and they may be Com
munist, but they "ain't" stupid. They 
know exactly why we wanted four war
heads on a missile. 

That is the reason I think they would 
jump on it like a chicken after a 
Junebug and say, you bet you. 

Mr. President, how is this going to be 
verified? I will tell you. The Russians 
call up and they say, "We will be there 
in 24 hours. We want to look over your 
submarines. We want to be sure there 
are only 4 warheads under each nose 
cone." We have to open it up and let 
them look. 

If you adopt the Bumpers amend
ment, you do not change one word of 
the treaty. They call, and they say, 
"We will be there within 24 hours to 
make sure you put concrete in 12 of 
those tubes." Come on. You are wel
come. 
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So if verification is no argument, you 

will have to verify what is on these 
submarines either on the nose cone or 
whether we have detubed and put con
crete in 12 of those missile tubes. 

Mr. President, let me go to another 
point here. The argument is made here 
that we are going to have to reopen
even the President of the United States 
and the Secretary of Defense all made 
the same argument-that we are going 
to have to go back to the Russians, and 
the Kazakhs, and the Belarussians, and 
so on, and renegotiate the whole thing. 
That is going to open Pandora's box. 

No. 1, I do not think it would take 30 
days to change a couple of paragraphs 
of that treaty and save the U.S. tax
payers $10 billion without sacrificing 
one iota of strategic defense. 

But No. 2, same CBO study. You do 
not have to alter the START II treaty. 
Listen to this. I especially want the at
tention of my distinguished Senator 
from Georgia on this. Here is what the 
CBO report says. It is rather lengthy. I 
hope I could have his attention. 

If detubing can be viewed as an issue of 
eliminating launchers, formal changes to the 
START Treaty itself may not be required
may not be required. 

Instead, the procedures for launcher elimi
nation established in the conversion or 
elimination protocol could be altered by the 
Joint Commission established to implement 
START. That is the Joint Compliance and 
Inspection Commission. Indeed the text of 
the protocol obligates the parties to use this 
Commission for changes that "May be nec
essary to improve the viability or effective
ness of the treaty," rather than resort to for
mal amendments but only as long as those 
changes "do not affect the substantive rights 
or obligations of the parties." 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield briefly? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Yes. 
Mr. NUNN. I say to the Senator, the 

President of the United States has said 
the treaty would have to be renegoti
ated. The Secretary of Defense has said 
the treaty would have to be renegoti
ated. The U.S. Secretary of State has 
said the treaty would have to be re
negotiated. All of this is a matter of 
public record. 

If the Bumpers amendment were to 
pass, and we were to have a change, is 
the Senator serious in thinking or be
lieving that our negotiators could go 
over there and say, "Wait a minute. We 
have read a CBO report, and notwith
standing what the Secretary of State 
said, the Secretary of Defense, and the 
President, about their treaty having to 
be renegotiated, we made these 
changes, we are relying on CBO, the 
Congressional Budget Office. We think 
they are right now and we have all 
changed our mind." 

And the Russians would say, 
"Whoops, we will go along with that. 
That is CBO. They are a powerful out
fit. We believe they are right. We think 
you were probably originally wrong 
when you made that statement. Maybe 
the CBO has something they know that 

the State Department, Defense Depart
ment, and the White House don't know, 
but it is too late now when you have 
the President of the United States and 
all of these people on record saying 
that this kind of fundamental change 
that would require renegotiation to 
hold up the CBO report and say it 
could." 

I mean that is an interesting point, I 
say to my friend from Arkansas. But it 
has no practical application. 

Mr. BUMPERS. The CBO has nothing 
to do with it. CBO is not a negotiator. 
CBO is not even a player. The CBO re
port is nothing in the world but a dis
cussion most factually of what is in
volved here. 

Mr. NUNN. Correct. 
Mr. BUMPERS. CBO says you may be 

able to amend the treaty this way. But 
I will tell you what it does say. It says 
that the START treaty itself provides 
for the Joint Compliance and Inspec
tion Commission to deal with precisely 
the thing I am talking about here. CBO 
has nothing to do with it. 

All I am saying is the President 
could call Boris Yeltsin on the phone. I 
assume he would answer. And he would 
say, "Mr. President, we have this little 
problem. We have a chance to save $10 
billion here if we could make a couple 
of changes in the START treaty. But if 
you would rather not address it in the 
START treaty, we could take it up 
with the Joint Commission and you 
could come before the Joint Commis
sion and complain or object if you want 
to." 

That is another method of doing it. 
"We will negotiate with you directly or 
we will go to the Joint Commission." 

There is something else that I would 
say if I were the President. If Yeltsin 
said, "I do not know about that." I 
would say, "Mr. President"-to 
Yeltsin-"you did it in a similar al
most identical way in implementing 
the INF Treaty, the Intermediate Nu
clear Forces Treaty." 

We had the same kind of commission. 
We used it time and time again instead 
of going back to the negotiations with 
the Russians and resolved every single 
dispute with that commission. 

Mr. NUNN. I say to my friend from 
Arkansas, I think if President Clinton 
did call President Yeltsin and said, 
"We believe, or we had believed, Mr. 
President, that we had to renegotiate 
this but if you renegotiate under the 
terms of the treaty-we have said that 
publicly-but if you will agree to go 
back to this commission, we won't 
have to renegotiate it." 

I think the first thing President 
Yeltsin would say is, "I've enough 
problems with my Parliament now. 
They ratified this treaty. Now, do you 
believe that we really need an amend
ment, and you are going to bypass our 
Parliament, you are going to bypass 
the Senate which has ratified it, and 
simply go over and renegotiate it?" 

I say to the Sena tor, I think the CBO 
points may have been interesting at 
one point in time. But that horse is out 
of the barn. 

Mr. BUMPERS. This study by CBO 
was compiled long after the ST ART II 
treaty was negotiated. 

Mr. NUNN. It was out of the barn be
fore they ever started looking at the 
barn then because at that stage when 
the President of the United States has 
said this requires an amendment to the 
treaty, we are not going to be able ba
sically in this body-is this body going 
to accept that? 

Mr. BUMPERS. He misspoke because 
he indicated that this is the only way 
we could do this. And I am saying it is 
not the only way. It is not the only 
way just because CBO says it. It is a 
fact that the Commission was set up in 
the treaty itself to deal with precisely 
this kind of thing. 

Mr. NUNN. Is the Senator saying 
that the treaty that has been ratified 
by the U.S. Senate-basically we are 
going to allow this kind of bypassing of 
the treaty process? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Absolutely. We did it 
time and time again on the Intermedi
ate Nuclear Forces Treaty. That Com
mission made change after change 
after change when we brought it up to 
them. 

Mr. NUNN. To the treaty or to the 
in~erpretation? 

Mr. BUMPERS. If there was any 
question about it, but this Commission 
could actually decide that as long as 
we were within the 1,728 warhead level, 
and the Russians did not object, we 
could go right now to 8-missile war
heads, on 12 missiles per submarine. 

I promise you. And I will tell you 
something else. If I were the President 
of the United States and I called Boris 
Yeltsin, I would say: Mr. President, 
here is the proposition. And then after 
I gave him the proposition, I would 
say: You know, you have some 
hardliners in your Parliament, and 
Boris would say: Tell me all about it. I 
know I have hardliners in my Par
liament. And he would say: You re
member how they squawked because in 
the START agreement you allowed us 
to put 4 warheads on each of 24 mis
siles? And the reason they squawked 
was because they knew we could upload 
those warheads in nothing flat. Here is 
our deal: We will opt for 12 missiles 
with 8 warheads and put concrete up 
there so we cannot upload. And your 
hardliners ought to love that, and you 
will save us $10 billion. 

Mr. NUNN. The Senator has a much 
greater sense of anxiousness for coun
tries all over the world to save us 
money than I do. I say to the Senator 
that here is a set of questions for the 
administration from the House Armed 
Services Committee on arms control 
implications of the ballistic missile 
submarines, July 1993. 
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Question to the administration: 
Is it possible for an SLBM detubing proce

dure to be negotiated without reopening the 
START treaties? 

Answer from our administration: 
The procedures for removing launchers 

from accountability are found in the conver
sion or elimination protocol of the START I, 
which is an integral part of the START I 
Treaty. Any change to that would require 
agreement of the five START I parties: 
Belarus, Kazakhstan, Russia, United States, 
and Ukraine. If such a change offered sub
stantive rights and obligations, the change 
could only be made by amendment, which 
would require not only agreement, but also 
ratification by the five parties to START I. 
For example, while it is impossible to state 
for certain in the absence of a formal pro
posal, incapacitating tubes rather than re
moving them would almost certainly be a 
change involving substantive rights and obli
gations. 

Senator, this is as close as it gets. 
Mr. BUMPERS. That is an opinion 

like the CBO's. 
Mr. NUNN. The only difference is 

they are not the executive branch of 
Government. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Who is answering the 
question? 

Mr. NUNN. The Clinton administra
tion. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I promise you they 
do not want it, because they are nego
tiating something that will allow us to 
upload in case of a crisis. I am telling 
you that we lose nothing if we really 
are sincere about the START Treaty. 
We lose nothing strategically, mili
tarily, by doing what I am proposing to 
do and will save ourselves $10 billion. I 
do not care whether the Russians and 
the Kazakhs want to save us $10 billion 
or not. I can tell you the folks in Ar
kansas are depending on me to save all 
the money I can. 

Mr. NUNN. Senator, as I said, even if 
they agreed, it is fundamentally 
against our national security interest 
to make this kind of change. As I said, 
and General Butler, the head of strate
gic command, said, it limits the flexi
bility, the targeting, and limits the 
overall space in which our Trident sub
marines will be operating, not just this 
year but next year, 5, 10, 15, 20 years 
from now. None of us know what will 
happen in the future. This is fundamen
tally against our national security in
terests according to all of the military 
experts, even if all of those people 
agree. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Let me ask you this, 
Senator. You made a statement. Why 
is this against our national security in
terest? 

Mr. NUNN. I read the letter from 
General Butler which said basically 
that this kind of proposal would limit 
the flexibility of targeting. As I ex
plained a few minutes ago, when you 
put eight warheads on one missile as 
opposed to four, and you have to shoot 
those warheads, the targeting has to be 
within a certain geographic zone. If 
you have two packages of four each, 
you have two zones. You have much 

more flexibility of targeting. So it lim
its our targeting flexibility. 

It limits the range of the missile 
when you put on more warheads; the 
missile goes a shorter distance. This 
means the Trident boa ts have to be 
closer to the target. That means there 
is less ocean for them to operate in, 
and they themselves are more vulner
able. 

The Senator may be able to tell me 
no one in the world is ever going to try 
to make our submarines vulnerable. We 
have Russian scientists right now who 
say they spent 10, 15 years-and even 
one Russian scientist says they devel
oped a technique so they would be able 
to detect our submarines. I would 
think, Senator, if we are going to make 
our submarines more vulnerable, it 
ought to be done under great care and 
circumstances. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Senator, you know 
we are going to have 18 submarines 
with 1,728 warheads. What on Earth 
does that have to do with the debate? 

Mr. NUNN. I will repeat. If you have 
eight warheads on a missile, that mis
sile has shorter range. It will not go as 
far as when you have four warheads on 
a missile. Therefore, if you get into 
any kind of crisis, whetlier 5 years or 10 
years from now, or even if you are op
era ting in a state of hostility, you have 
to have your submarines operating 
closer to the adversary, in closer prox
imity. 

That means that anyone trying to 
make your submarines vulnerable can 
draw a map on the ocean and say we do 
not have to look in nearly as much of 
the ocean, because they have a limited 
range, and they have to be closer to the 
target. So that is why it limits the 
flexibility. I am not saying that is 
going to happen 2 years or 3 years from 
now. It has been the case for the last 
25, 30 years, and we have tried to open 
up as much of the ocean as possible. 

The Trident submarines, the mis
siles, the things we have designed have 
been trying to open up the oceans. Now 
we put a lot of warheads on for eco
nomic purposes. But many people de
bated whether that was wise. There 
were many who believed we should 
have less warheads or less warheads per 
missile tube, more submarines, cheaper 
submarines. That argument lost, and 
those who favored less boats-we used 
to have 40, 45 boats; now we have 18. So 
that in itself means that we have less 
targets, and now we are moving less 
warheads per tube. 

Thankfully, this is not an arms con
trol environment. The other side is 
doing it, too. That gives us more flexi
bility and makes targeting more dif
ficult. 

That is what I mean by our own na
tional security. It may be at some 
point we should move in the direction 
the Senator wants to. The world may 
be different. But at this juncture, I 
think it is adverse to our national se-

curity interests to move in that direc
tion. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Let me say--
Mr. NUNN. A part of the CBO report 

that was not quoted by the Senator is 
on page xix of the CBO report, in the 
summary that the Senator referred to. 

Mr. BUMPERS. What page are you 
on? 

Mr. NUNN. Page xix, under the sec
tion called "Effects on Cost and Capa
bility." 

Mr. BUMPERS. OK. 
Mr. NUNN. At the top of page xix, 

the right-hand column. 

Option 4, however, raises important con
cerns about timing. If the United States and 
Russia cannot reach an agreement over the 
next 18 months to allow detubing, this op
tion would terminate D-5 procurement be
fore detubing was accepted as a permissible 
method for meeting the limits of the START 
II treaty. 

If subsequent negotiations fail, the United 
States, having terminated the D-5 program, 
would be unable to deploy about 500 of the 
1,750 SLBM warheads that would be per
mitted by START II. 

I understand that was the Senator's 
proposal at one point, and he is now 
saying let us negotiate first. I think 
his amendment, which we are dealing 
with, has addressed this problem. You 
are saying go out and negotiate it first 
before you do it. 

But if we do not reach that conclu
sion to terminate that Trident line, it 
would have the result that the CBO it
self points out. 

Mr. BUMPERS. In a briefing by the 
Navy of congressional staffers, the 
Navy said that detubing submarines 
and putting 12 missiles with 8 warheads 
each on them will not change our sail
ing orders, our modus operandi, one 
whit. 

I have to ask, who are we trying to 
get close to? These are the same argu
ments I listened to ever since I have 
been in the Senate, when the Soviets 
were considered to be coming up the 
Potomac River any day getting us. We 
spent $2 or $3 trillion during the 
eighties, quite certain that whole thing 
was going to happen any minute. 

I never bought into that, and the 
Senator from Georgia knows this is not 
the first time I tried to bring a little 
sanity to the Defense Department. 

But here we are now. The cold war is 
supposed to be over. We are supposed to 
be friends with our former enemies. 
Yet we do not dare approach them 
about a proposition which cannot pos
sibly make any difference to them stra
tegically and cannot possibly make 
any difference to us strategically, if 
the Navy told the staffers correctly 
when they said this does not make one 
iota of difference. 

Here you have a chance not only to 
bring sanity to it as you reduce from 
5,200 to 1,728; you have a chance to save 
money. 

Why is it we always wanted the cold 
war over? 
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No. 1, we wanted a good night's sleep; 

and No. 2, we wanted to save billions of 
dollars that we had been squandering 
not just on strategic, but conventional 
forces, too. 

Here you have one of the most beau
tiful opportunities you will ever have 
to maintain everything you want stra
tegically and save $10 billion at the 
same time. 

I know everybody wants to go home, 
and I do not want to belabor this. Mo
mentarily, I am going to withdraw the 
amendment. 

I will ten · you why I offered the 
amendment. It is complex, and unless 
Senators hear the debate, I know how 
they are going to vote. So I am going 
to do my best to enlighten the Mem
bers of the Senate. I have been working 
on this for a year. I am going to do my 
very best between now and in the ap
propriations process on defense to en
lighten Senators as to what we are 
talking about, and the ability to save a 
lot of money. 

If I get the opportunity, I am also 
going to try to enlighten the President 
about what is involved. 

It makes no earthly sense to say we 
should not even try-should not even 
try-to save $10 billion. 

As far as the Brits are concerned, let 
them order all the D-5's they want. 

But to us, what is the purpose of the 
START treaty? I could not care less in 
the START treaty, if it does not mean 
we bring some stability to the nuclear 
forces of the world-namely, Russia 
and the United States-and save a bun
dle of money. They need to save it 
worse than we do. God knows, they 
ought to understand our argument that 
we are trying to save $10 billion. 

So, Mr. President, with that-I do 
not want to cut off the debat~I am 
prepared to withdraw the amendment. 

Did the Senator from South Carolina 
wish to speak? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from South Caro
lina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, as I 
understand, the Senator is withdraw
ing his amendment? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Yes. 
Mr. THURMOND. After all that big 

speech he made, he is going to with
draw his amendment? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I am bursting to hear 
what the Senator from South Carolina 
says. I postpone withdrawing the 
amendment until we hear his eloquent 
voice. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
want to read from a letter from the 
President. 

Unfortunately, a U.S. proposal along these 
lines would open a Pandora's box in terms of 
inviting counterproposals by our START 
partners for relief from other treaty dis
mantlement requirements they find onerous. 
If the United States were to ask Russia, 
Ukraine, Belarus and Kazakhstan for permis
sion to revise or eliminate the strict START 
SLBM launcher elimination procedures, each 

of these states would likely demand a quid 
pro quo in areas under both ST ART and CFE 
where they are already pressing us to sim
plify or waive weapons elimination require
ments. The result would be an unraveling of 
the meticulously negotiated dismantlement 
procedures contained in both accords, with 
an attendant degradation in the 
irreversibility of these agreements. 

This is like the amendment the Sen
ator from Arkansas offered last year; 
he was not able to convince the Senate 
to approve it last year, and he should 
not now. This amendment would termi
nate the program with a total of 235 
Trident missiles. But the Navy has to 
have 188 for tests and logistics over the 
33-year life of the Trident force. That 
leaves 47 missiles, less than 2 boats. 
Mr. President, 8 of the 10 Trident sub
marines will have no missiles. Even if 
the Navy were to deploy all the test 
missiles in the submarines, there are 
only enough for seven boats. So we 
would retire three brand-new boats 
now, and one more each 4 years start
ing in 1995. Mr. President, this is the 
most precipitate and thoughtless disar
mament that this body has ever consid
ered. 

What the Navy has asked for is to 
build 193 more missiles at an efficient 
rate, and then to decide in 1996 whether 
or not to modify or backfit the eight 
older boats for the D-5 missile. The op
tions are not attractive: It will cost $14 
billion to upgrade the old missile to 
last the lifetime of the submarines. Mr. 
President, I submit that is not money 
wisely spent. 

But the Senator from Arkansas has 
an alternative proposal: He would have 
the Navy put the Trident to sea with 
only half its missiles. Well, this is even 
worse. We would have to abandon a 
Trident submarine every 2 years. 

Some have suggested that since these 
boa ts would only be half loaded, they 
would only count as half as many 
launchers under START. Mr. Presi
dent, that is illegal; START counts all 
Trident boats as having 24 launchers. 
There is no provision for detubing. We 
would have to renegotiate START-a 
very bad idea, because Ukraine and 
Kazakhstan, and even the Russian Leg
islature have been pushing to renego
tiate. I assure the gentleman from Ar
kansas that we do not want to go down 
that road. 

This amendment would unilaterally 
force the United States to go down to 
START II levels, regardless of what 
Russia and the other former Soviet 
states do. The United States would go 
to ST ART II levels even before the 
Russians have gone to START I. We 
would have removed the primary incen
tive for the former Soviets to disarm. 
And we would have disarmed ourselves. 

Mr. President, I want to read further 
from a letter from the President to me 
dated August 2, 1993: 

During floor debate on the fiscal year 1994 
defense authorization bill, an amendment 
may be offered to delete further funding for 

procurement of Trident D-5 submarine
launcher ballistic missiles. I wanted to ad
vise you that I would be strongly opposed to 
such an amendment. 

I agree with the President. I support 
the President. And I urge my col
leagues to defeat the amendment. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I want 
to say to the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina, he should save all 
the eloquence and all the ideas he was 
getting ready to talk about, because we 
are going to talk about it again when 
it comes up on the appropriations bill, 
and at that time the amendment is not 
going to be withdrawn. 

With that, Mr. President, I withdraw 
the amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the amend
ment will be withdrawn. 

So, the amendment (No. 859) was 
withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 858 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The pending business is the 
amendment by Senator WARNER num
bered 858. 

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, earlier 
in the day the Senator from Virginia, 
together with Senator SIMON, Senator 
ROBB, and Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN, 
sent to the desk an amendment which 
is now numbered 858. At this time I 
withdraw that amendment-ask unani
mous consent that amendment be with
drawn. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the amend
ment is withdrawn. 

The amendment No. 858 is with
drawn. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, what I 
want to do is couple together in the 
RECORD what I am about to do with the 
earlier remarks so anyone studying the 
RECORD can have a sequence here, so 
they can follow what has been done. 

What I propose to do now is send to 
the desk an amendment which in a 
sense is in the nature of a substitute 
for the previous amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 860 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

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

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER]. 

for himself, Mr. SIMON, Mr. ROBB, and Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN, proposes an amendment 
numbered 860. 
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Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

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

the following new section: 
The Secretary of Defense shall review, and 

shall provide a report of such review to the 
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives not later 
than September 24, 1993, a proposed transfer 
of lands under the control of the Secretary of 
the Army, and lands under the control of the 
Secretary of the Navy, locates at Fort Sheri
dan, Illinois, for a parcel of real estate, con
sisting of appropriately 7.1 acres, located in 
Arlington County, Virginia and commonly 
known as the "Twin Bridges" parcel, includ
ing the proposal to utilize the "Twin 
Bridges" parcel for the purpose of construct
ing and operating the National Museum of 
the United States Army, utilizing solely do
nates funds for the construction and oper
ation of such museum. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, what I 
am recommending now to the Senate
and I am informed by the distinguished 
chairman it is acceptable on the major
ity side-is that rather than effect this 
land transfer by law now, we would ask 
the Secretary of Defense and the Sec
retary of the Army to conduct certain 
studies so the Senate has a complete 
assurance that this proposed transfer 
of land is consistent with the wishes of 
the local communities as well as the 
Department of Defense and that the 
Secretary of Defense will take into 
consideration the views of other par
ties. 
It is my hope this public session, of 

course, of the Senate, will serve as no
tice for parties who are interested to 
come forward and express any con
cerns, if there exist any concerns. I am 
advised by the chairman of our sub
committee he will promptly hold a 
hearing to ascertain the propriety of 
such recommendations as may be fur
ther made by the Secretary of Defense 
or the Secretary of the Army and to 
take into consideration concerns of 
any viewpoints that might be incon
sistent with the goals of this substitute 
amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. NUNN. I urge the adoption of the 
substitute amendment-amendment in 
the nature of a substitute that the Sen
ator from Virginia has sent to the 
desk. This would give us some time to 
look into this. I do not think it will 
take a lot of time. We are asking the 
Secretary of Defense to give us a report 
within a very limited period of time. 

I will also, with the Senator from 
Ohio, Senator GLENN, give his sub
committee a chance to look into it and 
determine whether they need any kind 
of a hearing-maybe they will, maybe 
they will not-and also give any par
ties, as the Senator from Virginia has 
noted, opportunity to note any objec-

tions if they have any. It is my hope 
this can be worked out and we will be 
able to accommodate the Senator from 
Virginia and the Senator from Illinois 
and the delegations who are interested 
in seeing this military base be put to 
some use, and are also interested in 
seeing a museum located here in the 
Washington-Virginia area. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent other material be 
printed in the RECORD subsequent to 
the remarks of the Senator from Vir
ginia and the chairman. 

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

SECRETARY OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, DC, September 8, 1993. 

Memorandum for the Secretary of Defense. 
Subject: Proposed Exchange of Portions of 

Fort Sheridan, Illinois, for Property in 
Arlington, Virginia, for the National 
Museum of the U.S. Army-Informa
tion Memorandum. 

The Army has been discussing with Arling
ton County, Virginia, and the cities of High
land Park, Highwood, Lake Forest, and Lake 
County, Illinois, the merits of using a por
tion of Fort Sheridan, Illinois, in a value-for
value exchange for a parcel of land .in Arling
ton County. The Arlington County parcel is 
owned by Equitable Real Estate Manage
ment, Inc. Authorizing legislation, which is 
being sponsored by Arlington County and the 
three Illinois communities and Lake County 
at__Fort Sheridan, is required to provide au
thority for the exchange. 

Fort Sheridan closed June 1, 1993, in ac
cordance with the Base Closure and Realign
ment Act of 1988, and the Army is in the 
process of disposing of the property. To date 
there has been no viable interest for acquisi
tion of the Historic District, other than that 
expressed by Equitable. Disposal and ex
change will expedite the adaptive reuse of 
the Historic District and save the Depart
ment approximately $5.7 million per year in 
maintenance and protection costs. 

Preliminary estimates indicate that the 
two properties are roughly equivalent in 
value. Once the development parameters of 
the Fort Sheridan property have been identi
fied, appraisals will be obtained, and an ex
change agreement negotiated. If the Fort 
Sheridan property is valued at more than the 
Twin Bridges property, Equitable will be re
quired to pay the difference for the exchange 
to occur. 

The Joint Planning Committee at Fort 
Sheridan, composed of elected representa
tives from the three Illinois communities 
and Lake County, is now working on guide
lines governing the reuse proposal by Equi
table. Any development would, of course, be 
subject to restrictive covenants concerning 
the Historic District, and local planning and 
zoning procedures. 

The Army plans to use the Arlington Coun
ty site, formerly the site of the Twin Bridges 
Marriott Hotel, for the construction of the 
National Museum of the U.S. Army. The mu
seum will tell the story of the Army and its 
role in the development of the Nation and be 
a tribute to the American soldier. The Army 
is the only military service without a na
tional museum, and the United States is the 
only one of today's leading powers without a 
national museum for its Army. Construction 
of the museum would be funded by private 
donations. 

The Army began searching for a site in the 
National Capital Region for the National 

Museum of the U.S. Army over ten years 
ago. During this period the Army evaluated 
sites at Fort Myer, Arlington Cemetery, and 
over 50 locations in and around the Washing
ton area. It was during this search that the 
possibility of using the Twin Bridges site 
was raised. However, no appropriated funds 
have been set aside to purchase property for 
the National Museum and the Equitable is 
not amenable to simply donating the prop
erty to the Army. 

Should authorizing legislation be obtained, 
both the Army and Equitable must be satis
fied that the property to be acquired is suit
able for its intended purpose, is economi
cally viable, and environmentally clean. An 
exchange agreement would be negotiated 
only after all of these conditions have been 
satisfied. 

After investigating the potential benefits 
of this exchange both for the Army and for 
the reuse and development of Fort Sheridan, 
we have determined that this exchange is ad
vantageous to the government and also 
meets the desires of the Fort Sheridan com
munities for a reuse plan protecting open 
space and preserving the cultural resources 
of the Historic District. In the event that 
this exchange becomes infeasible, the Army 
will not complete the transaction and will 
proceed with the traditional disposal meth
odology. 

Members of Congress from Virginia and Il
linois are introducing and supporting special 
legislation to authorize this exchange. I will 
keep you informed on the progress of this ac
tion. 

GORDON R. SULLIVAN, 
Acting General. 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF 
DEFENSE, 

Washington, DC, September 8, 1993. 
Memorandum for Special Assistant to the 

Secretary of Defense through the Dep
uty Under Secretary of Defense (Envi
ronmental Security). 

From: Special Assistant to the Deputy Under 
Secretary of Defense (Environmental 
S\'lcurity). 

Subject: Fort Sheridan Land Swap Legisla-
. ti on. 
Purpose: ACTION-to provide information on 

the Fort Sheridan land swap between 
Equitable Real Estate Management 
Inc. and the Army and provide a rec
ommendation relative to special legis
lation seeking authority to exchange 
land rights. 

DISCUSSION 

The Army has been discussing with the 
communities surrounding Fort Sheridan, and 
with Arlington County the merits of a land 
exchange for a 7 .1 acre parcel of land in Ar
lington for 156 acres of Fort Sheridan land. 

Concern arose over this potential deal be
cause of: a perception that the Fort Sheridan 
lakefront land is significantly more valuable 
than land in Arlington with limited commer
cial value; a perception that the Army was 
so eager to build a museum that it is willing 
to make a bad deal; it would take the Fort 
Sheridan property out of the base closure 
disposal procedures; and Arlington County 
might block the museum leaving the Army 
with an unmarketable piece of property. 

However, based on recent developments, we 
should not oppose the proposed legislation 
and, therefore, kill the deal because: the leg
islation is permissive, not mandatory; Ar
lington County has indicated it will not 
block the museum, if parking and traffic 
flow conditions are met; the legislation re
quires Equitable to pay the fair market dif
ference between the Arlington and Fort 
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Sheridan parcels; if we oppose the legisla
tion, we will kill the deal and be back to 
square one at Fort Sheridan (a 1988 base clo
sure site which is costing DoD $5 million per 
year to maintain) opening us up to Chicago 
area criticism that we are thwarting the 
local reuse efforts; and the local planning 
board on Thursday, September 2, 1993, voted 
8-0 to support the proposal. 

RECOMMENDATION 
Do not oppose the legislation because op

posing it would kill a locally supported reuse 
effort. The legislation is permissive and does 
not lock us into a deal. However, OSD should 
closely monitor the future negotiations. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I would 
also like to serve notice we will explore 
openings in this matter, assuming 
there is a sequential flow of actions of 
the Department of Department of De
fense of a more formal nature than 
have taken place thus far, and a hear
ing if necessary by our subcommittee, 
that we might be able to dispose of this 
matter somehow in conference. I will 
address that later. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. If there be no further debate, the 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment (No. 860) was agree 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 861 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk on behalf of 
the Senator from Kansas, Mr. DOLE, 
and the Senator from Massachusetts, 
Mr. KENNEDY, and ask for its imme
diate consideration. 

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

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER] 

for Mr. DOLE, for himself, and Mr. KENNEDY, 
proposes an amendment numbered 861. 

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

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

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

the following new section: 
Of the funds authorized to be appropriated 

in Section 201(1), $2,000,000 shall be available 
to continue the support of advanced laser 
burn treat ment diagnostics and therapeutic 
research under the Army's medical research 
program. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment which would designate $2 
million of the funding authorized in 
this bill for DOD's medical research 
program to continue the vital research 
into advanced laser burn treatment 
diagnostics and therapeutic research. 

Mr. President, burns affect over 1.4 
million Americans annually, almost 40 
percent of whom are children. Addi-

tionally, over 100,000 of these victims 
have severe burns requiring extensive 
hospitalization and treatment. Nearly 
6,000 civilians die from burn injuries 
each year. Hospital stays are lengthy; 
recovery is slow and painful. The eco
nomic cost of these tragedies is stag
gering, exceeding $3.8 billion. 

Burns also affect the national secu
rity of the United States because burn 
trauma is the leading cause of combat 
casualties during armed conflict, ac
counting for approximately 20 percent 
of all military injuries. With advance
ments in modern weaponry, unfortu-

. nately these types of injuries will be
come an even greater problem in mili
tary medicine. 

In 1992, Congress was made aware 
that recent developments in laser med
icine, using so-called smart lasers, had 
led to possible new diagnostics and 
therapeutic treatments for burn vic
tims and significantly higher expecta
tions for success. The Congress in
structed the Department of Defense to 
initiate funding for this work in 1992 on 
a peer-review basis at hospital-based 
institutions which demonstrated exper
tise in medical laser system develop
ment and which were recognized for 
their expertise in the diagnosis and 
treatment of burns. 

This peer-reviewed laser burn pro
gram has been well managed by the De
partment of Defense. It is my under
standing that an innovative applica
tion of smart lasers, robotics, and com
puter-assisted real time imaging has 
created a significant advance in the 
treatment of burn injuries. The pre
vious method entails tremendous loss 
of fluids which must be replaced by 
transfusion, increasing the risk of in
fection, and the area of burn damage 
removal must be covered by skin grafts 
which are often a less than optimal so-
1 u tion. 

The breakthroughs developed by this 
program in burn diagnostics and ther
apy promise a substantial reduction in 
the morbidity and mortality of burns, 
because of the speed of identification of 
the degree of tissue damage, minimal 
loss of fluids and electrolytes, and 
more rapid skin healing. The mini
mized transfusions required with the 
new laser therapy similarly minimize 
the risk of infection with AIDS or hep
a ti tis-B. 

Laser burn therapy will help reduce 
health care costs because much in-pa
tient therapy can be transferred to an 
out-patient arena. Millions of dollars 
will be saved on transfusions, and 
invasive procedures are minimized, 
speeding recovery time. By being able 
to perform diagnostic work more 
quickly and precisely and by being able 
to treat burns precisely and in a mini
mally invasive manner, we can now 
have burn patients up and about much 
quicker and more economically in the 
past. 

The immediate impact of this re
search is the alleviation of some of the 

pain and suffering which attends any 
victim of burn trauma. Beyond that 
immediate reward, the victim's family 
and the American people as a whole 
benefit because of the less costly, 
speedy recovery of victims and the re
duced morbidity and mortality result
ing under the new treatment. 

This program also has the potential 
to involve some of the National Lab
oratories. It is my understanding that 
a CRADA has already been issued to 
help develop the robotics that will be 
necessary to transform this technology 
to private use. The National Labs have 
already converted some of their weap
ons dollars into health care applica
tions since the robotics necessary to 
ready this project for commercializa
tion will be assisted by the Labs. 

Mr. President, this is a classic exam
ple of converting military dollars to a 
commercial application. A technology 
developed for use in the military arena 
has the added advantage of benefiting 
hundreds of thousands of American 
citizens every year. The Congress and 
the Department of Defense should be 
congratulated on the success of this ef
fort to date. 

In terms of funding commitment, the 
dollars allocated to this program are 
insignificant in light of the potential 
benefits of this technology. Very rapid 
strides have been made in the past 
year. This program has enjoyed bipar
tisan support since its inception, and 
that support continues today in the co
sponsorship of this amendment by my 
colleagues from Massachusetts, Sen
ator KENNEDY. 

Mr. President, I am happy to support 
this successful, humanitarian program 
and highly recommend that it be con
tinued. I urge my colleagues to support 
the amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this 
amendment supports a program begun 
in fiscal year 1992 for the more effec
tive treatment of burn injuries. In the 
National Defense Authorization Act for 
fiscal years 1992 and 1993, Congress rec
ognized the importance of developing 
innovative therapies for the diagnosis 
and treatment of these injuries, and 
provided for $1 million in funding for 
each year. This amendment authorizes 
$2 million for the third year of this 
four-year program, with an authoriza
tion of $1 million planned for fiscal 
year 1995. 

Combat burns are a major source of 
military field casualties requiring spe
cialized treatment. With advancements 
in modern weapons, it is an dcipated 
that burns will become an even greater 
problem in military medicine. 

This program, managed by the De
partment of Defense, has made signifi
cant advances in laser medicine that 
promise significantly higher success 
rates in treating these injuries. The 
program is also developing important 
techniques that will be beneficial to ci
vilian burn injuries as well. 
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Each year, approximately 1.5 million 

Americans sustain such injuries, and 
many of them require hospitalization. 
Six thousand persons die from their in
juries. Hundreds of thousands of the 
victims are children, and their recov
ery is slow and painful. The heal th care 
provided for burn patients is expen
sive-requiring nearly $4 billion a year. 

I commend the Department of De
fense for their management of this pro
gram, and I am pleased to join Senator 
DOLE in supporting it. Boston's 
Wellman Laboratories at Massachu
setts General Hospital has received 
some of these funds, and important bio
medical applications have already been 
developed there. 

The Wellman Laboratories is a hos
pital-based, multidisciplinary research 
facility. It has long been recognized as 
one of the world's most preeminent 
laser medicine research laboratories. 
Its innovative applications of lasers for 
medical treatment are widely used 
throughout the world. 

Because of the Wellman Labora
tories' research, some burn-related 
conditions which were once untreat
able now respond to laser treatment. 
Diseases which had required invasive 
surgery and long-term hospital stays 
have been replaced by noninvasive, 
outpatient procedures that reduce hos
pital stays and make it possible for pa
tients to return sooner to their fami
lies and to their jobs. 

This research program serves as a 
model for developing productive part
nerships among industry, academic 
faculties, and the Federal Government 
to expedite the transformation of 
prom1smg research discoveries into 
practical applications. It is also a 
model for faciHtating the transfer of 
research technology to the Armed 
Forces and the private sector. It prom
ises new jobs and a wealth of new op
portunities for business and greater 
competitiveness in domestic and for
eign markets. Governments of other 
nations, including Austria and Ger
many, already have established na
tional centers in laser medicine. De
spite the governmental assistance by 
other countries to their domestic laser 
medicine industries, the United States 
remains the world's undisputed leader 
in this vital area of research. Congress 
and the administration can and should 
help this Nation maintain our lead. 

Laser burn treatment is an excellent 
example of the effective use of defense 
spending to benefit nondefense indus
tries and all Americans. I urge my col
leagues to support this valuable pro
gram. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this is an 
amendment I urge be passed. The Army 
medical laser burn treatment program 
has been a successful program and 
promises to revolutionize the way 
burns are treated. I urge passage. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I urge 
the adoption of the amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. If there be no further debate, the 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment (No. 861) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 862 

(Purpose: To require the administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency to 
establish a program to provide career 
training through the hazardous substance 
research center program of the Environ
mental Protection Agency to qualified 
military personnel and qualified Depart
ment of Energy personnel in order to en
able such individuals to acquire pro
ficiency in hazardous and radioactive 
waste management) 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

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

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER] 
for Mr. DOLE, for himself. Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
and Mr. BURNS proposes an amendment num
bered 862. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 242, after line 19, add the follow

ing: 
SEC. 1067. ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION OPPOR

TUNITIES PROGRAM. 
(a) PROGRAM REQUIRED.-(l)(A) Not later 

than 180 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of Defense, in con
sultation with the Administrator of the EPA 
and the Secretary of Energy. shall establish 
a scholarship program for education and 
training for qualified individuals in order to 
enable such individuals to acquire career 
training in environmental engineering, envi
ronmental sciences, or environmental 
project management in fields related to haz
ardous waste management and cleanup. 

(B) The program established pursuant to 
paragraph (A) may include educational ac
tivities and training related to-

(i) site remediation; 
(ii) site characterization; 
(iii) hazardous waste management; 
(iv) hazardous waste reduction; 
(v) recycling; 
(vi) process and materials engineering; 
(vii) training for positions related to envi

ronmental engineering, environmental 
sciences, or environmental project manage
ment (including training for management 
positions); and 

(viii) environmental engineering with re
spect to the construction of facilities to ad
dress the items described in clauses (i) 
through (vii). 

(C) The program established pursuant to 
paragraph (A) shall include educational ac
tivities designed for personnel participating 

in a program to achieve specialization in the 
following fields: 

(i) Earth sciences. 
(ii) Chemistry. 
(iii) Chemical Engineering. 
(iv) Environmental engineering. 
(v) Statistics. 
(vi) Toxicology. 
(vii) Industrial hygiene. 
(viii) Health physics. 
(ix) Environmental project management. 
(b) FUNDING.-(1) From amounts appro-

priated pursuant to this authority, the Sec
retary of Defense shall award scholarships to 
individuals described in paragraph (g) to at
tend programs at institutions of higher edu
cation at both undergraduate and graduate 
levels which lead to the awarding of an aca
demic degree or a certification that is sup
plemental to an academic degree. 

(C) REPAYMENT.-(1) Any individual receiv
ing educational assistance from the United 
States under the program carried out under 
this section shall agree to pay to the United 
States the total amount of the educational 
assistance provided to the individual by the 
United States under the program, plus inter
est at the rate prescribed in paragraph (4), if 
the individual does not complete the edu
cational program for which the assistance is 
provided. 

(2) If an individual fails to pay to the Unit
ed States the total amount required pursu
ant to paragraph (1), including the interest. 
at the rate prescribed in paragraph (4), the 
unpaid amount shall be recoverable by the 
United States from the individual or his es
tate by-

(A) in the case of an individual who is an 
employee of the United States, set off 
against accrued pay, compensation, amount 
of retirement credit, or other amount due 
the employee from the United States; and 

(B) such other method as is provided by 
law for the recovery of amounts owing to the 
United States. 

(3) The Secretary of Defense may waive in 
whole or in part a required repayment under 
this subsection if the Secretary of Defense 
determines that the recovery would be 
against equity and good conscience or would 
be contrary to the best interests of the Unit
ed States. 

(4) The total amount of educational assist
ance provided to an individual under a pro
gram carried out under subsection (a) shall, 
for purposes of repayment under this section, 
bear interest at the applicable rate of inter
est under section 427A(c) of the Higher Edu
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1077a(c)). 

(d) COORDINATION OF BENEFITS.-Any edu
cational assistance provided to an individual 
under the program carried out under sub
section (a) shall be taken into account in de
termining the eligibility of that individual 
for Federal student financial assistance pro
vided under title IV of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070 et seq.). 

(e) COST AND FUNDING.-(1) The cost of car
rying out the program required by this sec
tion may not exceed $8,000,000 in any fiscal 
year. 

.(f) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-Not later than 
January 1, 1995, the Secretary of Defense. in 
consultation with the Secretary of Energy 
and the Administrator of EPA. shall submit 
to the Congress a report on activities under
taken under the program established under 
this section and recommendations for future 
activities under the program. 

(g) DEFINITIONS.-In this section: 
(1) The term "Administrator" means the 

Administrator of the Environmental Protec
tion Agency. 
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(2) The term "hazardous substance re

search centers" means the hazardous sub
stance research centers described in section 
311(d) of the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9660(d)). Such term includes 
the Great Plains and Rocky Mountain Haz
ardous Substance Research Center, the 
Northeast Hazardous Substance Research 
Center, the Great Lakes and Mid-Atlantic 
Hazardous Substance Research Center, the 
South and Southwest Hazardous Substance 
Research Center, and the Western Region 
Hazardous Substance Research Center. 

(3) The term " hazardous waste" means
(A) waste listed as hazardous waste pursu

ant to subtitle C of the Solid Waste Disposal 
Act (42 U.S.C. 6921 et seq.); 

(B) radioactive waste; and 
(C) mixed waste. 
(4) The term "mixed waste" means waste 

that contains a mixture of waste described in 
subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (3). 

(5) Individuals eligible for training, assist-
ance, and services--

(1) CERTAIN. MEMBERS OF THE ARMED 
FORCES.-A member of the Armed Forces 
shall be eligible for training, adjustment as
sistance, and employment services under 
this section if the member-

(A) was on active duty or full-time Na
tional Guar.d duty on September 30, 1990; 

(B) during the 5-year period beginning on 
that date-

(i) is involuntarily separated (as defined in 
section 1141 of title 10, United States Code) 
from active duty or full-time National Guard 
duty; or 

(ii) is separated from active duty or run
time National Guard duty pursuant to a spe
cial separation benefits program under sec
tion 1174a of title 10, United States Code, or 
the voluntary separation incentive program 
under section 1175 of that title; 

(C) is not entitled to retired or retainer 
pay incident to that separation; and 

(D) applies for such training, adjustment 
assistance , or employment services before 
the end of the 180-day period beginning on 
the date of that separation. 

(2) CERTAIN DEFENSE EMPLOYEES.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), a civilian employee of the 
Department of Defense or the Department of 
Energy shall be eligible for training, adjust
ment assistance, and employment services 
under this section if the employee-

(i) during the 5-year period beginning on 
October 1, 1992, is terminated or laid off (or 
receives a notice of termination or lay off) 
from such employment as a result of reduc
tions in defense spending, as determined by 
the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of 
Energy, except that, in the case of a notice 
of termination or lay off, the eligibility of 
the employee shall not begin until 180 days 
before the projected date of the termination 
or lay off; and 

(ii) is not entitled to retired or retainer 
pay incident to that termination or lay off. 

(B) SPECIAL RULE FOR CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES 
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE EMPLOYED AT 
CERTAIN MILITARY INSTALLA'l'IONS.-

(i) IN GENERAL.-A civilian employee of the 
Department of Defense employed a t a mili
tary installation being closed 01 realigned 
under the laws referred to in clause (ii) shall 
be eligible for training, adjustment assist
ance, and employment services under this 
section beginning on the date on which such 
employee receives actual notice of termi
nation, or the date determined by the Sec
retary of Defense under clause (iii), which
ever occurs earlier. 

(ii) CERTAIN DEFENSE LAWS.-The laws re
ferred to in this clause are-

(!) the Defense Base Closure and Realign
ment Act of 1990 (part A of title XXIX of 
Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note); and 

(II) title II of the Defense Authorization 
Amendments and Base Closure and Realign
ment Act (Public Law 10{}-526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 
note). 

(iii) DATE.- The date determined under 
this clause is the date that is 24 months be
fore the date on which the military installa
tion is to be closed or the realignment of the 
installation is to be completed, as the case 
may be. 

(6) The term "radioactive waste" means 
solid, liquid, or gaseous material that con
tains radionuclides regulated under the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2011 et 
seq.) of negligible economic value (consider
ing the cost of recovery). 

Mr. WARNER. This amendment is 
forwarded also on behalf of Senators 
KASSEBAUM and Senator BURNS. I urge 
its adoption. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge the 
adoption of the amendment. This ex
pands the existing scholarship program 
in the environmental area where the 
United States will need trained profes
sionals in the future. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, when it 
comes to cleaning up our hazardous 
waste sites, we face a major obstacle-
we lack trained professionals. Last 
year, a Department of Energy review 
determined that there is a shortfall of 
over 13,000 scientists, engineers, and 
technicians in the environmental dis
ciplines. This lack of individuals with 
technical expertise hinders the cleanup 
process and the construction of new en
vironmentally safe facilities. 

Mr. President, the amendment I in
troduce today capitalizes upon the 
prior training of men and women with
in the Departments of Defense and En
ergy that have hands-on experience 
dealing with the environmental prob
lems fa,cing our Nation, and who may 
be affected by our continued defense 
drawdown. 

This legislation expands the Depart
ment of Defense's existing scholarship 
program, enabling those individuals to 
obtain scholarships for education in en
vironmental sciences and engineering 
at the 24 universities, in 14 States and 
the District of Columbia, which par
ticipate in the EPA's Hazardous Sub
stance Research Center Program. Upon 
receiving their degrees, these individ
uals will be fully prepared to compete 
for well-paying jobs in the private sec
tor. 

The amendment allows the Depart
ment of Defense, the EPA, and our Na
tion's universities to work together to 
increase the number of individuals 
qualified to address our Nation's envi
ronmental problems. While providing 
technical training for the men and 
women transitioning out of defense-re
lated jobs, we will expand the pool of 
qualified professionals, and expedite 
the environmental cleanup of our haz
ardous substance sites. 

Mr. President, this amendment is one 
I think everyone here can support. 
Now, as with all newly established pro
grams, we may discover some aspects 
of the program that require fine tun
ing, however, this amendment is fis
cally responsible-it is paid for. It is an 
amendment that will ease the transi
tion of, and increases access to higher 
education for our men and women in 
uniform. It is an amendment that will 
make it possible for us to solve the en
vironmental problems, that are facing 
our Nation. I look forward to reviewing 
the Secretary's report on the imple
mentation of the program, and will 
work to ensure that all taxpayers' dol
lars utilized under this program are re
sponsibly and effectively spent. I urge 
my colleagues to join me in supporting 
this amendment. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
support the amendment offered by my 
distinguished colleague, the Repub
lican leader, Senator DOLE. This 
amendment would enable the Sec
retary of Defense to provide funds for 
individuals from the Department of De
fense and the Department of Energy to 
study environmental sciences, an area 
which is in great need of people with 
these types of skills. 

I commend my colleague for his fore
sight in this matter. The amendment 
would address a deficiency, provide 
needed skills in the work force, and be
come an important aspect of defense 
conversion. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. If there be no further debate, the 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment (No. 862) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 863 

(Purpose: To conform the statutory ethics 
requirements affecting Department of En
ergy employees to the Government-wide 
statutory ethics requirements codified at 
18 U.S.C. 207 and 208 and 41 U.S.C. 423) 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, on behalf 

of the Senator from Louisiana, Senator 
JOHNSTON, I send an amendment to the 
desk. 

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

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for 

Mr. JOHNSTON, proposes an amendment num
bered 863. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, reading of the 
amendment will be dispensed with. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 413, after line 18, insert the follow

ing new section: 
SEC. 3139. STANDARDIZATION OF REQUIRE· 

MENTS AFFECTING DEPARTMENT 
OF ENERGY EMPLOYEES. 

· (a) Part A of title VI of the Department of 
Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7211 
through 7218) is repealed. 

(b) The table of contents for the Depart
ment of Energy Organization Act is amended 
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by striking out the matter relating to part A 
of title VI. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, this 
amendment repeals eight sections of 
the Department of Energy Organiza
tion Act (P.L. 95-91) that were enacted 
in 1977 and that deal with conflict-of
interest requirements, financial report
ing requirements, and post-employ
ment restrictions for Departmental 
employees. These sections were en
acted by the Congress prior to passage 
of government-wide ethics require
ments in the Ethics in Government Act 
of 1978, and in some sense served as a 
prototype for these requirements. 
Since the passage of the Ethics in Gov
ernment Act and the Ethics Reform 
Act of 1989, though, the need for spe
cific statutory ethics requirements 
that are different from government
wide requirements and unique to the 
Department of Energy [DOE] has dis
appeared. 

Adoption of the amendment would 
not affect the applicability of govern
ment-wide conflict-of-interest require
ments, financial reporting require
ments, and post-employment restric
tions to DOE employees. These restric
tions, codified in 18 U.S.C. 207 and 208 
and 41 U.S.C. 423, are not affected by 
the amendment and would remain fully 
in force for DOE employees. In fact, 
adoption of the amendment would re
move the rationale for a current ex
emption to government-wide financial 
disclosure requirements (contained at 5 
CFR 2634) that DOE has been granted 
by the Office of Government Ethics. 

This amendment has been cleared by 
the Committee on Governmental Af
fairs. The language of this amendment 
is identical to language approved by 
the Senate in the fiscal year 1992-93 De
partment of Defense authorization bill, 
and Congress has twice enacted into 
law temporary suspensions affecting 
these sections of the Department of 
Energy Organization Act. 

The Department of Energy and the 
administration strongly support this 
amendment, as does the exclusive bar
gaining representative for DOE head
quarters employees, the National 
Treasury Employees Union. Repeal of 
these sections of the Department of 
Energy Organization Act has also been 
recommended by the National Acad
emy of Sciences in its 1992 report on 
"Science and Technology Leadership in 
American Government: Ensuring the 
Best Presidential Appointments." 

I ask unanimous consent that the fol
lowing letter from the Secretary of En
ergy be entered into the RECORD. 

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

THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY, 
Washington, DC, September 10, 1993. 

Hon. J. BENNETT JOHNSTON, 
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Natural 

Resources, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am taking this op

portunity to provide Department of Energy 

views on a proposed amendment to S. 1298, 
the Department of Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 1994. The amendment 
would repeal part A of title VI of the Depart
ment of Energy Organization Act. 

This part imposes unique requirements on 
the Department's employees in the areas of 
conflict-of-interest, financial reporting and 
post-employment contact with the agency. 
Repeal of these requirements simply would 
put the Department on the same basis as 
every other civilian agency with respect to 
these areas. 

The Department of Energy strongly sup
ports this amendment. The language is iden
tical to language approved by the Senate in 
the FY 1992-93 Department of Defense au
thorization bill; and Congress has twice en
acted into law temporary suspensions of 
these provisions. From December 1, 1989 
through May 31, 1991, part A of title VI was 
not in effect. 

The Office of Management and Budget has 
advised that there is no objection to the sub
mission of this letter. 

Sincerely, 
HAZEL R. O'LEARY. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this pro
posed amendment would promote uni
formity in the administration of con
flict-of-interest laws by repealing stat
utes that impose undue requirements 
on the Department of Energy. I urge 
the adoption of the amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there further debate? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
amendment is acceptable to this side. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 
Republican members of the committee 
do not object to the Johnston amend
ment repealing specific conflict-of-in
terest restrictions on Department of 
Energy personnel. These restrictions 
were put into law at a time when there 
were few comprehensive statutes cover
ing all Government employees. Since 
the passage of the Procurement Integ
rity Act, such special coverage is dupli
cative and unnecessary. The Senate al
ready approved the repeal of these pro
visions as part of action taken on the 
Department of Defense Authorization 
bill for fiscal year 1992. It is my hope 
that more comprehensive action rec
onciling duplicative conflict-of-interest 
statutes can be taken in the near fu
ture. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 863) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 864 
(Purpose: To authorize National Guard and 

Reserve aircraft replacement) 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on be

half of Senators STEVENS, BYRD, HAT
FIELD, and INOUYE, I send an amend
ment to the desk to add some $150 mil
lion to the National Guard account to 
be used for updating outdated aircraft. 

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

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER), 
for Mr. STEVENS, for himself, Mr. BYRD, Mr. 
HATFIELD, and Mr. INOUYE, proposes an 
amendment number 864. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, further read
ing of the amendment will be dispensed 
with. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 16 of the bill, "SEC. 106. RESERVE 

COMPONENTS.". is modified by adding at the 
end of the section the following new item: 

"(8) For National Guard aircraft replace-
ment and modernization, $150,000,000." 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I pro
pose this amendment on behalf of my
self and Senators BYRD, HATFIELD, and 
INOUYE. We offer this increase to the 
National Defense Authorization Act to 
provide funds for the National Guard to 
replace and modernize critically need
ed aircraft. 

Numerous recent disasters have high
lighted our Nation's dependence on the 
National Guard in times of emergency. 
In my State, during the Exxon Valdez 
oilspill and through other crises, that 
airlift capability of the National Guard 
has been an irreplaceable component of 
relief efforts. 

The $150 million proposed in this 
amendment would permit the Chief of 
the National Guard Bureau to 
prioritize funding to replace and mod
ernize aircraft in the Army and Air Na
tional Guard and permit the retire
ment of aging aircraft that have little 
safe flying life remaining. 

It is the intention of the sponsors of 
this amendment that these funds be 
authorized in this bill to facilitate the 
appropriation of funds for fiscal year 
1994 to meet critical National Guard re
quirements. 

On behalf of the sponsors of this 
amendment, I want to express our ap
preciation to Chairman NUNN and Sen
ator THURMOND, the ranking minority 
member of the committee, for their 
support of this amendment. They are 
both longstanding advocates for the 
National Guard, and we look forward 
to working with them to ensure that 
the needs of the National Guard across 
the country are addressed by the Con
gress. 

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of 
the amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a letter to 
Senator THURMOND be printed in the 
RECORD. -

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

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 

Washington, DC, September 7, 1993. 
Hon. STROM THURMOND, 
Ranking Minority Member, Committee on Armed 

Services, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR STROM: We are aware that the Na

tional Guard faces the retirement of a num
ber of key cargo and mission support aircraft 
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in the coming years, due to age and safety of 
flight limitations. Recognizing that the De
partment has been slow to meet the equip
ment modernization needs of the National 
Guard, we ask that you consider and accept 
an amendment to the 1994 National Defense 
Authorization Act that would provide an ad
ditional $150 million for National Guard air
craft replacement and modernization. 

We appreciate your concern over the direct 
earmarking of funds for specific aircraft. 
Consequently, we propose that the funds be 
allocated by the Chief of the National Guard 
Bureau to meet the needs of the Army and 
Air National Guard. We would include the 
funds in the same tashion in the FY 1994 De
fense Appropriations bill. 

Recent disasters have illustrated again the 
vital role played by the National Guard in 
every state, and the continuing ability of the 
Guard to provide critical cargo and person
nel transportation in such emergencies is es
sential. 

We appreciate your attention to this mat
ter, and look forward to working with you on 
passage of the 1994 Defense Authorization 
and Appropriations bills. 

With best wishes, 
Sincerely, 

ROBERT C. BYRD. 
TED STEVENS. 
MARK 0. HATFIELD. 
DAN INOUYE. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge the 
adoption of the amendment. I want to 
clarify an important concern on this 
matter. 

The Senator from Georgia and I 
think the Senator from Virginia both 
recognize the need for ongoing mod
ernization of operation support aircraft 
operated by the National Guard. There 
has been controversy in recent years, 
however, with earmarking funds for 
specific types of operational support 
aircraft by the Congress. 

I have received a letter, which the 
Senator from Virginia put -in the 
RECORD, from the sponsors of the 
amendment. They state: 

We appreciate your concern over the direct 
earmarking of funds for specific aircraft. 
Consequently, we propose funds be allocated 
by the Chief of the National Guard to meet 
the needs of the Army and Air National 
Guard. We would include the funds in the 
same fashion in the fiscal year 1994 Defense 
Appropriations bill. 

I believe that letter has been inserted 
in the RECORD. 

Mr. WARNER. I urge the adoption of 
the amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 864) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 865 
(Purpose: To determine whether certain land 

in Fort Missoula, Missoula County, MT, 
shall be conveyed to the Northern Rockies 
Heritage Center; and to make such convey
ance, if necessary) 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on be

half of the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
BURNS], I send an amendment to the 
desk and ask for its immediate consid
eration. 

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

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], 

for Mr. BURNS, proposes an amendment num
bered 865. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, further read
ing of the amendment will be dispensed 
with. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 353, between lines 4 and 5, insert 

the following new section: 
SEC. 2842. CONVEYANCE OF LAND IN FORT MIS

SOULA, MONTANA. 
(a) LAND USE DETERMINATION.-Not later 

than 30 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of the Army shall de
termine whether a parcel of land consisting 
of approximately 11 acres, and improvements 
thereon, located in Fort Missoula, Missoula 
County, Montana, is excess to the needs of 
the Department of the Army. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION.-If the Secretary deter
mines that the property identified in sub
section (a) is excess to the needs of the De
partment of the Army, the Secretary may, 
subject to subsection (c), convey to the 
Northern Rockies Heritage Center, a non
profit corporation incorporated in the State 
of Montana, all right, title, and interest of 
the United States to such property. 

(c) CONDITIONS.-The conveyance author
ized in subsection (b) shall be subject to the 
conditions that--

(1) the property conveyed may be used only 
for historic, cultural, or educational pur
poses; 

(2) the Northern Rockies Heritage Center 
shall enter into an agreement with the Sec
retary of Agriculture concerning the use of 
the property by the Department of Agri
culture; 

(3) the Northern Rockies Heritage Center 
shall indemnify the United States against all 
liability in connection with any hazardous 
materials, substances, or conditions that 
may be found on the property; and 

(4) the Northern Rockies Heritage Center 
shall, prior to the conveyance and for the 
first year of operation of the Northern Rock
ies Heritage Center after the conveyance, es
tablish, to the satisfaction of the Secretary 
of the Army, that it has the ability to main
tain G.L. the property described in sub
section (a) for the purposes described in 
paragraph (1). 

(d) REVERSIONARY lNTEREST.-If the prop
erty conveyed pursuant to subsection (b) is 
used for purposes other than those specified 
in subsection (c)(l), all right, title, and inter
est to and in the property shall revert to the 
United States at no cost to the United 
States, which shall have immediate right of 
entry on the land. 

(e) DESCRIPTION.-The exact acreage and 
legal description of the property conveyed 
under subsection (b) shall be determined by 
surveys that the Secretary determines are 
satisfactory. The Northern Rockies Heritage 
Center shall pay the cost of any survey re
quired by the Secretary. 

(f) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.
The Secretary may establish such additional 
terms and conditions for the conveyance as 
the Secretary considers appropriate to pro
tect the interests of the United States. 

(g) CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION.-If the 
Secretary determines that the property iden
tified in subsection (a) is not excess to the 
needs of the Department of the Army, the 
Secretary shall notify Congress in writing of 
the plans of the Department of the Army for 
maintaining and utilizing the property. Such 
notification shall be made not later than 60 
days after the date of enactment of this Act. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise to 
offer an amendment to S. 1298 which 
authorizes the Secretary of the Army 
to convey a portion of Fort Missoula, 
MT, to the Northern Rockies Heritage 
Center. 

This amendment is the cumulation of 
over 2 years of hard work by numerous 
groups and individuals in the Missoula 
community. When the Army stated its 
intention to declare excess most of the 
land it owned at the historic Fort Mis
soula, the idea was born for a consor
tium of museums and organizations to 
form an educational and historical cen
ter at the fort. The Northern Rockies 
Heritage Center, a nonprofit corpora
tion, was established with support from 
the city of Missoula, Missoula County, 
the Missoula Chamber of Commerce, 
the University of Montana, Missoula 
school districts, and the Missoula Eco
nomic Development Corp. The Center's 
major goals are threefold: To preserve 
the integrity of historic Fort Missoula; 
to collect, preserve, interpret the natu
ral and cultural history of the North
ern Rockies and its role in national 
and international events, and to im
prove Montana's economy by creating 
an end destination for tourism. 

I agree with the above-named parties 
that the Northern Rockies Heritage 
Center is the best use of this portion of 
Fort Missoula, and I believe that the 
center will be a tremendous benefit to 
the Missoula area and the State of 
Montana. 

Throughout the process of putting 
this project together I have enjoyed 
working with all the parties whose 
commitment and dedication made the 
Northern Rockies Heritage Center a re
ality. The Missoula Chamber of Com
merce and the center's board of direc
tors, especially its president, Roger 
Bergmeier, were integral to this 
project. I commend everyone for their 
hard work. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the amendment to convey a 
portion of Fort Missoula, MT, to the 
Northern Rockies Heritage Center. 
This amendment is an excellent way 
for local communities to make use of 
land and facilities that the Army no 
longer needs as a result of the end of 
the cold war. It represents a realization 
that the end of the cold war can 
produce new opportunities for the Gov
ernment and for the people. 

The Northern Rockies Heritage C3n
ter will offer new educational opportu
nities for the citizens of Montana. Once 
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in operation, the center will provide 
visitors with greater insights into the 
natural and cultural history of the 
Northern Rockies. It will also provide 
an economic opportunity by creating a 
noteworthy tourist attraction that can 
draw visitors from outside Missoula 
and also Montana. I want to commend 
the public-private partnership that has 
been created which has allowed this ef
fort to take place. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been agreed to by both 
sides. It relates to a piece of land in the 
State of Montana. I urge its adoption. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there further debate? 

Mr. NUNN. I urge the adoption of the 
amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. I urge the adoption. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 865) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 866 

(Purpose: To make miscellaneous 
amendments to the bill) 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, on the 
amendment I send to the desk on be
half of myself, I will also say that the 
Senator from Colorado, Senator CAMP
BELL, and the Senator from Mississippi, 
Senator LOTT, are very concerned with 
this amendment. They brought it to 
my attention. 

This amendment clarifies a provision 
in the bill concerning the authority for 
personnel rated 100 percent disabled to 
receive military retired pay and VA 
disability compensation concurrently 
without any offset. And it revises au
thority of crediting of gifts to the na
tional security education funds and au
thorizes military construction projects 
at Army medical facilities in Colorado 
and National Guard at Biloxi, MS. 

I urge the adoption. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN] pro

poses an amendment numbered 866. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, further read
ing of the amendment will be dispensed 
with. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 104, between lines 2 and 3, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 340. REVISION OF AUTHORITIES ON NA-

TIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION 
TRUST FUND. 

(a) CREDITING OF GIFTS TO THE NATIONAL 
SECURITY EDUCATION TRUST FUND.-Section 
804(e) of the David L . Boren National Secu
rity Education Act of 1991 (50 U.S.C. 1904(e)) 

is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing: 

"(3) Any gifts of money shall be credited to 
and form a part of the Fund.". 

(b) REPEAL OF AUTHORIZATION REQUIRE
MENT.-Section 804(b) of such Act is amend
ed-

(1) by striking out paragraph (2); 
(2) by striking out " (1)"; and 
(3) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 

(B) as paragraphs (1) and (2), respectively. 
On page 153, strike out line 15 and all that 

follows through page 154, line 6, and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 
SEC. 632. SPECIAL PAY FOR CERTAIN DISABLED 

MEMBERS. 
(a) SPECIAL PAY FOR CERTAIN DISABLED 

MEMBERS.-A person who has a service-con
nected disability rated as total may be paid 
a special pay under this section if the person 
is entitled to emergency officers', regular, or 
reserve retirement pay based· solely on-

(1) the person's age; 
(2) the length of the person's service i~ the 

uniformed services; or 
(3) both the person's age and the length of 

such service. 
(b) AMOUNT OF SPECIAL PAY.-The amount 

of special pay that may be paid a person 
under subsection (a) for any month may not 
exceed the monthly amount of the com
pensation that is paid such person under 
laws administered by the Secretary of Veter
ans Affairs. 

(c) FUNDING.-The cost of the special pay 
authorized to be paid under this section shall 
be paid out of funds available to the Depart
ment of Defense for travel of personnel of the 
Department of Defense in positions within 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the 
Office of the Secretary of the Army, the Of
fice of the Secretary of the Navy , and the Of
fice of the Secretary of the Air Force. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.-ln this section, the terms 
" compensation" and "service-connected" 
have the meanings given such terms in sec
tion 101 of title 38, United States Code. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.-(1) Except as pro
vided in paragraph (2) , this section shall take 
effect on January 1, 1994. 

(2) This section shall not take effect if, be
fore January 1, 1994, the Secretary of Defense 
submits to the Committees on Armed Serv
ices of the Senate and House of Representa
tives the report required by section 641 of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis
cal Year 1993 (Public Law 102-484; 106 Stat. 
2424). 

(f) APPLICABILITY.- (1) Except as provided 
in paragraph (2), this section shall apply to 
months that begin on or after the effective 
date of this section. 

(2) This section shall not be effective for 
months that begin after September 30, 1994. 

On page 269, line 8, strike out "$599,153,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof " $603,553,000". 

On page 269, in the table below line 11, 
strike out the item relating to Fort Carson, 
Colorado, and insert in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: 

Colorado ...... Fitzsimons Army Medical $4,400,000 
Center. 

Fort Carson . .. .. . .. .. .. .. . .. ... . $4,050,000 

On page 272, line 6, strike out 
" $2,364,930,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
''$2,369,330,000' '. 

On page 272, line 9, strike out "$599,153,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof " $603,553,000" . 

On page 303, line 8, strike out " $230,993,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$233,793,000". 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we con
cur in the adoption of the amendment 
and urge its adoption. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 866) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 867 

(Purpose: To amend, and express the sense of 
Congress regarding, the defense acquisition 
pilot program authority provided in Sec
tion 809 of Public Law 101- 510) 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the the desk on be
half of Mr. ROTH. 

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

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], 

for Mr. ROTH, for himself, Mr. NUNN, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. SMITH, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, and Mr. COHEN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 867. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, further read
ing of the amendment will be dispensed 
with. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 190, after line 24, insert the follow

ing: 
Subtitle D-Defense Acquisition Pilot 

Program 
SEC. 831. DEFENSE ACQUISmON PILOT PRO

GRAM AMENDMENTS. 
(a) REPEAL OF LIMITATION ON NUMBER OF 

PARTICIPATING DEFENSE ACQUISITION PRO
GRAMS.-Section 809(b)(l) of the National De
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 
(10 U.S.C. 2430 note) is amended by striking 
out " not more than six". 

(b) REPEAL OF REQUIREMENT TO DESIGNATE 
PARTICIPATING PROGRAMS AS DEFENSE EN
TERPRISE PROGRAMS.-Section 809 of such 
Act is amended by striking out subsection 
(d). 

(C) PUBLICATION OF POLICIES AND GUIDE
LINES FOR PUBLIC COMMENT.-Section 809 of 
such Act is amended by striking out sub
section (e) and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: 

" (d) PUBLICATION OF POLICIES AND GUIDE
LINES.-The Secretary shall publish in the 
Federal Register a proposed memorandum 
setting forth policies and guidelines for im
plementation of the pilot program under this 
section and provide an opportunity for public 
comment on the proposed memorandum for a 
period of 60 days after the date of publica
tion. The Secretary shall publish in the Fed
eral Register any subsequent proposed 
change to the memorandum and provide an 
opportunity for public comment on each 
such proposed change for a period of 60 days 
after the date of publication." . 

(d) CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION REQUIRE
MENTS.- Section 809 of such Act is amended

(1) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub
section (e); and 

(2) in paragraph (2)(D) of subsection (e), as 
so redesignated, by striking out " specific 
budgetary and personnel savings" and insert
ing in lieu thereof " a discussion of the effi
ciencies or savings" . 
SEC. 832. REFERENCE TO DEFENSE ACQUISmON 

PILOT PROGRAM. 
A reference in this subtitle to the Defense 

Acquisition Pilot Program is a reference to 
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the defense acquisition pilot program au
thorized by section 809 of the National De
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 
(10 U.S.C. 2430 note). 
SEC. 833. MISSION ORIENTED PROGRAM MAN

AGEMENT. 
It is the sense of Congress that--
(1) in the exercise of the authority pro

vided in section 809 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 (10 
U.S.C. 2430 note), the Secretary of Defense 
should propose for one or more of the defense 
acquisition programs covered by the Defense 
Acquisition Pilot Program to utilize the con
cept of mission oriented program manage
ment that includes--

(A) establishing a mission oriented pro
gram executive office; and 

(B) designating a lead agency for the mis
sion oriented program executive office; 

(2) the duties of the program executive of
ficer for each of one or more of such pro
grams should include-

(A) planning, programming, and carrying 
out research, development, and acquisition 
activities; 

(B) providing advice regarding the prepara
tion and integration of budgets for research, 
development, and acquisition activities; 

(C) informing the operational commands of 
alternative technology solutions to fulfill 
emerging requirements; 

(D) ensuring that the acquisition plan for 
the program realistically reflects the budget 
and related decisions made for that program; 

(E) managing related technical support re
sources; 

(F) conducting integrated decision team 
meetings; and 

(G) providing technological advice to users 
of program products and to the officials 
within the military departments who pre
pare plans, programs, and budgets; 

(3) the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, in consultation with the Under Sec
retary of Defense for Acquisition, should pre
scribe policies and procedures for the inter
action of the commanders of the unified and 
specified combatant commands with the mis
sion oriented program executive officers, and 
such policies and procedures should include 
provisions for enabling the user commands 
to perform acceptance testing; and 

(4) the management functions of a program 
manager should not duplicate the manage
ment functions of the mission oriented pro
gram executive officer. 
SEC. 834. SAVINGS OBJECTIVES. 

It is the sense of Congress that the Sec
retary of Defense, on the basis of the experi
ence under the Defense Acquisition Pilot 
Program, should seek personnel reductions 
and other management and administrative 
savings that, by September 30, 1998, will 
achieve at least a 25-percent reduction in de
fense acquisition management costs below 
the costs of defense acquisition management 
during fiscal year 1993. 
SEC. 835. PROGRAM PHASES AND PHASE FUND

ING. 
(a) ACQUISITION PROGRAM PHASES.-It is 

the sense of Congress that--
(1) the Secretary of Defense should propose 

that one or more defense acquisition pro
grams proposed for participation in the De
fense Acquisition Pilot Program be exempt
ed from acquisition regulations regarding 
program phases that are applicable to other 
Department of Defense acquisition pro
grams; and 

(2) a program so exempted should follow a 
simplified acquisition program cycle that is 
results oriented and consists of-

(A) an integrated decision team meeting 
phase which-

(i) could be requested by a potential user of 
the system or component to be acquired, the 
head of a laboratory, or a program office on 
such bases as the emergence of a new mili
tary requirement, cost savings opportunity, 
or new technology opportunity; 

(ii) should be conducted by a program exec
utive officer; and 

(iii) should usually be completed within 1 
to 3 months.; 

(B) a prototype development and testing 
phase which should include operational tests 
and concerns relating to manufacturing op
erations and life cycle support and should 
usually be completed within 6 to 36 months 
and should produce sufficient numbers of 
prototypes to assess operational utility; 

(C) a product integration, development, 
and testing phase which-

(i) should include full-scale development, 
integration of components, and operational 
testing; and 

(ii) should usually be completed within 1 to 
5 years; and 

(D) a phase for production, integration into 
existing systems, or production and integra
tion into existing systems. 

(b) PHASE FUNDING.- To the extent pro
vided in legislation pursuant to subsection of 
(c)(l)(B) of section 809 of the National De
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 
(10 U.S.C. 2430 note) and to the extent pro
vided in appropriations Acts, the Secretary 
of Defense is authorized to expend for a de
fense acquisition program participating in 
the Defense Acquisition Pilot Program such 
sums as are necessary to carry out a phase of 
the acquisition program cycle after the Sec
retary determines that objective quantifi
able performance expectations relating to 
the execution of that phase have been identi
fied . 

(C) MAJOR PROGRAM DECISION.-It is the 
sense of the Congress that the Secretary of 
Defense should establish for one or more de
fense acquisition programs participating in 
the Defense Acquisition Pilot Program an 
approval process having one major decision 
point. 
SEC. 836. PROGRAM WORK FORCE POLICIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Defense 
shall review the incentives and personnel ac
tions available to the Secretary for encour
aging excellence in the acquisition 
workforce of the Department of Defense and 
may provide an enhanced system of incen
tives, in accordance with applicable law, for 
the encouragement of excellence in the work 
force of a participating acquisition program. 

(b) ENHANCED SYSTEM OF INCENTIVES.-The 
Secretary of Defense should consider provid
ing for program executive officers, program 
managers, and other acquisition personnel of 
defense acquisition programs participating 
in the Defense Acquisition Pilot Program an 
enhanced system of incentives which-

(1) in accordance with applicable law, re
lates pay to performance; and 

(2) provides for consideration of the extent 
to which the performance of such personnel 
contributes to the achievement of cost goals, 
schedule goals, and performance goals .estab
lished for such programs. 
SEC. 837. EFFICIENT CONTRACTING PROCESSES. 

It is the sense of the Congress that the 
Secretary of Defense, in exercising the au
thority provided in section 809 of the Na
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1991 (10 U.S.C. 2430 note), should seek to 
simplify the procurement process, stream
line the period for entering into contracts, 
and simplify specifications and require
ments. 

SEC. 838. CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION: PER
FORMANCE BASED CONTRACT MAN
AGEMENT. 

It is the sense of the Congress that the 
Secretary of Defense should propose under 
section 809 of the National Defense Author
ization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 (10 U.S.C . 
2430 note) that, for one or more defense ac
quisition programs participating in the De
fense Acquisition Pilot Program, payments 
under section 2307(a) of title 10, United 
States Code, be made on any of the following 
bases: 

(1) Performance measured by statistical 
process controls. 

(2) Event accomplishment. 
(3) Other quantifiable measures of results. 

SEC. 839. CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE ASSESS
MENT. 

(a) COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS OF PERFORM
ANCE INFORMATION.-The Secretary of De
fense shall collect and analyze information 
on contractor performance under the Defense 
Acquisition Pilot Program. 

(b) INFORMATION To BE INCLUDED.-Infor
mation collected under subsection (a) shall 
include the history of the performance of 
each contractor under the Defense Acquisi
tion Pilot Program contracts and, for each 
such contract performed by the contractor, a 
technical evaluation of the contractor's per
formance prepared by the program manager 
responsible for the contract. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, once in 
awhile, an opportunity for significant 
improvement in Government efficiency 
presents itself. I believe that we have 
such an opportunity through reforming 
the Defense Department's acquisition 
process. Many efforts are coming to
gether to create this opportunity. 
Among these are: the President's ini
tiative to reinvent the Federal Govern
ment and show the American people a 
concrete, credible plan to streamline 
and revitalize the Federal Government; 
the House and Senate passage and the 
President's signing of my bill, S. 20, 
"The Government Performance and Re
sults Act of 1993"; the establishment of 
the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 
for Acquisition Reform; and the bi-par
tisan Governmental Affairs Committee 
and Armed Services Committee joint 
initiative to streamline Federal pro
curement laws. 

I am offering this amendment for 
myself and for Senators NUNN, BINGA
MAN, THURMOND, SMITH, GRASSLEY, and 
COHEN to take advantage of such an op
portunity. I want to thank my col
leagues, Senators NUNN, THURMOND, 
BINGAMAN, SMITH, GLENN, LEVIN, and 
COHEN and their staffs for their expert 
support in reaching an agreement on 
this amendment. I also wish to thank 
Deputy Secretary of Defense, William 
Perry for his support of the concepts I 
am proposing. 

Mr. President, many taxpayer dollars 
can be saved by reforming the Federal 
buying system. Vice President GORE's 
report noted that it is possible to save 
more than $20 billion through acquisi
tion reforms. Deputy Secretary of De
fense Perry has said that savings for 
the Defense Department could reach 
$40 billion per year. 
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As you know, Mr. President, for 

many years I have identified signifi
cant problems associated with the de
fense acquisition system and I have 
worked to address these problems. De
veloping and buying today's weaponry 
is important work. It's also expensive. 
This year, Congress gave the Depart
ment of Defense $92 billion for re
searching, developing, and buying new 
weapons. Another $50 billion will have 
been spent in buying items such as 
spare parts and diesel fuel. Several bil
lion dollars more will be spent to pay 
hundreds of thousands of Defense De
partment employees who develop, buy, 
maintain, and upgrade weapon sys
tems. While the system is able to 
produce good weapons, it is wasteful, 
inefficient, and takes too long to field 
needed technologies. 

There has been little progress in the 
2 years since I introduced an earlier 
version of a comprehensive acquisition 
reform bill. Currently, a Defense De
partment program manager still has to 
follow more than 840 bureaucratic pro
cedures in order to get a weapons sys
tem concept into production. In 1991, 
the Defense Sciences Board Task Force 
study found that DOD required 16 years 
to field a new weapon which was about 
twice as long as the private sector is 
fielding similar high technology i terns 
four times as fast as the Defense De
partment. 

In addition, the Defense Department 
has become increasingly unable to 
produce the best technology in an af
fordable manner, when it's needed. The 
vast majority of weapon acquisition 
programs are experiencing serious cost 
and schedule problems. The GAO re
ported that program cost increases on 
the order of 20 to 40 percent are com
mon. Acquisition costs for Navy major 
weapons systems are over budget by as 
much as 179 percent, Air Force systems 
by as much as 158 percent, and Army 
systems by as much as 220 percent, 
even after accounting for the effects of 
inflation and quantity. 

However, the winds of change are be
ginning to stir, both within the admin
istration and within the Congress, and 
the need for change is being widely un
derstood. For example, the Armed 
Services Committee in its report on S. 
1298 has expressed clearly the Congress' 
dissatisfaction with the C-17 Program. 
I quote, "The committee is at the limit 
of its patience with the C-17 Program, 
due to serious mismanagement by the 
Air Force and the contractor, and is 
approaching the point of advocating 
program termination." The C-17 trans
port's cost and schedule overruns have 
seriously delayed its availability. It 
now costs several times more than the 
C-5 transport. After spending $10.4 bil
lion developing the C-17, the aircraft is 
basically unaffordable and does not 
meet all of its requirements. Again, to 
quote from the authorization bill re
port, "Having to pay per-unit costs ex-

ceeding $380.0 million on a cargo air
craft is alarming. A unit cost this high 
further concerns the committee that 
this may be the harbinger of continu
ing cost problems." After spending bil
lions of dollars and about two decades 
to develop the C-17, the Air Force and 
the Congress are considering other al
ternatives, including buying commer
cial aircraft. 

I have given careful though to this 
issue for many years, and over the 
years, my conclusion has not changed: 
without major cultural and structural 
reform, the Pentagon cannot make 
major reductions in the cost and time 
it takes to field a technology. In De
cember 1992, GAO reported that: "the 
fundamental problem of the acquisi
tion process is a prevailing culture 
that is dependent on generating and 
supporting new weapons acquisition." 
Until the buying system is changed, 
the results won't change. Cost and 
schedule overruns will continue. 

Dr. Perry recently stated that reform 
will not happen "* * * all at once. The 
barnacles have taken decades to accu
mulate; it will take years to scrape 
them off." He also commented that he 
was summoning"* * *the spirits of ac
quisition reform from the deep. They 
have been called before, but have not 
come." This is exactly why the timing 
of this amendment is excellent. It is an 
immediate opportunity to start scrap
ing some of the barnacles off an out
dated, inefficient acquisition system. 

Mr. President, I wish to congratulate 
Senator NUNN, Senator THURMOND, the 
other members of the Armed Services 
Committee, and the leadership of the 
Defense Department on setting a 
course that allows us to join forces to 
start solving these huge and costly 
problems. I have talked with Dr. Perry, 
Dr. John Deutch, and Ms. Colleen Pres
ton on these issues. I am very pleased 
to see that a major part of the Defense 
Department's acquisition reform fo
cuses on taking advantage of the pilot 
programs authorized by Congress in 
the National Defense Authorization 
Act for fiscal year 1991. This amend
ment enhances the pilot program con
cept to test reforms in a framework 
Vice President GORE calls a reinven
tion laboratory. 

The amendment that I am offering 
provides policy guidance to the Defense 
Department to test a comprehensive 
reform of the defense buying system in 
order to achieve a goal of reducing the 
Pentagon's acquisition management 
costs by 25 percent. The acquisition re
form vision which I am proposing is en
tirely consistent with Vice President 
GORE'S National Performance Review 
recommendations. These reforms will 
be applied on a trial basis using the 
DOD pilot programs. I would like to 
take the time to mention two of the 
National Performance Review's rec
ommendations so that you can see how 
we are providing the opportunity for 

the Defense Department to establish 
reinvention laboratories. 

First, on acquisition reform, the Vice 
President's report on the National Per
formance Review states that "The DOD 
acquisition is large and extraordinarily 
complex. It needs to enable DOD to 
take advantage of the technological 
advances and efficient procurement 
practices of the commercial market
place." A key goal of my amendment is 
to authorize pilot programs the free
dom to take advantage of efficient pro
curement procedures and technology 
currently in use in the commercial 
world. 

Second, the Vice President's report 
identifies the need for Congress to "En
courage More Procurement Innova
tion." The report calls on the Congress 
to "Provide new legislative authority 
to test innovative procurement meth
ods. Establish a mechanism to dissemi
nate information governmentwide on 
innovative procurement ideas." My 
amendment does exactly that. It pro
vides the legislative authority and sug
gests a number of innovative methods; 
in addition, the Defense Department is 
encouraged to develop and test innova
tive concepts of their own. 

Mr. President, this amendment pro
vides the opportunity to test many 
more of the NPR findings including 
recommendations to: build an innova
tive procurement work force, ensure 
customer focus in procurement, foster 
reliance on the commercial market
place, expand electronic commerce for 
the Federal marketplace, promote ex
cellence in vendor performance, au
thorize multiyear contracts, and oth
ers. I think you can see that my initia
tives in this amendment, through the 
enhancement of the pilot program, pro
vide the freedom and opportunity to 
test acquisition innovations. 

My proposal incorporates the prin
ciples of unity of command, lean man
agement structure, fast processes, and 
pay for performance for both Govern
ment workers and contractors. Under 
the current law, the Defense Depart
ment can select up to six programs for 
special waivers from Federal procure
ment laws. But, these laws were put in 
place for a reason, generally to prevent 
future recurrences of a horror story. 
With my amendment, DOD will iden
tify management and process reforms 
that show promise for achieving the 
program objectives. In addition, my 
amendment will enable the Defense De
partment to identify additional pilot 
programs. The law requires that Con
gress approve defense acquisition pro
grams included in this pilot program 
and my amendment does not change 
this. 

This amendment establishes the 
sense of Congress that DOD recommend 
at least one defense acquisition pro
gram within the pilot program to im
plement the concepts making the de
fense buying system more responsive 
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to its customers. The proposal includes 
the authority for DOD to establish a 
mission oriented program executive of
fice . 

Second, my amendment provides pol
icy to DOD for programs to follow a re
sults oriented acquisition process. Pro
gram managers will be given the au
thority and accountability for achiev
ing results. The pilot programs will be 
exempt from acquisition regulations 
regarding program phases and will use 
a simplified acquisition program cycle. 
My proposal also provides full funding 
for each phase of the acquisition cycle 
which removes the major source of pro
gram instability. 

Third, my legislation establishes a 
DOD-wide goal for reducing acquisition 
costs by 25 percent over the next 4 
years. 

Fourth, it proposes an incentive 
structure tied to program results for 
program executive officers, program 
managers, and staff. The rate of pay 
will be related to the contribution to 
the achievement of cost, schedule, and 
performance program goals. 

Fifth, the legislation encourages de
fense acquisition programs to seek to 
simplify the procurement process, to 
streamline the timeline for entering 
contracts, and to simplify contract 
specifications and requirements. 

Sixth, the amendment enables pilot 
programs to manage its contractors on 
the basis of performance. Currently, 
contractors are rewarded with greater 
profits when cost and schedule over
runs occur rather than for minimum 
cost. In my concept of performance
based contract administration, con
tractors are given a financial incentive 
to act ethically and efficiently. 

In summary, Mr. President, there is 
both a need and an opportunity for re
forming Defense acquisition. But, I 
must point out that bureaucracies are 
inherently unable to reform them
selves. S. 1298, the pilot program, and 
my amendment, together, provide an 
initial step. This update to the pilot 
program legislation supports the acqui
sition reform initiatives of DOD, pro
vides legislative authority to test inno
vative procurement methods, and dem
onstrates the savings to be realized 
from a streamlined acquisition vision. 
Later in this session of Congress, I will 
introduce legislation that will provide 
the comprehensive reinvention of the 
Defense Department's acquisition sys
tem. 

I want to thank Senators NUNN, 
BINGAMAN, THURMOND, SMITH, GRASS
LEY, and COHEN for joining me in offer
ing this amendment. The approach 
that I am proposing has been endorsed 
by the Business Executives for Na
tional Security and the Center for 
Strategic and International Studies. I 
ask unanimous consent that two let
ters along these lines that I have re
ceived be printed in the RECORD. 

69-059 0 - 97 Vol. 139 (Pt. 15) 6 

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

BUSINESS EXECUTIVES 
FOR NATIONAL SECURITY, INC., 

Washington, DC, August 23, 1993. 
Hon. WILLIAM v. ROTH, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR ROTH: On behalf of Business 
Executives for National Security (BENS), I 
am writing to express our strong support for 
your proposal to create a Reinventing De
fense Acquisition Pilot Program. This inno
vative proposal offers an excellent oppor
tunity to save money while also ensuring 
that U.S. troops fight with state-of-the-art 
technologies. 

BENS has long supported efforts to 
streamline the defense acquisition process. 
Our 1992 Commission on Fundamental De
fense Management Reform laid out a number 
of proposals for change. Your amendment is 
an important step in implementing many of 
these proposals, including pay for perform
ance, increased use of commercial specifica
tions, greater flexibility for program man
agers, and a streamlined acquisition process. 

We are pleased that your pilot program 
will be applied to the Strategic Lift Warfare 
Mission. As you know, the Senate Armed 
Services Committee has been especially crit
ical of the Pentagon's management of airlift 
programs. This area is certainly ripe for re
form . 

BENS commends you for your outstanding 
work in developing this proposal and we 
stand ready to work with you in securing its 
final passage. If we can be of assistance , 
please do not hesitate to contact me or Erik 
Pages of the BENS policy staff. We look for
ward to working together. 

Sincerely, 
TYRUS W. COBB, 

President. 

CENTER FOR STRATEGIC & INTER
NATIONAL STUDIES, 

Washington, DC, September 8, 1993. 
Senator WILLIAM v. ROTH, Jr., 
Hart Senate Office Building , 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR BILL: It is encouraging to know that 
you are developing a comprehensive proposal 
to reform defense acquisition as we know it. 
To your credit, you are leading your col
leagues in the Senate with a vision seldom 
found for this arcane field of public policy. 

As you know, over the past six years the 
Center has produced several substantive re
ports on the necessity of transforming the 
way that the Department of Defense does its 
business. Later this month we will publish 
Securing a Viable Defense Industrial Base: 
Policy Choices for an Era of Austerity. Co
chaired by Senator Christopher Bond and 
Representative Dave Mccurdy and led by Dr. 
Dan Goufe of our staff, this study group 
again calls for major acquisition reform
this time as one of six complementary policy 
thrusts needed to transform the defense in
dustrial base into that needed for the post
cold war era. 

While our latest report by the Bond
McCurdy study group covers much more 
than acquisition reform, I note that the con
tent of its recommendations on that subject 
closely parallel those outlined in your vision 
document. As we all know, there is no short
age of problem analysis, nor even of good 
ideas for acquisition reform. The real prob
lem is creating political support for such a 
comprehensive package. For that purpose, 
your approach to implementation- limited 

pilot projects to demonstrate both feasibil
ity and positive results from a performance
based acquisition system-should be strongly 
welcomed by your colleagues. 

With warm regards. 
Sincerely yours, 

DAVID M. ABSHIRE, 
President. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the amendment of
fered by the Senator from Delaware, 
Senator ROTH. This amendment estab
lishes a series of important approaches 
to effective implementation of the 
pilot authority for innovative acquisi
tion management that was enacted as 
section 809 of the Defense Authoriza
tion Act for fiscal year 1991. 

Over the last 10 years, Senator ROTH 
has been one of the leading proponents 
of a thorough reform of the defense ac
quisition process. The amendment be
fore us today is one result of a reform 
proposal Senator ROTH has been refin
ing for the last several years. This pro
posal has been developed in close co
operation with the Department of De
fense and the Senate Armed Services 
Committee and I commend the Senator 
from Delaware and his staff for his 
willingness to work with all interested 
and affected parties in putting together 
his reforms. 

I urge the adoption of the amend
ment. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the amendment of
fered by the distinguished Senator 
from Delaware, Senator ROTH, to en
hance the management performance of 
certain defense acquisition pilot pro
grams. As an original cosponsor of this 
amendment, I wish to commend my 
friend from Delaware for his continued 
fine work and leadership in the area of 
effective management of Federal dol
lars. Not just in the area of defense dol
lars, but tax dollars throughout the en
tire Government. 

In a sense, you might say that this 
amendment represents a reinvention of 
defense acquisition. It follows closely 
the Vice President's reinvention lab 
concept. It will allow Congress to test 
out reform concepts in the hope that 
we can learn and expand the use of per
formance management in Federal pro
grams. 

What this amendment does is allow 
Congress to set up an exchange-of tra
ditional checks and balances for new 
performance management standards. 
As the Defense Department seeks to 
free itself from the barriers to effective 
management-many placed in its way 
by Congress-we in turn respond, 
through this amendment, with the 
flexible yet results-oriented require
ments for better management perform
ance. This results-oriented process 
would replace the management by con
sensus approach used by DOD man
agers over the past 16 years. In other 
words, instead of a process that re
quires 846 approvals, DOD officials can 
now manage for results. 
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For example, the amendment re

quires a definable goal by a date cer
tain. By 1998, the Defense Department 
must show that it has implemented the 
lessons learned from these pilot pro
grams to reduce overhead costs by 25 
percent across the DOD buying system. 
The SECDEF would be required to 
track actual contractor performance 
by contract to see if removing statu
tory authority actually leads to lower 
costs and greater time savings. Fi
nally, the amendment would-perhaps 
for the first time in a defense pro
gram-link pay for Government man
agers and progress payments for de
fense contractors to the achievement 
of the cost, schedule, and performance 
goals as set out for these pilot pro
grams. This will be a unique approach 
to incentivizing for better results and 
improving accountability in the acqui
sition of defense goods. 

Once again, Mr. President, let me 
commend the Sena tor from Dela ware 
for his unique and insightful contribu
tion to the management of Federal pro
grams. I am pleased to be associated 
with this amendment and I hope we 
can continue to apply such reinvention 
techniques for management improve
ments-and not just to defense pro
grams, but to all Federal programs. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, this 
amendment is acceptable on both sides, 
and I urge the adoption. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there further debate? 

Mr. NUNN. I urge the adoption of the 
amendment. I would like to be added as 
a cosponsor to the amendment. I ask 
unanimous consent that I be added. 

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

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I would 
like to make a couple remarks about 
the amendment. 

This amendment is an expansion of 
the pilot project program that we put 
in the authorization bill in 1990. We, in 
effect, urged the Department of De
fense in 1990 to undertake pilot 
projects, and we waived almost all the 
normal procurement laws and rules re
lating to those projects so that they 
would be able to determine if we could 
begin moving away from the cum
bersome acquisition process that is en
cumbered not only by laws but also by 
rules and regulations of DOD. 

I sponsored that amendment that 
was in the bill. It was never really im
plemented by DOD. Even though they 
constantly complained ·about having 
all the rules and regulations, they had 
the authority under the law, under six 
pilot projects I believe it was, to waive 
all of those requirements. They did not 
avail themselves of this. I believe Sec
retary of Defense Aspin and Under Sec
retary Perry will avail themselves of 
this authority. This is an expansion 
and clarification of that authority, and 
I think it is a good amendment. 

I urge its adoption. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 867) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. WARNER. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. The motion to lay on 
t}\e table was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 868 
(Purpose: To provide for the termination of 

certain existing reporting requirements of 
the Department of Defense) 
Mr. WARNER. Now, Mr. President, I 

send to the desk an amendment on be
half of the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
MCCAIN]. 

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

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], 
for Mr. MCCAIN. proposes an amendment 
numbered 868. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, further read
ing of the amendment will be dispensed 
with. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 242, below line 19, add the follow

ing: 
SEC. 1067. TERMINATION OF CERTAIN DEPART

MENT OF DEFENSE REPORTING RE
QUIREMENTS. 

Not later than April 30, 1994, the Secretary 
of Defense shall submit to the Armed Serv
ices Committees of the Senate and House of 
Representatives a list of the reports required 
of the Department of Defense by law on that 
date that the Secretary determines are un
necessary or incompatible with the efficient 
management of the Department of Defense. 
Unless otherwise provided by a law enacted 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the requirement for the submittal to Con
gress of any report included in the list sub
mitted under this section shall expire on Oc
tober 30, 1995. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, this 
amendment is acceptable on both sides. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, my 
amendment would, as of October 1995, 
sunset hundreds of reports we require 
the Department of Defense to submit 
annually to Congress. This would pro
vide 2 years for the Congress and the 
Department of Defense to determine 
the reports actually required to supply 
Congress with the essential informa
tion it needs to provide and care for 
the Armed Forces of the Nation. After 
that time, it would eliminate the 
countless unnecessary reports we have 
mandated over the years. 

Let me stress that my amendment is 
not designed to eliminate any report or 
source of information that the Con
gress actually needs. It is instead de
signed to force the Congress, in con
junction with the Department of De
fense, to come to grips with the need to 
decide on a reporting system that actu
ally meets its needs and serves the pub
lic interest. My amendment would sun
set reports required by law and by the 

reporting language accompanying con
gressional bills. 

My amendment also would not deny 
any Member of Congress any necessary 
information on Defense. It would not 
inhibit the ability of Members to make 
telephone or letter requests for infor
mation. It would simply stop the 
wasteful expenditure of time and 
money on reports. 

Sunsetting the existing reporting 
system at the end of 2 years provides 
ample time in which to decide on the 
reforms we need. Any report that can
not win congressional support within 
that time is almost certain to be un
necessary. 

This will almost certainly mean 
eliminating hundreds of our present re
ports. It will produce major savings of 
taxpayer dollars, and substantially re
duce the administrative workload of 
the Department of Defense. It will 
allow DOD personnel to focus on their 
real mission: National defense. 

THE GROWING BURDEN OF CONGRESSIONAL 
REPORTS 

The need for this amendment should 
be clear to every Member of this body. 
For years, the Congress has placed 
massive and costly reporting burdens 
on the Department of Defense. 

Far too many of these requirements 
are duplicative and inefficient. Many 
are imposed as a way of avoiding legis
lative action. The current system does 
not provide an efficient transfer of use
ful information, nor does it help Con
gress to effectively "* * * raise and 
support Armies * * * and make rules 
to govern the Armed Forces," as the 
Constitution charges us to do. 

This burden has gotten so large and 
so costly that it is difficult for the De
partment of Defense to determine the 
number of reports it is required to pro
vide to the Congress, and their costs. 
However, in a 1990 report by Secretary 
Cheney to the President, the Depart
ment of Defense found that the average 
congressional reporting requirement 
cost $50,000 and took about 1,000 man
hours to prepare. 

We can be more precise about the 
trend in the number of reports the Con
gress has required. Secretary Cheney 
noted in his report that only 36 reports 
were required of DOD in 1970, while in 
1990 the number has grown to 861. 

This year, DOD must produce well 
over 1,000 reports for the Congress. This 
total is more than 360 times larger 
than the number of reports required in 
the darkest periods of the cold war, and 
it does not include responses to daily 
individual requests for information 
made by Members of Congress. 

Given the growth in the number of 
reports and their individual cost over 
the last 3 years, i.t is likely that Con
gress' present reporting requirements 
cost close to $70 million, and consume 
a total of over 1.3 million man-hours. 

This incredible paper chase has be
come an enormous burden on the De
partment. In response, the Department 
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has contracted civilian firms to 
produce some of the data and language 
for the reports, while has given rise to 
a whole new industry of professional 
consul ting firms around the beltway. 
THE RIGHT TO INFORMATION VERSUS THE RIGHT 

TO WASTE 

The Congress does, of course, need to 
receive information from the Depart
ment of Defense. It needs to allow DOD 
to preserve an efficient management 
information system, to support its 
budget requests, and to explain its poli
cies. The Congress and the American 
people have a need and a right to know. 

The Congress should not mandate 
waste. it should not have a ri~ht to 
mismanage or impose reporting bur
dens which inhibit the Department 
from accomplishing its primary mis
sion of national defense. Just as impor
tantly, however, the American people 
have a right to expect that their hard
earned tax dollars are well spent and 
not frittered away on unnecessary or 
duplicative reports. 

Instead of serving the public interest, 
we are abusing it. We have more than 
30 full committees and 77 subcommi t
tees claiming some measure of DOD 
oversight responsibility. We keep add
ing to the reporting burden, and time 
and again, the resulting reports are un
necessary and/or duplicative. 

Leading Members of the Congress ac
knowledged this fact in their com
ments about the Secretary's 1990 report 
to the President. That June, then 
chairman of the House Armed Services 
Committee, Les Aspin, said, 

Dick Cheney has been complaining about 
having to send over too many reports. We 
took a close look at it and concluded he was 
right * * * Reports often materialize out of 
nowhere. They get tucked into legislation 
with little or no thought given to the burden 
they impose. 

I am sure that Secretary of Defense 
Aspin now agrees even more fully with 
that assessment. 

EXAMPLES OF UNNECESSARY REPORTS 

Let me be more specific about some 
of the abuses and waste that now 
occur, and provide you with a few cases 
of wasteful reporting requirements. 

There are 22 separate reports about 
environmental cleanup, planning, and 
other issues required this year, includ
ing one report on "Environmental 
Scholarship and Fellowship Pro
grams.'' There is no excuse for this 
many reports on the same subject. 
There is no earthly reason why funds 
for the defense of our Nation should be 
spent on a report on environmental 
scholarship programs. 

We have mandated a Kurdish relief 
reporting requirement which is cur
rently due quarterly until the end of 
time. This should not be a Department 
of Defense report. It should be a State 
Department requirement. 

We require a report on controllable 
pitch propellers for sealift vessels. This 
report is a classic case of micro-

management, has dubious value, and 
does not even have a specified due date. 

We have a long list of similar report
ing requirements which micromanage 
to no apparent purpose. These include 
reports on the Restriction on Obliga
tion of Funds for New Museums, Dental 
Readiness of Members of Early Deploy
ing Units, Separate Departments of So
cial Work and Optometry, Report on 
Reductions in Uncertain Programs, Re
port on International Mine Clearing Ef
forts in Refugee Situations, Consider
ation of Community Ability to Com
pete for the Relocation of Finance and 
Accounting Activities, Service Credit 
for Concurrent Enlisted Active Duty 
Service Performed by ROTC Members 
While in the Selected Reserve, Combat 
Boots, Mail Service Pharmacy Benefit, 
and the Pacific Environmental Leader
ship Effort. 

Sometimes reports combine waste 
with pork. There are numerous exam
ples of reports with the sole purpose of 
justifying a pork project, or which are 
pork because the money necessary to 
complete the report must be spent in a 
Member's district or State. Examples 
include the report on the Defense Ac
cess Road, Pohankaloa Training Area, 
HI; report on the Elmendorf Air Force 
Base Hospital Replacement; 
Muskingum, OH, Training Area report; 
report on Fort Ray; Eaker Air Force 
Base, AR, study; report on the Profes
sional Military Education Center in 
Tennessee. None of the operations or 
actions at these facilities are more im
portant than those at the hundreds of 
other facilities which are not reported 
on. 

Our micromanagement of military 
acquisition programs is evident in the 
fact that every major Defense acquisi
tion program has to report quarterly 
on its unit costs, prior to adjustments 
if adjustments are required, if any 
waivers are required, if there are any 
cost increases, and quarterly if any de
terminations are made. It is no wonder 
that our weapons systems cost so much 
with all the wasted time spent report
ing on every half step made in the pro
gram. 

We even try to micromanage the fine 
details of defense industry. We require 
the Department to prepare a report on 
the "Defense Industry Executive Sala
ries and Benefits." We add this require
ment to all the other countless burdens 
we place on defense industry. 
SOLVING THE PROBLEM INSTEAD OF DISCUSSING 

IT 

Mr. President, we have gone far be
yond the bounds of reason in creating a 
reporting system whose impact is often 
to waste taxpayer dollars or keep De
fense personnel from doing their proper 
job. 

We do not need 1,000 reports. In fact, 
this number is so large that it often ob
scures the information we really do 
need. I would venture to say that a ma
jority of my distinguished colleagues · 

have not seen or read more than one or 
two such reports this year. 

In many cases, reports from DOD are 
not read by any Member of Congress, 
which guarantees that the information 
contained is not used to make legisla
tive decisions, and that the time and 
money spent by the Department is to
tally wasted. 

The sentiments embodied by this 
amendment were echoed in Vice Presi
dent GORE'S National Performance Re
view report which was unveiled this 
week. On page 34 of that report, "Re
duce the burden of congressionally 
mandated reports," is listed as a major 
action item by the Vice President, who 
went on to state that: 

In fiscal year 1993, Congress required exec
utive branch agencies to prepare 5,348 re
ports. Much of this work is duplicative. 
* * * Meanwhile, trapped in this blizzard of 
paperwork, no one is looking at results. 

Vice President GORE continued: 
We propose to consolidate and simplify re

porting requirements, and to redesign them 
so that [there is] a clear picture of the agen
cy's financial condition, the condition of in
dividual programs, and the extent to which 
the agency is meeting its objectives. We will 
ask Congress to pass legislation granting 
OMB the flexibility to consolidate and sim
plify statutory reports and establishing a 
sunset provision in any reporting require
ments adopted by Congress in the future. 

My amendment supports the desires 
of many people, in all branches of the 
Government, to truly make an effort to 
reform the way our Government does 
business. My amendment will give Con
gress ample time to agree on the re
ports it actually needs. 

At the same time, it recognizes that 
the time is at hand to cut costs, im
prove efficiency, and put an end to the 
wasteful reporting practices mandated 
by the Congress. We must act deci
sively, and I urge you to support this 
amendment to the fiscal year 1994 De
fense Authorization Act. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there further debate? 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I again 
urge adoption of this amendment. 

This amendment directs the Depart
ment of Defense to submit by April 30, 
1994, a list of reports it believes should 
be repealed. We have numerous reports 
that come from DOD. There are always 
complaints about the cumbersome na
ture of those reports. They are required 
by law. Many of them are necessary 
but for many of them time has passed 
if it was ever there. 

It would be my hope that these re
ports could be cut down. Basically, this 
amendment says those reports that 
should no longer be prepared will not 
be renewed after October 30, 1995, un
less specifically reenacted into law in 
the meantime. 

In other words, DOD has the ability 
to come up and say there are too many 
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reports. Here is what we want to elimi
nate. If the Congress does not pass an
other law, then those reports will auto
matically be terminated. 

Mr. President, I was interested to 
look back in the history of this. We 
passed a similar provision which I be
lieve the Senator from Virginia and I 
cosponsored several years ago. 

Mr. WARNER. That is correct, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. NUNN. After hearing complaint 
after complaint about the number of 
reports, we said OK, here is the ball; 
you run with it. You tell us what you 
do not want and we will repeal them. 

Lo and behold, DOD got over there 
and looked at the reports and decided 
they liked about 98 percent of them. 
The list they came back with elimi
nated about 2 percent of the reports. So 
we are reinventing the reinventing of 
Government here tonight, and I hope 
that with the Vice President's strong 
retention and commitment, and this 
administration getting rid of reports 
and paperwork, that they will take ad
vantage of this invitation. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the amend
ment (No. 868) is agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we are 
fortunate here in the Senate to have 
the Senator from Georgia have a sense 
of humility and a sense of humor. It is 
needed. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Sena tor from 
Virginia. 

AMENDMENT NO. 869 

(Purpose: To provide for the employment of 
certain Department of Defense civilian 
personnel to carry out environmental res
toration at closed or closing military in
stallations) 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

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

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN]. for 

Mrs. BOXER, proposes an amendment number 
869. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 323, between lines 19 and 20, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 2816. EMPLOYMENT OF DEPARTMENT OF 

DEFENSE CIVlLIAN PERSONNEL TO 
CARRY OUT ENVIRONMENTAL RES
TORATION AT MILITARY INSTALLA
TIONS TO BE CLOSED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-(!) The Secretary of De
fense may, in keeping with the cost saving 
and cleanup schedule goals of the Depart
ment of Defense with respect to the closure 
of military installations---

(A) provide such training to the personnel 
described in paragraph (2) as the Secretary 
determines necessary in order to qualify 
such personnel to carry out environmental 
assessment, remediation, and restoration ac-

tivities (including asbestos abatement) at 
military installations closed or to be closed 
pursuant to a base closure law; and 

(B) employ such personnel to carry out 
such activities, or require contractors en
gaged in carrying out such activities to em
ploy such personnel. 

(2) The personnel referred to in paragraph 
(1) are Department of Defense civilian per
sonnel whose employment would be termi
nated (except for the employment of such 
personnel under paragraph (1)) by reason of 
the closure of a military installation pursu
ant to a base closure law. 

(3) This subsection shall not be construed 
to revise or modify any requirement estab
lished under Federal or State law relating to 
environmental assessment, remediation, or 
restoration activities at military installa
tions referred to in paragraph (l)(A). 

(b) PRIORITY IN TRAINING AND EMPLOY
MENT.-The Secretary shall give priority in 
providing training and employment under 
subsection (a) to persons employed at any 
military installation whose closure pursuant 
to a base closure law will directly result in 
the termination of the employment of at 
least 1,000 Department of Defense civilian 
employees. 

(c) FUNDING.-Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary may carry 
out the training and employment referred to 
in subsection (a) using funds available for en
vironmental training in addition to funds in 
the following accounts: 

(1) The Department of Defense Base Clo
sure Account established under section 207 of 
the Defense Authorization Amendments and 
Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public 
Law 100-526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 

(2) The Department of Defense Base Clo
sure Account 1990 established under section 
2906 of the Defense Base Closure and Realign
ment Act of 1990 (part A of title XXIX of 
Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 

(d) DEFINITION.-In this section, the term 
"base closure law" means the following: 

(1) The provisions of title II of the Defense 
Authorization Amendments and Base Clo
sure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-
526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 

(2) The Defense Base Closure and Realign
ment Act of 1990 (part A of title XXIX of 
Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, this 
amendment addresses the need to speed 
the cleanup and conversion of our 
country's closing military bases, while 
at the same time easing the burden of 
military base closures on local commu
nities. It will allow the Secretary of 
Defense to retain civilian base employ
ees who would otherwise lose their jobs 
because of a base closure to assist in 
the environmental cleanup of those 
bases. 

Mr. President, I cannot overstate 
how terribly important it is to my 
State, and our country, that closed and 
abandoned bases get cleaned up and re
turned to productive economic use as 
quickly as possible. These bases are 
often situated in heavily populated 
areas, where land is very valuable, and 
have developed infrastructure-roads, 
sewers, buildings-that give them tre
mendous economic potential. With mil
lions of Americans out of work, it is 
imperative that we do whatever it 
takes to put the national investment 
in these bases to work for America's 

people. But there is a great obstacle to 
rapid conversion. The legacy of envi
ronmental contamination left at the 
closing bases blocks the way for rapid 
and productive reuse efforts to move 
forward. Nationally, nearly every base 
slated for closure has serious contami
nation problems. In California, all of 
the 28 bases proposed for closur~ are 
heavily contaminated, with no less 
than 10 of those 28 bases appearing on 
the Superfund national priorities list. 
Questions about the extent and cost of 
cleanup must be answered before local 
comm uni ties can seriously begin to 
plan for the eventual reuse of the base 
site. And cleanup activities must be 
well underway before land transfer and 
actual conversion activity can effec
tively take place. 

The amendment I am offering today 
will give the Secretary of Defense a 
flexible tool to help break this jam and 
move the cleanup and conversion proc
ess forward. Under current practice, 
the Department of Defense puts most 
base environmental assessment and 
cleanup work out to bid. This process 
can be time consuming and cannot 
guarantee that local citizens will be 
employed in the process. 

This amendment allows the Sec
retary of Defense to retrain and em
ploy Department of Defense civilian 
employees to perform environmental 
cleanup work on closing military 
bases. It will complement the many 
measures proposed to make the envi
ronmental cleanup process more re
sponsive to the needs of a closing 
base's surrounding community. This 
retrain and employ approach can cre
ate jobs for the affected community 
and help expedite the cleanup and con
version process. 

Environmental cleanup cannot guar
antee long-term work for a major 
base's entire civilian work force, but it 
can provide an employment bridge for 
significant numbers of workers while 
retraining them for productive future 
employment. Though private contrac
tors may employ many workers, there 
is no guarantee that those workers' 
earnings would benefit the local com
munity. 

This amendment will also help speed 
the cleanup and conversion process by 
directly involving local community 
members in the environmental restora
tion of a closed base. Training and em
ploying base workers should involve 
enough of the local community to give 
it a meaningful role in the cleanup 
process. Such community participation 
reduces the potential for conflict be
tween the community and the regu
latory agencies in charge of the clean
up and in that way removes potential 
obstacles to rapid cleanup. 

Every base cleanup and conversion is 
unique. Each closing base confronts us 
with a different set of environmental 
problems. In some instances, retraining 
a base's civilian work force will not be 
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an appropriate and cost effective way 
of cleaning up that base's environ
mental contamination. My amendment 
addresses this fact by giving the Sec
retary of Defense flexibility in deciding 
where to utilize the amendment's re
train and employ approach. The 
amendment also gives the Secretary of 
Defense the authority to require, where 
appropriate, that private contractors 
hire former base employees for con
tracted base cleanup work. 

Civilian defense employees in Califor
nia tell me that they can clean up con
taminated bases more cost effectively 
than private contractors. They have 
been unable to proceed, they tell me, 
because the Department of Defense is 
uncertain about its authority to retain 
base employees to do this work. I offer 
this amendment to remove this barrier; 
to leave no question about the Depart
ment of Defense's authority to so use 
base employees; to give the ·base em
ployees who helped this country win 
the cold war the chance to prove 
whether in fact they can produce a 
more cost effective cleanup solution; 
and to add to the tools from which the 
Secretary of Defense can choose in 
managing the environmental restora
tion of closing bases, a tool that ad
dresses the economic impact and envi
ronmental contamination problems 
raised by a base's closure. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this 
amendment would provide discre
tionary authority to the Secretary of 
Defense to provide training to employ
ees of the Defense Department or the 
military services to enable them to 
conduct environmentally related ac
tivities on the bases or facilities where 
they work if those bases or facilities 
are being closed pursuant to a base clo
sure law. 

The Secretary would only provide 
such training if the training and use of 
employees was economically sound, did 
not interfere with the existing military 
obligations, the Defense Department, 
or military services. If the training is 
provided, then the DOD must give hir
ing preference to those employees who 
receive the training. 

I urge adoption of the amendment. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Is there further debate? 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we find 

the amendment acceptable. I urge its 
adoption. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the amend
ment (No. 869) is agreed to. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. And I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 870 

(Purpose: To amend title X, United States 
Code, to ensure that small businesses are 
afforded the opportunity to participate 
fully in National Defense Technology and 
Industrial Base programs) 
Mr. NUNN Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

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

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for 
Mr. MITCHELL, proposes an amendment num
bered 870. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 180, after line 24, insert the follow

ing 
SEC. 804. SMALL BUSINESS PARTICIPATION. 

(a) DUAL-USE CRITICAL TECHNOLOGY PART
NERSHIPS.-(1) Section 2511 of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended-

(A) by redesignating subsection (g) as sub
section (h); and 

(B) by inserting after subsection (f) the fol
lowing new subsection (g): 

"(g) SMALL BUSINESS PARTICIPATION.-(1) 
The Secretary shall ensure that small busi
nesses and consortia involving one or more 
small businesses are afforded an opportunity 
to participate in the partnerships program. 

"(2) The Secretary shall conduct seminars 
or similar programs for small businesses in 
order to disseminate information regarding 
the partnerships program widely to small 
businesses. 

"(3) The Secretary shall establish a goal 
that at least 15 percent of the total amount 
appropriated for a fiscal year for partner
ships under this section be expended for part
nerships that involve small businesses or 
consortia involving one or more small busi
nesses. 

"(4) In this section, the term 'small busi
ness concern' has the meaning given the 
term 'small business' pursuant to section 3 
of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632).". 

(2) Not later than the date on which the 
President submits to Congress the budget for 
fiscal year 1995 pursuant to section 1105 of 
title 31, United States Code, the Secretary of 
Defense shall submit to Congress a plan for 
achieving the goal required by subsection 
(g)(3) of section 2511 of title 10, United States 
Code, as added by paragraph (l)(B). 

(b) SBA MEMBI!:RSHIP OF THE NATIONAL DE
FENSE TECHNOLOGY AND INDUSTRIAL BASE 
COUNCIL.-Section 2502(b) of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended-

(1) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para
graph (6); and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol
lowing new paragraph (5): 

"(5) The Administrator of the Small Busi
ness Administration.". 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this 
amendment requires the Secretary of 
Defense to ensure that small businesses 
are afforded an opportunity to partici
pate in the defense conversion pro
gram. It sets a goal of 15 percent par
ticipation in one conversion program, 
and places the administrator of the 

Small Business Administration on a 
National Defense Technology Indus
trial Base Council. 

I urge adoption of the amendment. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, 

President Clinton last March fulfilled a 
commitment to help guide this country 
from an economy reliant on defense ex
penditures to one capable of realizing 
its civilian economic potential. This 
administration worked with the Con
gress to establish the technology rein
vestment project and soon will an
nounce recipients of initial grants. The 
money will be used to help develop 
technologies that have both military 
and commercial applications. 

My amendment to the Defense au
thorization bill will help ensure that 
small businesses have a meaningful 
role in developing dual-use tech
nologies. This legislation would in
clude the Small Business Adminis
trator on a panel created last year to 
advise the Department on industrial 
base critical technology investments. 
The amendment would as well set a 
goal of 15 percent for small business 
participation in dual-use technology 
contracts awarded by the Department 
of Defense. Congress would monitor 
progress toward achieving this goal 
through annual plans submitted by the 
Secretary of Defense. My amendment 
is an acknowledgment of the quality 
work done at small businesses by re
quiring that the DOD establish an in
formation-sharing process that affords 
small businesses ample opportunity to 
receive technical assistance about, bid 
on, and win technology development 
contracts. 

Our military recognizes the contribu
tion small business makes to the de
fense of our Nation. Small businesses 
now receive 20 percent of all contracts 
awarded to business firms for work in 
America. Small businesses create and 
sustain the overwhelming number of 
jobs in the United States. This amend
ment is a statement of support for 
those enterprises as well as the men 
and women who operate them, and the 
workers who help them succeed. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be des
ignated as a cosponsor. This is an ex
cellent amendment. I urge its adoption. 

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

Is there further debate? Without ob
jection, the amendment (No. 870) is 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 



21094 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 13, 1993 
AMENDMENT NO. 871 

(Purpose: To make available certain Depart
ment of Defense food stocks for humani
tarian assistance in Bosnia, Hercegovina 
and Armenia) 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

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

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER] , 

for Mr. DOLE, for himself, Mr. WARNER, and 
Mr. LUGAR, proposes an amendment num
bered 871. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 242, below line 19, insert the fol 

lowing: 
SEC. 1067. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FOOD 

STOCKS FOR ASSISTANCE IN 
BOSNIA·HERCEGOVINA AND ARME
NIA. 

Beginning not later than 10 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of Defense shall make available to the Office 
of the Foreign Disaster Assistance of the 
Agency for International Development, out 
of stocks for which there exists appropria
tions. of the Department of Defense, 500,000 
cases of meals ready to eat for distribution 
over the next four months, as humanitarian 
relief, in Bosnia-Hercegovina and Armenia. 
To the extent possible, these supplies should 
come from surplus stocks. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I under
stand that this amendment has been 
cleared on both sides of the aisle. 

Mr. President, my amendment urges 
the Secretary of Defense to make 
available to the U.S. Office of Disaster 
Assistance, 500,000 cases of meals ready 
to eat [MRE's] from Department of De
fense stocks, for distribution to Bosnia 
and Herzegovina and Armenia. The 
amendment urges that these MRE's are 
to be taken from surplus stocks to the 
extent possible. The amendment leaves 
the amount to be distributed to each 
country to be determined by the U.S. 
Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance. 
In my view, a split of about 60 percent 
for Bosnia and Herzegovina and 40 per
cent for Armenia would be appropriate. 

In many areas of Bosnia and Arme
nia, fuel and electricity are largely un
available. Moreover, water supplies are 
limited. As such, there is an urgent 
need for prepared foods which do not 
require either cooking or water to be 
added. This need for prepared foods will 
increase as winter approaches and the 
impact of fuel shortages are more 
harshly felt. And, winter is around the 
corner-there is already snow on some 
of the mountains above Sarajevo. 

Mr. President, last year the Congress 
provided funding for meals ready to eat 
above the request submitted by the De
partment of Defense. Therefore, the 
provision of these MRE's to the hu
manitarian relief operations in Bosnia 

and Armenia should not negatively af
fect United States Department of De
fense requirements for MRE's. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there further debate? Without 
objection, the amendment (No. 871) is 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 872 

(Purpose: To provide for notification and dis
bursement regarding funds made available 
in fiscal year 1994 for assistance to local 
educational agencies that benefit depend
ents of members of the Armed Forces and 
Department of Defense civilian employees) 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Mr. DOLE and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

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

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], 
for Mr. DOLE, proposes an amendment num
bered 872. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 101, between lines 20 and 21, insert 

the following: 
(e) NOTIFICATION AND DISBURSAL.-(!) The 

Secretary shall notify on or before June 30, 
1994, each local educational agency eligible 
for assistance under subsections (b) and (d) 
of section 386 of Public Law 102-484 for fiscal 
year 1994 of such agency's eligibility for such 
assistance anq the amount of such assist
ance. 

(2) The Secretary shall disburse the funds 
made available pursuant to subsection (d) no 
later than 30 days after notification to eligi
ble local education agencies. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, for 43 
years, Congress has supported the edu
cation of the sons and daughters of 
military personnel through the Impact 
Air Program. The program has consist
ently funded strong instruction, but 
administrators have always been asked 
to do more with less. With such limited 
budgets these schools can barely main
tain their academic programs, let 
alone introduce innovative instruction 
that will be necessary to meet the six 
education goals by the year 2000. 

To help districts that have a high im
paction of military-connected stu
dents, Congress has in the past pro
vided $50 million in .supplementary 
funds from the Department of Defense. 
I am pleased to see that we are con
tinuing this practice, as these funds go 
a long way toward compensating im-

pact aid districts for their limited 
budgets. 

But money is still tight. And to 
make the most of each dollar, most im
pact aid school districts finish their 
school budgets in late spring to early 
summer. Which creates a problem when 
the Department of Defense does not no
tify them about supplemental money 
until the fall. It is just too late. 

To resolve this problem, I have had 
an amendment accepted by both sides 
which will require the Department of 
Defense to notify applicant schools by 
June 30, 1994, and to disburse award 
amounts within 30 days after notifica
tion. 

Mr. President, it is my understanding 
that this amendment is acceptable to 
both the Department of Education and 
Department of Defense, and most cer
tainly to those hundred-plus schools 
who require early notification so that 
they can properly budget for the next 
academic year. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

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

The amendment (No. 872) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 873 

(Purpose: To expand the scope of the author
ity to contract for certain services at mili
tary installations being closed and to place 
certain conditions on the exercise of such 
contracting authority) 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator MITCHELL and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

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

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. Nunn], for 

Mr. MITCHELL for himself and Mr. THURMOND, 
proposes an amendment numbered 873. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
After section 2918 (as added by amendment 

No. 828) insert the following: 
SEC. 2919. AUTHORITY TO CONTRACT FOR CER

TAIN SERVICES AT INSTALLATIONS 
BEING CLOSED OR REALIGNED. 

(a) SECTION NOT To TAKE EFFECT.-Section 
2916 shall not take effect. 

(b) BASE CLOSURES UNDER 1988 ACT.-Sec
tion 204(b) of the Defense Authorization 
Amendments and Base Closure and Realign
ment Act (title II of Public Law 100-526; 10 
U.S.C. 2687 note) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

" (5)(A) Subject to subparagraph (C), the 
Secretary may contract with local govern
ments for the provision of police services, 
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fire protection services, airfield operation 
services, or other community services by 
such governments at military installations 
to be closed under this title if the Secretary 
determines that the provision of such serv
ices under such contracts is in the best inter
ests of the Department of Defense. 

"(B) The Secretary may exercise the au
thority provided under this paragraph with
out regard to the provisions of chapter 146 of 
title 10, United States Code. 

"(C) The Secretary may not exercise the 
authority under subparagraph (A) with re
spect to a military installation earlier than 
180 days before the date on which the instal
lation is to be closed. 

"(D) The Secretary shall include in a con
tract for services entered into with a local 
government under this subsection a clause 
that requires the use of professionals to fur
nish the services to the extent that profes
sionals are available in the area under the 
jurisdiction of such government." . 

(C) BASE CLOSURES UNDER 1990 ACT.-Sec
tion 2905(b) of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 (part A of title 
XXIX of Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 
note) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

"(4)(A) Subject to subparagraph (C), the 
Secretary may contract with local govern
ments for the provision of police services, 
fire protection services, airfield operation 
services, or other community services by 
such governments at military installations 
to be closed under this part if the Secretary 
determines that the provision of such serv
ices under such contracts is in the best inter
ests of the Department of Defense. 

"(B) The Secretary may exercise the au
thority provided under this paragraph with
out regard to the provisions of chapter 146 of 
title 10, United States Code. 

"(C) The Secretary may not exercise the 
authority under subparagraph (A) with re
spect to a military installation earlier than 
180 days before the date on which the instal
lation is to be closed. 

"(D) The Secretary shall include in a con
tract for services entered into wi.th a local 
government under this subsection a clause 
that requires the use of professionals to fur
nish the services to the extent that profes
sionals are available in the area under the 
jurisdiction of such government.". 

Mr. NUNN. This amendment would 
restrict the applicability of the provi
sion in the bill which would waive the 
statutory authority for contracting of 
DOD in policing fire functions in the 
case of closing military bases. Senator 
MITCHELL'S amendment would limit 
this waiver for last 180 days prior to 
such base's actual closure and ensure 
that such services will be provided by 
professional employees. 

I urge adoption of the amendment. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we find 

it acceptable. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 873) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 874 
(Purpose: To make technical amendments to 

the bill and technical and clerical amend
ments to existing law) 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator THURMOND and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

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

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for 
Mr. THURMOND, proposes an amendment 
numbered 874. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 37, strike out lines 9 through 11, 

and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
(b) LEVEL FUNDING.-Of the amounts au

thorized to be appropriated in this title, 
Sl0,000,000 shall be available for fiscal year 
1994 for engineering development under the 
program. 

On page 65, line 19, strike out "or devices" 
and insert in lieu thereof ", or devices,". 

On page 72, line 19, strike out "Amounts" 
and insert in lieu thereof "To the extent pro
vided in appropriations Acts, amounts". 

On page 152, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following: 

(k) ARMY ENLISTMENT BONUS.-(1) Section 
308f(c) of title 37, United States Code, is 
amended by striking out "September 30, 
1992" and inserting in lieu thereof "Septem
ber 30, 1995". 

(2) The amendment made by paragraph 
(1) shall take effect as of September 30, 1992. 

On page 192, strike out line 9 and all that 
follows through page 193, line 3. 

On page 242, after line 19, insert the follow
ing: 
SEC. 1067. TECHNICAL AND CLERICAL AMEND

MENTS. 
(a) MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS To TITLE 

10, UNITED STATES CODE.-Title 10, United 
States Code, is amended as follows: 

(1) Section 401 is amended by striking out 
subsection (f). 

(2) Section 1408 is amended-
(A) in subsections (b)(l)(A), (f)(l), and (f)(2), 

by striking out "subsection (h)" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "subsection (i)"; and 

(B) in subsection (h)(4)(B), by inserting 
"of" after "of that termination". 

(3) Section 1605(a) is amended by striking 
out "(50 U.S.C. 403 note)" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "(50 U.S.C. 2153)". 

(4) Section 1804(b)(l) is amended by strik
ing out "his or her" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "the volunteer's". 

(5) Section 2031(a)(l) is amended in the sec
ond sentence by striking out "Not more than 
200 units may be established by all of the 
military departments each year, and the" 
and by inserting in lieu thereof "The". 

(6) Section 2305(b)(4)(A) is amended by re
aligning clauses (i) and (ii) so that they are 
indented two ems from the left margin. 

(7) Subsections (a), (e), and (g) of section 
2371 are amended by striking out "Defense 
Advanced Research Projects Agency" and in
serting in lieu thereof "Advanced Research 
Projects Agency". 

(8) Section 2469 is amended by striking out 
", prior to any such change,". 

(9)(A) Section 2490a is transferred to the 
end of chapter 165, redesignated as section 
2783, and amended-

(i) in subsection (b)(2)-
(I) by striking out "title 10, United States 

Code" and inserting in lieu thereof "this 
title"; 

(II) by striking out the comma after "Jus
tice)"; and 

(III) by striking out "of such title" and in
serting in lieu thereof "of this title"; and 

(ii) in subsection (c)(l), by striking out 
"Armed Forces" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"armed forces". 

(B) The table of sections at the beginning 
of chapter 147 is amended by striking out the 
item relating to section 2490a. 

(C) The table of sections at the beginning 
of chapter 165 is amended by adding at the 
end the following new item: 
"2783. Nonappropriated fund instrumental

ities: financial management 
and use of nonappropriated 
funds.". 

(10) Section 2491 is amended-
(A) in paragraph (2), by striking out "non

military application" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "nonmilitary applications"; and 

(B) in paragraph (8), by striking out "sub
section (f)" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"subsection (b)(4)". 

(11) Section 2501(b)(2) is amended by strik
ing out "and thereby free up capital" and in
serting in lieu thereof "that, by reducing the 
public sector demand for capital, increases 
the amount of capital available" . 

(12) Section 2513 is amended-
(A) in subsection (b), by striking out "ELI

GIBLE CENTERS.-" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "ELIGIBLE ALLIANCES.-"; and 

(B) in subsection (c)(2)(B)-
(i) by striking out "two" in clause (ii) and 

inserting in lieu thereof "one"; and 
(ii) by redesignating the clause (iii) added 

by section 4223(d) of Public Law 102-484 (106 
Stat. 2681) as clause (iv); and 

(iii) by striking out "an" in clause (iv), as 
so redesignated, and inserting in lieu thereof 
"An". 

(13) Section 2771 is amended-
(A) in subsection (a), by striking out "who 

dies after December 31, 1955"; and 
(B) in subsection (b), by striking out "for 

the" and all that follows and inserting in 
lieu thereof "for the uniformed services.". 

(14) Section 9315 is amended-
(A) in subsection (b), by striking out "Air 

Training Command" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "Air Education and Training Com
mand"; and 

(B) in subsection (c), by striking out "Air 
Force Training Command" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "Air Education and Training 
Command of the Air Force" . 

(b) SUBSECTION HEADINGS.-
(1) Section 2507 of title 10, United States 

Code, is amended-
(A) in subsection (a), by inserting "AU

THORITY.-" after "(a)"; 
(B) in subsection (b), by inserting "CONDI

TION FOR USE OF AUTHORITY.-" after "(b)"; 
(C) in subsection (c), by inserting "PEN

ALTY FOR NONCOMPLIANCE.-" after "(c)"; 
(D) in subsection (d), by inserting "LIMITA

TIONS ON DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION.-" 
after "(d)"; 

(E) in subsection (e), by inserting "REGU
LATIONS.-" after "(e)"; and 
. (F) in subsection (f), by inserting " DEFINI
TIONS.-" after "(f)". 

(2) Section 2523 of such title is amended
(A) in subsection (a), by inserting "IN GEN

ERAL.-" after "(a)"; and 
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(B) in subsection (b), by striking out 

"(b)(l)" and inserting in lieu thereof "(b) 
PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.-(1)". 

(C) AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAW 102-484.
Public Law 102-484 is amended as follows: 

(1) Section 1051(b)(2) (106 Stat. 2498) is 
amended-

(A) by striking out" 'section 101(47) of title 
10,' " and inserting in lieu thereof " 'section 
101(47) of title 10' ";and 

(B) by striking out "'section 101 of title 
10,' " and inserting in lieu thereof " 'section 
101 of title 10' ". 

(2) Section 1313(2) (106 Stat. 2548) is amend
ed, effective as of October 23, 1992, by strik
ing out "'structure and'" and inserting in 
lieu thereof" 'structure, and'". 

(3) Section 1365 (106 Stat. 2561) is amended 
by striking out "(e) DEFINITION.-" and in
serting in lieu thereof "(d) DEFINITION.-". 

(4) Section 1441 (106 Stat. 2566) is amended 
in the matter preceding paragraph (1) by 
striking out "the FREEDOM Support Act of 
1992" and inserting in lieu thereof "the Free
dom for Russia and Emerging Eurasian De
mocracies and Open Markets Support Act of 
1992 (Public Law 102-511; 106 Stat. 3345; 22 
u.s.c. 5861)" . 

(5) Section 1505(e)(2) (106 Stat. 2571) is 
amended by striking out "(d)(2)" in the mat
ter preceding subparagraph (A) and inserting 
in lieu thereof "(d)(4)". 

(6) Section 1828 (106 Stat. 2585; 36 U.S.C. 
5108) is amended by striking out "board of 
the directors" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"board of directors". 

(d) CROSS REFERENCE AMENDMENTS IN 
OTHER LAWS.-

(1) Effective as of December 19, 1991, sec
tion 12 of the Coast Guard Authorization Act 
of 1991 (Public Law 102-241; 105 Stat. 2213) is 
amended by striking out "Section 
406(b)(2)(E) of title 37," and inserting in lieu 
thereof "Section 406(b)(l)(E) of title 37,". 

(2) Section 3(c)(2) of Public Law 101-533 (22 
U.S.C. 3142) is amended by striking out "sec
tion 2522 of title 10" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "section 2506 of title 10". 

(3) Section 109(17) of the Ethics in Govern
ment Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.) is amended 
by striking out "section 101(8) of title 10" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "section 
101(a)(9) of title 10". · 

(4) Section 179(a)(2)(B) of the National and 
Community Service Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
12639(a)(4)) is amended by striking out "sec
tion 101(4) of title 10," and inserting in lieu 
thereof " section 101(a)(4) of title 10,". 

On page 266, line 7, strike out "1208)" and 
insert in lieu thereof "1207)". 

On page 275, in the table below line 16, 
strike out the item relating to Land Acquisi
tion, Various Locations, and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 
Land Acquisition .... ......... .. .... ..... . $2,140,000 

On page 347, line 25, strike out "Maricopa 
County, Arizona," and insert in lieu thereof 
"the Flood Control District of Maricopa 
County, Arizona (in this section referred to 
as 'the Flood Control District'),". 

On page 348, line 1, strike out "Maricopa 
County" and insert in lieu thereof " the 
Flood Control District". 

On page 348, line 3, strike out "Maricopa 
County" and insert in lieu thereof "the 
Flood Control District". 

On page 348, beginning on line 15, strike 
out "Maricopa County" and insert in lieu 
thereof " the Flood Control District" . 

On page 348, line 17, strike out "Maricopa 
County" and insert in lieu thereof "the 
Flood Control District". 

On page 348, line 18, strike out "Maricopa 
County" and insert in lieu thereof "the 
Flood Control District". 

On page 348, line 24, strike out "Maricopa 
County" and insert in lieu thereof "the 
Flood Control District". 

On page 349, line 1, strike out "Maricopa 
County" and insert in lieu thereof "the 
Flood Control District". 

On page 349, line 4, strike out "Maricopa 
County" and insert in lieu thereof "the 
Flood Control District" . 

On page 349, line 9, strike out "Maricopa 
County" and insert in lieu thereof "the 
flood Control District". 

On page 349, line 12, strike out "Maricopa 
County" and insert in lieu thereof "the 
Flood Control District" . 

On page 349, beginning on line 16, strike 
out "Maricopa County" and insert in lieu 
thereof "the Flood Control District". 

On page 392, line 3, strike out 
"chlorofluorocarbons" and insert in lieu 
thereof "substances". 

On page 412, beginning on line 24, strike 
out "the congressional defense committees" 
and insert in lieu thereof "Congress". 

On page 431, line 5, insert "(a) ADDITIONAL 
USES.-" before "Section". 

On page 431, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following: 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 9 of 
such Act is amended by striking out para
graph (4). 

On page 431, line 17, strike out "'total mo
bilization' " and insert in lieu thereof " ', 
based upon'". 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, a number 
of technical amendments are contained 
in the amendment I propose. This is 
necessary because, since the bill was 
reported to the Senate July 17, we have 
identified the need for a number of 
technical amendments. 

I urge its adoption. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, this 

amendment is acceptable, and we urge 
its adoption. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 874) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 875 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator REID and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

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

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN] for 

Mr. REID, proposes an amendment numbered 
875. 

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

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

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

the following new sections: 
SEC. • PROHIBITION ON MILITARY ACTMTIES, 

DUCK VALLEY RESERVATION, NE· 
VADA/IDAHO. 

(a) MILITARY OVERFLIGHTS.-Notwithstand
ing any other provision of law, aircraft under 

the jurisdiction of the military departments 
may not carry out flights for military pur
poses in the airspace that is less than 15,000 
feet above ground level of the Duck Valley 
Reservation of the Shoshone-Paiute Tribes, 
N evadaJidaho. 

(b) OTHER ACTIVITIES.-Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the restriction 
referred to in subsection (a) applies to the 
area that extends 15 miles from the boundary 
of such reservation. 

(c) DEFINITION.-In this section, the term 
" military departments" has the meaning 
given such term in section lOl(a) of title 10, 
United States Code. 
SEC. • PROHIBITION ON ESTABLISHMENT OF 

THE IDAHO TRAINING RANGE, 
MOUNTAIN HOME AIR FORCE BASE, 
IDAHO. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary of the Air Force may not 
carry out any activities with respect to the 
development or establishment of the Idaho 
Training Range. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this 
amendment will have a second-degree 
amendment to be proposed on behalf of 
Senator KEMPTHORNE by the Senator 
from Virginia. 

Very briefly, this is a Reid original 
amendment · that has been sent to the 
desk. It will provide a prohibition 
against the expansion of low-flying air
craft in the vicinity of Duck Valley 
Reservation in Idaho and Nevada. I be
lieve the Senator from Virginia will 
have a second-degree amendment. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Depart
ment of the Air Force is currently 
planning to create a 150,000-acre train
ing area, called the Idaho Training 
Area, in southwest Idaho in the vicin
ity of the Duck Valley Indian Reserva
tion of the Shoshone-Paiute Tribes. 

It is a training area that, by admis
sion of the Department of Defense, is 
unneeded. 

No other group of people will be so 
strongly impacted by this proposed 
range expansion of Mountain Home Air 
Force Base than the people of the Duck 
Valley Reservat~on, a reservation 
which straddles the Idaho/Nevada bor
der. 

Not only have the people on this res
·ervation suffered from low-level and 
supersonic overflights, not only have 
they suffered loss of land and liveli
hood, but the people who were origi
nally removed from the proposed range 
area have never been compensated. 

That is not the case with ranchers in 
the area who want to leave because of 
the expansion. One of them is receiving 
$1. 7 million. 

Two separate treaties were signed in 
the 1860's by the Idaho Territorial Gov
ernor and the chiefs of the Boise Basin 
and Bruneau Shoshone. Those treaties 
have not been honored. 

The nativ:e Americans who live on 
this reservation have been loyal and 
patriotic, serving in our Armed Forces 
even before they became official citi
zens in 1924. Now, the Government 
wants more. 

The Air Force has proposed creating 
a huge training area that will impact 
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even further upon the Duck Valley 
Reservation. This is a training area 
that the Department of Defense says it 
can live without. 

This is land that the Shoshone-Pai
u te Tribes say was set aside perpet
ually for hunting and other traditional 
uses. It also includes historical and ar
cheological sites important to the 
tribes. It is the site of graves, battle
fields, and sacred land. 

It has been preserved in almost pris
tine condition by its isolation, making 
it an invaluable archeological area. 

Currently, the Indian Affairs Com
mittee is considering a bill that would 
protect these sacred sites, and that bill 
is probably going to become law very 
shortly. But, until then, the Native 
Americans have no protection. 

The alleged need for the training 
area is for a composite wing being lo
cated at Mountain Home Air Force 
Base. A move that has been criticized 
by the General Accounting Office. 

The GAO report states that: 
The Air Force's use of the range has raised 

some environmental concerns, including im
pacts on and changes in management of 
vegetation and wildlife, recreation, Native 
American culture, wilderness values, and 
special land use designations. 

In this era of military build-down, 
why are we expanding a military in
stallation when the job can be done 
with existing facilities? 

The Defense Department has stated 
in writing that the Saylor Creek Train
ing Range--a range that already exists 
at Mountain Home Air Force Base--"is 
capable of supporting much of the day
to-day training performed by compos
ite wings." 

The Defense Department also stated 
that the 20 percent of the training that 
cannot be accommodated at Saylor 
Creek can easily be accommodated at 
Nellis Air Force Base in Nevada and at 
the Utah Test and Training Range. 

In fact, the Defense Department said 
that flying time to these other ranges 
would enhance training by including 
midair ref uelings and by adding real
ism to training missions. 

So the questions remain: Why are we 
going to spend money on an unneeded 
military installation? Why are we 
going to take more away from the Sho
shone-Paiute tribes? Why are we going 
to desecrate lands sacred to a people 
who have already been taken advan
tage of? 

There is another issue at stake here 
that has great importance to the integ
rity of the Congress. And that is that 
the Air Force is attempting to side
step the Engle Act, which requires that 
all land withdrawals over 5,000 acres be 
approved by Congress. 

The land is to be acquired by buying 
out two ranches and through a land ex
change with the Bureau of Land Man
agement. 

This is a clear attempt to go around 
Congress. And the Congress ought to 
stop it. 

The amendment I am offering puts a me of the proposed bombing range ex
halt to the unneeded Idaho Training pansion. Apparently, their reservation 
Range. communities are subject to constant 

In addition, my amendment would re- low-level overflights and four or five 
quire that overflights of the Duck Val- sonic booms each day by military air
ley Reservation be at least 15,000 feet craft. The low-level flyovers and the 
above ground level, and it creates a bombing range expansion pose a seri
buffer zone of 15 miles around the res- ous threat to the free exercise of the 
ervation. Shoshone-Paiute Tribes' religion-

The Native Americans who live on some of their most sacred sites are af
this reservation attempt to live a quiet fected by these assaults. 
pastoral life. But that isn't always I have been told by tribal officials of 
easy with fighter jets flashing by over- the Shoshone-Paiute Tribes that the 
head. proposed range is 5 miles from the 

The reservation has been bombarded Duck Valley Reservation, and that the 
with the roar of low-flying jets and land involved is the location of their 
jolted by window-breaking sonic most sacred religious sites, of burial 
booms-the flights coming out of sites, and the spiritual heart of their 
Mountain Home Air Force Base. people. It is also the location of the 

Military airspace covers the entire battlefield on which, 100 years ago, ef
Duck Valley Reservation and the noise forts were made to exterminate their 
will only get worse if the Idaho Train- ancestors. It would be most unfortu
ing Range is established. Not only does nate if the U.S. Government now re
the noise disrupt the lifestyle of the turns to this site to exterminate the 
tribes, but it has created certain dan- spiritual existence of these tribes. 

ge~~ttle have been spooked in the val- The impact of the establishment of 
ley, and ranchers have lost control of this bombing range threatens an area 

revered and used by the tribes for cen
their horses and been bucked off. It is turies as their most sacred traditional 
only a matter of time before somebody place of worship and should not be un
gets hurt. 

The tribes have been fighting for al- derestimated. The proposed bombing 
most 130 years to be free and live the range and the low-level flyovers would 
life they love. That is why I am offer- cause serious damage to the sacred 
ing this amendment to give them some areas which are an integral and nec
relief. I hope my colleagues will sup- essary part of the Shoshone-Paiute 
port this amendment-an amendment Tribes' spiritual belief systems and tra
which will also save the taxpayer mil- ditional religious ways of life. 
lions of dollars. The Shoshone-Paiute Tribal leaders 

There was a story told by a Duck have requested that I take the nec
Valley medicine man named Powonto, essary steps to put a stop to the expan
who, at the time of the telling in 1962, sion of the bombing range and the low
was 104 years old. He told the story of level overflights. The amendment pro
the day in 1866 when the white man posed by my esteemed colleague, Sen
came to wipe out his people. ator REID, would require a 6-month 

My people were camped at Sihwigyo (which study to evaluate the effects of the 
means Willows all in a row) repairing our low-level overfligh_ts and put a halt to 
equipment and digging wild potatoes. It was the expansion of the development of 
morning when the soldiers rode over the hill the Idaho Training Range until after 
to the west of the willows. They came shoot- the completion of the study. This study 
ing, but our braves held them off while the is vitally important to determine the 
people withdrew under the rimrock to the proper means necessary to protect the 
east. There a stand was made until nightfall. tribes sacred religious sites from being 
A council was held and it was decided to pull desecrated. 
out to the water in the canyon. A trail was 
to be left so that the soldiers would follow. AMENDMENT NO. 876 TO AMENDMENT NO. 875 
An ambush was planned. Our braves would be (Purpose: To provide for a study of the ef-
positioned so as to keep the soldiers from fects of Air Force activities on the Duck 
water. We would force them to withdraw. Valley Reservation of the Shoshone-Paiute 

Pawonto's people were successful Tribes) 
that day in making the soldiers with- Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I send a 
draw. But the soldiers are still coming, substitute amendment on behalf of 
and they are more powerful this time. Senator KEMPTHORNE to the desk and 
Pawonto's people are still fighting the ask for its immediate consideration. 
battle of North Fork. The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern-

! understand that a substitute is pore. The clerk will report. 
being offered to this amendment. The assistant legislative clerk read 
Though I will accept this substitute at as follows: 
this time, it should be known that I The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], 
will continue to pursue this issue in for Mr. KEMPTHORNE, proposes an amend-
the Appropriations Committee. ment numbered 876 to amendment No. 875. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise to Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
express my strong support of the unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment offered by the distin- amendment be dispensed with. 
guished Senator from Nevada. The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

The Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of the pore. Without objection, it is so or
Duck Valley Reservation have advised . dered. 
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The amendment is as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be in

serted, insert the following: 
SEC. 2854. STUDY OF EFFECTS OF AIR FORCE AC

TIVITIES ON DUCK VALLEY RES
ERVATION. 

(a) STUDY .-The Secretary of the Air Force 
shall carry out a study to determine-

(1) the effects on Air Force operations of a 
requirement that overflights of the Duck 
Valley Reservation of the Shoshone-Paiute 
Tribes occur no lower than 15,000 feet above 
ground level of such reservation; 

(2) the effects on such operations of a re
quirement that no military activities occur 
within such reservation or the area within 15 
miles of the boundary of such reservation; 
and 

(3) whether such operations can be carried 
out within the areas referred to in paragraph 
(2) in accordance with the following: 

(A) The provisions of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.). 

(B) The provisions of the Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (25 
U.S.C. 3001 et seq.). 

(b) REPORT.-The Secretary shall submit to 
Congress the report required under sub
section (a) not later than 120 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, 
on Friday the Senator from Nevada, 
Senator REID, stated his intent to offer 
an amendment concerning the Duck 
Valley Reservation and the proposed 
Idaho training range. 

The Idaho training range is a pro
posal supported by the Governor of 
Idaho, the Air Force, and the National 
Guard Bureau. The proposed range will 
augment the existing Saylor Creek 
range used by the Air Force · Composite 
Wing at Mountain Home Air Force 
Base. The proposed range will allow us 
to maximize the investment the Nation 
has made in the composite wing based 
at Mountain Home. 

The Reid amendment would require 
the Air Force to complete a study on 
the effect of air operations on the Duck 
Valley Reservation before funds for the 
Idaho training range could be spent. 
Parts of the study called for in the 
Reid amendment would duplicate work 
that is already being conducted as part 
of the environmental impact statement 
for the Idaho training range. In an ef
fort to delete this duplication, I am of
fering a substitute amendment that 
will limit the Air Force study to items 
not covered by the environmental im
pact statement. 

I want to thank the Senator from Ne
vada for agreeing to accept my sub
stitute amendment. 

At the same time, I understand that 
the Senate Appropriations Committee 
will have to consider the issue of ap
propriating the authorized funds for 
the Idaho training range. The entire 
Idaho delegation supports the proposed 
Idaho training range and will work to
gether in support of this appropriation. 
At the appropriate time, I hope my col
leagues will take the time to consider 
my reasons for supporting the range 
proposal. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues in the Senate to secure the 

funding for this important training 
range proposal. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, this 
amendment would require the Sec
retary of the Air Force to study the ef
fects of the Air Force activities on the 
real estate described by the distin
guished chairman. I understand that 
Senator REID accepts this substitute. 

Mr. NUNN. It is my understanding 
that Senator REID will accept the sub
stitute which has been worked out. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 876) to amend
ment No. 875 was agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge the 
Reid amendment as amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Reid amendment, as 
amended, is agreed to. 

So, the amendment (No. 875) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 877 

(Purpose: Base closure surplus military 
equipment) 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk on behalf of 
the Senator from Michigan, Senator 
LEVIN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

This legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN] for 

Mr. LEVIN proposes an amendment numbered 
877. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title XX, insert the following 

section: 
SEC .• AVAILABILITY OF SURPLUS MILITARY 

EQUIPMENT. 
The Secretary of Defense shall make his 

best effort to make available surplus mili
tary equipment scheduled for retirement or 
disposal owing to military downsizing, base 
closure or realignment to communities suf
fering economic hardships from the closure 
of a military base, if such equipment is im
portant to the economic development efforts 
of those communities, and if such equipment 
does not have an alternative military use. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this 
amendment on behalf of Senator Levin 
encourages the Secretary of Defense to 
make his best effort to make available 
excess military equipment scheduled 
for retirement or disposal from mili-

tary downsizing, base closure, or re
alignment, to communities that have 
suffered economic hardship from the 
closure of military bases. 

I urge adoption of the amendment. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the com

mittee bill contains several important 
provisions to assist communities that 
are being affected adversely by base 
closure and realignments, and addi
tional provisions were added on the 
Senate floor to make certain that as
sistance is swift and fair. 

My amendment would direct the Sec
retary of Defense to extend the Depart
ment's efforts in this regard to commu
nities that have already suffered eco
nomic dislocation from base closures, 
even where those closures may have oc
curred in the seventies or eighties. 

The amendment states simply that 
"the Secretary of Defense shall make 
his best effort to make available sur
plus military equipment scheduled for 
retirement or disposal owing to mili
tary downsizing, base closure or re
alignment to communities suffering 
economic hardships from the closure of 
a military base, if such equipment is 
important to the economic develop
ment efforts of those communities, and 
if such equipment does not have an al
ternative military use." 

This would enable a community such 
as Kincheloe in Michigan's Upper Pe
ninsula, which suffered the closure of 
an Air Force base over a decade ago, to 
receive full consideration from the De
partment of Defense where economic 
redevelopment projects could benefit 
from certain i terns of surplus military 
equipment. 

Mr. President, at bases closed before 
1988, there may no longer be a formally 
constituted conversion authority like 
there is at the bases now in the process 
of being closed, but there may still be 
community redevelopment efforts that 
would benefit from the conveyance of 
surplus military equipment. 

The assistance programs we are put
ting into place for the most recent base 
closure communities are essential, but 
for communities where bases were 
closed years ago without the benefit of 
such programs, the Defense Depart
ment may still be able to help by con
veying surplus equipment that does not 
have an alternative military use where 
that equipment would directly help 
new development. 

This amendment instructs the Sec
retary of Defense to help where he can 
in this regard. I urge the Senate to 
adopt this amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent I might be des
ignated a cosponsor of the amendment. 

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

Mr. WARNER. I urge its adoption. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, The 

Senator from Michigan, Senator LEVIN, 
has an amendment which permits the 
Secretary of Defense to make excess 
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military equipment available to com
munities impacted by base closure. The 
amendment is in keeping with the 
President's Community Assistance 
Program and the Pryor provision ac
cepted earlier by the Senate. 

Mr. President, I agree with the 
amendment and urge its adaptation. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the amend
ment is agreed to. 

So, the amendment (No. 877) was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 878 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, on behalf 
of Senator BREAUX, I send an amend
ment to the desk. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will report the amend
ment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Sena tor from Georgia [Mr. 
NUNN], for Mr. BREAUX proposes an 
amendment numbered 878. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title subtitle C of title I 

(page 26, after line 16), insert the following 
new section: 
SEC. 124. WNG-TERM LEASE AUTHORITY FOR 

CERTAIN ROLL-ON/ROLL-OFF VES
SELS. 

(a) AUTHORITY.-The Secretary of the Navy 
may enter into a long-term lease or charter 
for not more than five vessels described in 
subsection (b) without regard to the provi
sions of section 2401 of title 10, United States 
Code, or section 9081 of the Department of 
Defense Appropriations Act, 1990 (10 U.S.C. 
2401 note). 

(b) COVERED VESSELS.-Subsection (a) ap
plies to roll-on/roll-off (RO/RO) vessels which 
are required by the Department of Defense 
for propositioning or related point-to-point 
service and which, in the case of vessels for 
which work is required to make the vessel el
igible for such service and for documentation 
under the laws of the United States, have 
such work performed in a United States ship
yard. 

(C) LIMITATION ON SOURCE OF FUNDS.- The 
Secretary may not use funds appropriated 
for the National Defense Sealift program 
that are available for construction of vessels 
to enter into a contract for a lease or charter 
pursuant to subsection (a). 

(d) CONDITIONS ON OBLIGATION OF FUNDS.
The Secretary may not enter into a contract 
for a lease or charter pursuant to subsection 
(a) unless the contract includes the following 
provisions: 

(1) A statement that the obligation of the 
United States to make payments under the 
contract in any fiscal year is subject to ap
propriations being provided specifically for 
that fiscal year and specifically for that 
lease or charter. 

(2) A commitment to obligate the nec
essary amount for each fiscal year covered 
by the contract when and to the extent that 
funds are appropriated for that lease or char
ter for that fiscal year. 

(3) A statement that such an commitment 
given under paragraph (2) does not con
stitute an obligation of the United States. 

(e) DEFINITION.-For purposes of subsection 
(a) , the term " long-term lease or charter" 
has the meaning given °that term in section 
2401(d)(l)(A) of title 10, United States Code 
(without regard to subparagraph (B) of that 
section). 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this 
amendment would allow the Military 
Sealift Command to enter into a long
term charter. It can charter up to five 
roll-on/roll-off vessels to serve as 
prepositioning ships or related point
to-point service. This will permit the 
Navy to extend lease terms for sealift 
operations. 

I understand there has been objection 
raised to this amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, that is 
my understanding. I am informed there 
is objection on this side. 

Therefore, to protect this objection, 
this matter cannot be acted on finally 
tonight and should be sequenced for to
morrow in the course of rollcall votes. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I under
stand the Senator is attempting to 
work out the difficulties. It may be by 
tomorrow this amendment will be able 
to be agreed upon on both sides before 
the scheduled rollcall votes. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise today to oppose the amendment by 
Senator BREAUX that will authorize the 
Secretary of the Navy to enter into a 
long-term lease for a maximum of five 
roll-on/roll-off vessels that are required 
by the Department of Defense for 
prepositioning or related point to point 
service. 

I am concerned that this amendment 
might threaten the results of the De
partment's mobility requirement 
study. Until new construction con
tracts are awarded and a full commit
ment is made to the execution of this 
congressionally mandated program, I 
do not support any attempts to solve 
our strategic mobility requirements by 
chartering existing vessels, especially 
any that may be of foreign construc
tion. 

I encourage my colleagues to vote 
against this amendment. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, to protect 

the Senator from Louisiana and also to 
protect those who object to the amend
ment, I ask unanimous consent that 
the vote on, or in relation to, Senator 
BREAUX's amendment occur, without 
intervening action or debate , imme
diately upon the disposition of Senator 
BROWN'S amendment No. 825, and that 
no second degree amendments or 
amendments to language that may be 
stricken be in order prior to the dis
position of Senator BREAUX's amend
ment; that upon disposition of the 
Breaux amendment the bill be read a 
third time and, without intervening ac
tion or debate, the Senate proceed to 
vote on final passage of the bill. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection? 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on final passage of 
the bill. 

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

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that following the 
vote on the Leahy amendment, No. 821, 
each succeeding vote relative to the 
amendments on the DOD bill be 10 min
utes in duration. 

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

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

pore. The Senator from Georgia. 
POLICY CONCERNING HOMOSEXUALS IN THE 

ARMED FORCES 
Mr. LEVIN. I would like to engage 

the chairman of the committee, Sen
ator NUNN, in a colloquy concerning 
section 546 of the bill, entitled "Policy 
Concerning Homosexuality in the 
Armed Forces.'' 

My first question is as follows: Have 
many homosexuals, including some 
whose orientation was known, served 
and do they continue to serve in the 
Armed Forces, with distinction, patri
otism, and honor? 

Mr. NUNN. In our hearing on July 20, 
1993, Gener~l Powell testified that "ho
mosexuals have privately served well 
in the past and are continuing to serve 
well today." There have been in
stances, such as the circumstances de
scribed in Watkins v. United States, 875 
F .2d 699 (9th Cir. 1989), cert. denied 111 
S.Ct. 384 (1990) where an individual has 
served openly, but open homosexuality 
appears to be an exception because 
DOD's longstanding policy provides for 
discharge in such circumstances. 

Mr. LEVIN. The administration's 
policy, announced on July 13, 1993, ac
knowledges that one should not be sep
arated from military service unless 
one's homosexual orientation is mani
fested by homosexual acts, or state
ments that demonstrate a propensity 
or intent to engage in homosexual acts, 
or a homosexual marriage or at
tempted marriage. Is this pending leg
islation consistent with this policy? 

Mr. NUNN. The July 19, 1993 policy 
states: 

Servicemembers will be separated for ho
mosexual conduct * * * Homosexual conduct 
is a homosexual act, a statement by the 
servicemember that demonstrates a propen
sity or intent to engage in homosexual acts, 
or a homosexual marriage or attempted mar
riage. A statement by a servicemember that 
he or she is a homosexual or bisexual creates 
a rebuttable presumption that the 
servicemember is engaging in homosexual 
acts or has a propensity or intent to do so. 

The pending legislation, which is 
conduct-based, is consistent with that 
policy. 

Mr. LEVIN. The administration's 
policy of July 19, 1993, makes a distinc
tion between homosexual orientation 
and a propensity to engage in homo
sexual conduct. Is this pending legisla
tion consistent with that distinction? 
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Mr. NUNN. As used in the July 19, 

1993 policy, the term homosexual ori
entation does not include homosexual 
conduct, statements, or marriages. An 
individual will be separated under the 
July 19, 1993 policy for homosexual con
duct, statements, or marriages. The 
pendi...1g legislation, which is conduct
based is consistent with the July 19 
policy. The only grounds for separation 
in the legislation are homosexual acts, 
statements, and marriages. 

Mr. LEVIN. On July 20, 1993, I asked 
General Powell whether he agreed that 
people should not be subjected to har
assment, including homosexual persons 
who comply with the administration's 
policy of July 19, 1993. He answered 
"yes" to that question. Does the Chair
man agree? 

Mr. NUNN. Yes. The committee re
port, on pages 288-89, contains a very 
clear statement condemning harass
ment or mistreatment of persons who 
are gay or lesbian. 

Mr. LEVIN. Is the language in this 
bill consistent in all respects with the 
President's policy of July 19, 1993? 

Mr. NUNN. Yes. Nothing in the legis
lation is inconsistent with any aspect 
of the July 19, 1993 policy as described 
by authoritative administration wit
nesses in testimony before the Armed 
Services Committee. While we believe 
that the legislation improves the clar
ify of the policy, the legislation is con
sistent with the administration's pol
icy as certified to the committee by 
the DOD General Counsel, Jamie 
Gorelick. 

Mr. LEVIN. Under this legislation, is 
a person who considers him or herself 
homosexual in orientation alone, while 
making no statements regarding his or 
her sexuality and abstaining from any 
action in violation of the Uniform Code 
of Military Justice [UCMJ], allowed to 
serve? 

Mr. NUNN. Because of the concept of 
orientation can mean many different 
things, the pending legislation does not 
use that term as a basis for separation. 
Instead, the committee specified those 
matters that demonstrate a propensity 
or intent to engage in homosexual con
duct: homosexual conduct, statements, 
or marriages. An individual may not be 
separated under this legislation unless 
there is evidence of homosexual acts, 
statements, or marriages. 

Mr. LEVIN. In the policy prior to 
1982, homosexual tendencies were 
grounds for discharge. The word ten
dencies was used to describe a person's 
speech, appearance, or mannerisms. 
Does this legislation provide, in any 
way, for a person in the military to be 
separated because he or she is thought 
to have homosexual tendencies? 

Mr. NUNN. The statute does not au
thorize use of the pre-1982 homosexual 
tendencies standard. 

Mr. LEVIN. Does the prohibition on 
sodomy in the UCMJ, including consen
sual sodomy, apply to both homosexual 

and heterosexual sodomy? If so, is that 
changed in any way by this legislation? 

Mr. NUNN. Article 125 of the Uniform 
Code of Military Justice prohibits sod
omy, including homosexual and hetero
sexual sodomy. The legislation does 
not affect article 125. 

Mr. LEVIN. The administration's 
policy of July 19, 1993, provides that 
there will be evenhanded investiga
tions under the UCMJ and that this 
policy applies equally to both hetero
sexual and homosexual conduct. Does 
the pending legislation affect the ad
ministration's ability to investigate 
violations of the UCMJ evenhandedly? 

Mr. NUNN. The July 9, 1993, policy 
states that commanders "will inves
tigate allegations of violations of the 
Uniform Code of Military Justice in an 
evenhanded manner without regard to 
whether the conduct alleged is hetero
sexual or homosexual or whether it oc
curs on-base or off-base." The pending 
legislation does not affect the adminis
tration's ability to investigate viola
tions of the UCMJ evenhandedly. 

Mr. LEVIN. With respect to inves
tigations, is there anything in this leg
islation that is inconsistent with the 
administration's policy of July 19, 1993, 
which states that the Armed Forces 
will use its scarce resources in a man
ner which acknowledges that sexual 
orientation is a private and personal 
matter? 

Mr. NUNN. There is nothing in the 
legislation that is inconsistent with 
the administration's July 19, 1993 pol
icy on investigations, as explained in 
testimony before the committee by the 
General Counsel of the Department of 
Defense, Jamie Gorelick. The term sex
ual orientation, as used in the July 19, 
1993 policy, does not include homo
sexual conduct, statements, or mar
riages. 

Mr. LEVIN. Does the requirement for 
detailed explanations of applicable law 
and regulations governing sexual con
duct referenced in sec. 654(d) include 
those laws and regulations prohibiting 
adultery and heterosexual sodomy, 
even between consenting adults? 

Mr. NUNN. The legislation requires 
the briefings to cover all elements of 
sexual conduct covered by military 
laws and regulations, including sexual 
harassment, adultery, and sodomy, in
cluding consensual and nonconsensual 
homosexual and heterosexual sodomy. 

Mr. LEVIN. Would the chairman 
agree that under the administration's 
July 19, 1993, policy, that a local com
mander who believes that there is no 
propensity on part of the 
servicemember to violate the UCMJ or 
other regulations, but also believes 
that person has a homosexual orienta
tion, can choose not to separate the 
servicemember? 

Mr. NUNN. The term homosexual ori
entation, as used in the July 19, 1993 
policy, does not include homosexual 
conduct, statements, and marriages. 

The only grounds for separation in the 
pending legislation are homosexual 
conduct, statements, or marriages. 
Therefore, if the commander does not 
have evidence of homosexual conduct, 
statements, or marriages, there is no 
basis for separation under the statute. 

Mr. LEVIN. I appreciate the oppor
tunity to engage in this colloquy with 
the chairman of the committee. 

Mr. NUNN. I appreciate the oppor
tunity to engage in this discussion 
with my good friend from Michigan. He 
has given a great deal of thought to 
this subject, and his probing questions 
made an important contribution to our 
hearings and debates. While we have 
not always agreed, I know that he has 
approached this issue with care and 
diligence. 

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I have 
been informed that there were some 
amendments that we did approve here 
tonight by unanimous consent that 
were not reconsidered and tabled. I ask 
unanimous consent that those amend
ments that were not reconsidered and 
tabled be considered as having been re
considered and tabled. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection? 

Mr. WARNER. I agree with the dis
tinguished chairman. 

We also thank very much the staff of 
the Senate for bringing that to the at
tention of the managers. 

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

Mr. WARNER. I wonder if the chair
man and I should not have a brief col
loquy here now. 

It appears to this Senator, and I am 
sure the chairman, that we are nearing 
the conclusion, and that there is a 
unanimous-consent order that, at the 
conclusion of business tonight when 
the Senate stands in recess, there shall 
be no further consideration of this bill, 
apart from the votes that are to be 
calendared in tonight; am I not cor
rect? 

Mr. NUNN. The Senator from Vir
ginia is exactly correct. 

Mr. WARNER. Therefore, if there are 
Senators still considering some mat
ters relating to this bill, I think the 
chairman would want to put them on 
notice at this time that the time re
maining is very short. 

Mr. NUNN. I say to the Senator from 
Virginia, he is exactly correct. 

We do not know of any other amend
ments that are planned to be offered 
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this evening, and the unanimous-con
sent agreement does require the 
amendments to be offered this evening 
or today before the close of business, 
otherwise they will not be eligible to 
be presented tomorrow. 

Mr. President, the managers have 
been on the floor for over 9 hours today 
handling amendments, excluding the 3-
hour break for the White House signing 
ceremony. The floor has been open to 
business for over 9 hours, and there 
have been very few moments of quorum 
calls, so it has been a productive day. 

I believe that 12 rollcalls have been 
ordered for tomorrow beginning at 2:15. 
I suggest that any Senator who wants 
to preserve a voting record would take 
note of that because we will have an 
unusual number of rollcall votes and 
they will be sequenced, with no second
degree amendments in order on these 
amendments. 

So unless any other Senators want to 
offer their amendments tonight-and 
we have several we are still working 
on-I put anyone on notice who is lis
tening that we are not going to be in 
business much longer unless there is 
someone here who wants to offer an 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
ofa quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the role. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I want to 
make a few comments tonight about 
four very special individuals who have 
worked long and hard on this bill and 
many other defense fills. 

Mr. President, this defense authoriza
tion bill marks the culmination of 
months and months of work by the 
Armed Services Committee members 
and our dedicated staff. We began work 
in this bill with full committee hear
ings in February and March. We fol
lowed then full committee hearings 
with subcommittee hearings in April, 
May, and June. In July, we went 
through a lengthy markup process that 
produced the bill we have been debat
ing on the Senate floor since last 
Wednesday evening. 

This year, as in years past, through
out the process of working on this bill 
and on our other legislative and over
sight activities in the committee, the 
members and staff of the committee on 
both sides of the aisle have worked to
gether very closely. 

The staff of the Armed Services Com
mittee is a highly capable, profes
sional, and dedicated group of individ
uals who work together as an effective 
team under the leadership of the staff 
director, Arnold Punaro. 

Unfortunately for the committee, but 
fortunately for the executive branch 
and for the Clinton administration, one 
member of the committee staff has al
ready left to join the executive branch, 
and the departure of three others of 
our professional staff is imminent. I 
want to thank these individuals to
night for their dedicated service to the 
work of the Armed Services Committee 
and to the national security of our 
country. 

Back in January, Robert Bell of the 
committee staff left to join the staff of 
the National Security Council. Bob had 
been on the committee staff since De
cember 1984, and he worked in the 
areas of arms control and strategic 
programs. Bob's encyclopedic knowl
edge of arms control issues and his 
keen insight into the process of nego
tiating arms control agreements made 
him an invaluable member of the com
mittee staff. Members on both sides of 
the aisle on the committee and in the 
Senate, as well as many in the House, 
looked to Bob Bell for advice on arms 
control and proliferation issues be
cause they knew they would get an up
to-da te objective advice from a nation
ally recognized expert in the field. 
They knew they would get that advice 
candidly and frankly and honestly. 

If we had to lose Bob, I am at least 
pleased that Bob continues to work 
closely with the committee from his 
important, new position on the staff of 
the National Security Council in the 
Clinton White House. 

Just before the August recess, Presi
dent Clinton nominated John Hamre of 
the committee staff to be the Comp
troller of the Department of Defense, a 
very important position. I certainly 
would not presume to prejudge the out
come of the confirmation process. I 
still would like to retain just a modi
cum of leverage over Mr. Hamre for the 
next couple of weeks, but I do think he 
will be confirmed because he is an ex
cellent choice for this important posi
tion. 

John Hamre came to the staff of the 
Armed Services Committee in May 1984 
from the staff of the Congressional 
Budget Office. He has been the prin
cipal staff member for the committee 
on conventional programs, including 
research and development, and acquisi
tion of ground combat systems, tac
tical aircraft and tactical missile pro
grams. John has also worked a great 
deal on overall budget analysis, he has 
worked closely with the Budget and 
Appropriations Cammi ttees. 

During his 9 years on the committee, 
John has worked with all members of 
the committee and earned their respect 
and gratitude for his professionalism, 
his bipartisan approach to national se
curity issues, and his detailed knowl
edge of defense programs. John also un
derstands and appreciates Congress' 
role in the authorization and appro
priations process. I look forward to 

working with him in his new position, 
assuming he is confirmed. 

When we returned from the August 
recess, Mr. President, President Clin
ton nominated Fred Pang of the com
mittee staff to be the Assistant Sec
retary of the Navy for Manpower and 
Reserve Affairs. Again, without pre
suming the outcome of the confirma
tion process, I think the President has 
made an excellent choice and I believe 
that Fred will enjoy the support of all 
members of our committee and all 
Members of the Senate. 

Fred Pang joined the committee staff 
in January 1987, after a distinguished 
career in the Air Force and the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense. From 
Fred's vantage point in the Defense De
partment, or on the committee staff, 
he has been heavily involved in every 
major piece of military personnel legis
lation enacted by the Congress in the 
last two decades, whether it was the 
Defense Officer Personnel Management 
Act in 1981, the reform of the military 
retirement system in 1986, or the Per
sian Gulf Benefits Act of 1991. 

Most members of the armed services 
that are leaving the military early are 
grateful for the severance benefits and 
the options they have .with various sev
erance benefit plans. I can say to the 
members of the military that they 
have several more options than they 
would have had, had it not been for 
Fred Pang. 

Fred is dedicated to the men and 
women in the military. He has spent 
his entire adult career working for the 
men and women in the military on per
sonnel matters. 

I know every member of the Armed 
Services Cammi ttee will agree with me 
that Fred's expertise in the area of de
fense manpower and personnel issues is 
exceeded only by his commitment to 
the welfare of the men and women of 
the Armed Forces and their families. 
Like John Hamre and like Bob Bell, we 
will miss Fred very much. 

Finally, Robert Bayer of the commit
tee staff will be heading across the 
river in the near future to be Deputy 
Assistant for Defense for Economic Ad
justment and Base Realignment and 
Closure. Bob has handled military con
struction, base closure and community 
impact issues for the committee since 
he joined the staff in October 1983. 

Bob has been by my side this week as 
we ha.ve debated and changed some of 
the base closing procedures. Bob will be 
implementing these procedures that he 
has had so much to do with in his new 
position. 

It is easy to see why Secretary Aspin 
wants Bob in this tough job, important 
job. Bob will be helping those commu
nities that already have base closings 
and realignment adjust to the very dif
ficult economic circumstances, as well 
as looking down the read to what bases 
we are going to retain in our overall 
force structure in the future. 
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Bob worked closely with two Senate 

task forces , one headed by Senator RIE
GLE in 1990, and one headed by Senator 
PRYOR last year. The Pryor task force 
has given more recommendations this 
year for overall adjustment for com
munities and for individuals that are 
incorporated in this bill by amend
ment. 

Both of these task forces looked at 
ways to mitigate the impact of the de
fense drawdown on local communities, 
and Bob has played a key role in that 
as well as drafting the base closure leg
islation that set up the current base 
closing process. 

I really hate to see these members of 
the staff leave. We already miss Bob 
Bell. Fortunately, as I said he is at the 
National Security Council and we can 
still manage to get him on the tele
phone for both advice from our perspec
tive, as well as, of course, his vigorous 
representation of the administration 
viewpoint on national security issues. 

We will miss John Hamre very much. 
He is going to be extremely difficult to 
replace. Fred Pang is going to be very 
difficult to replace and Bob Buyer will 
be difficult to replace. These four staff 
members represent more than 33 years 
of combined service to the Armed Serv
ices Committee, to the Senate, and to 
the men and women in the military, as 
well a&--bottom line-our national se
curity. 

I can say to my friend from Virginia 
that these are people going to work for 
a Democratic administration and a 
Democratic President. But we have 
never asked our staff in a single inter
view whether they were Democrats or 
Republicans. I have worked with these 
individuals for many years, a cumu
lative total of 33, if you take them al
together- I have not been here that 
long, but that is adding them alto
gether-and I would say they are excel
lent. I even suspect one or two of them 
may have Republican tendencies. We 
hope that that will not in any way im
pede their objective and wise analysis 
of the issues because of what happened 
in the U.S. Senate. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, you 
said it; I did not. But it is true. 

Mr. NUNN. It is true. I will say to my 
friend from Virginia, he knows each of 
these individuals almost as well as I 
do. I know all members of the Armed 
Services Committee-I am confident I 
can speak for all Members on both 
sides of the aisle in saying thank you 
to the two Bobs and to Fred and to 
John, all of whom are true profes
sionals. 

They do not get much credit. They do 
not get their name in the paper, be
cause they are truly professional staff 
members and they do their job. But 
this Nation's security is dependent on 
these individuals, and other individuals 
on our staff on both sides like them. 

They deserve an awful lot more 
thanks, and I must say-the taxpayers 

may not like this, but it is true never
theles&--there is not a single one of 
them that could not go out in the pri
vate sector and double or triple their 
salaries tonight. Each one of them is 
dedicated to the Nation's security and 
feels they can do better even at much 
less pay than they would be able to 
command in the private sector. There 
is not a single one of these individuals, 
and I must say others on our commit
tee staff on both sides, who is not in 
great demand in the private sector. 

They do sacrifice for the public serv
ice, and we truly are indebted to them. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I do not 
know if there is anything I could say to 
add to the comments by our distin
guished chairman. Indeed, each of 
these individuals has been here for the 
14 years I have been privileged to serve 
in the Senate. I would say, Mr. Presi
dent, despite whatever political 
leanings they may have, certainly dur
ing the period of President Reagan and 
President Bush, each of these individ
uals worked very closely with the De
partment of Defense, the NSC staff 
and, as you said, in fulfillment of the 
nonpartisanship for which our commit
tee has been noted for over many, 
many years, long prior to when you 
and I joined this committee, and all of 
our predecessors, beginning I think 
with the distinguished chairman from 
Georgia, who set the mold on that 
many years ago. Richard Russell, I 
think, followed by John Stennis, John 
Tower, Barry Goldwater, and Scoop 
Jackson. These gentlemen worked for 
them, as they did for the Secretaries of 
Defense and the White House staff. 
It is fortunate that President Clinton 

and Secretary Aspin will be gaining 
their services. It is a real credit to our 
country. They are fine men; well 
trained. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator from 
Virginia. I certainly know each one of 
these staff members treasures the time 
they have spent on the committee and 
working with the Senator from Vir
ginia as the ranking Republican, before 
the Senator from South Carolina. I am 
sure I can speak for each of them what 
a great pleasure it wa&--because the 
staff, under the guidance of the Sen
ator from Virginia during the time he 
was the ranking member of this com
mittee and they continued working 
with him as a member of this commit
tee-but during that time, I do not 
think there has ever been better staff 
cooperation. 

Mr. WARNER. I concur in that. I 
think our remarks are stated on behalf 
of all members of our committee and, 
indeed, the balance of the senior staff 
that are fortunately staying on to as
sist the chairman, myself, and others. 

Mr. NUNN. I might add that if this 
pace continues, and the administration 
continues to raid the Armed Services 
Committee staff, we may lose through 
turmoil the capable staff director, Mr. 

Punaro, who is under considerable 
strain. And he has served notice to me 
that if one more member of the staff 
goes to the Clinton administration, he 
is going to probably leave himself be
cause after putting together such a ca
pable staff-and Arnold has done it as 
well as anybody I have known-losing 
people like this is a blow to all of us, 
but particularly to the director of the 
staff, who is responsible for making 
these key personnel decisions, subject, 
of course, to my approval. 

So, Mr. President, I thank each of 
them. I thank the members for their 
cooperation with these fine staff mem
bers over the years. 

I also wanted to thank the Presiding 
Officer, who may be learning more 
about the defense bill than he ever 
cared to know. He has been sitting in 
the chair since, I believe, about 6:30 or 
7 o'clock this evening, and has done an 
excellent job. 

I say to the Senator from Tennessee, 
we are grateful to the Chair for presid
ing, and for his patience. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I join 
in that; not only exercising patience, 
but exercising the rights of the Chair 
to seek brevity in the repetitive pres
entation of a number of these amend
ments. 

AMENDMENT NO. 879 

(Purpose: To require the submittal to Con
gress of reports on special access programs 
and similar programs carried out by cer
tain departments and agencies of the Fed
eral Government) 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, on behalf 

of the Senator from West Virginia, 
Senator BYRD, I send an amendment to 
the desk. 

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

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN] , for 
Mr. BYRD, proposes an amendment numbered 
879. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, further read
ing of the amendment will be dispensed 
with. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 242, after line 19, insert the follow

ing: 
SEC. 1067. REPORTS RELATING TO CERTAIN SPE

CIAL ACCESS PROGRAMS AND SIMI
LAR PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.- (1) Not later than Feb
ruary 1 of each year, the head of each cov
ered department or agency shall submit to 
the appropriate oversight committees a re
port on each special access program carried 
out in the department or agency. 

(2) Each such report shall set forth-
(A) the total amount requested by the de

partment or agency for special access pro
grams within the budget submitted under 
section 1105 of title 31, United States Code, 
for the fiscal year following the fiscal year 
in which the report is submitted; and 

(B) for each program in such budget that is 
a special access program-

(i) a brief description of the program; 
(ii) in the case of a procurement program, 

a brief discussion of the major milestones es
tablished for the program; 
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(iii) the actual cost of the program for each 

fiscal year during which the program has 
been conducted before the fiscal year during 
which that budget is submitted; and 

(iv) the estimated total cost of the pro
gram and the estimated cost of the program 
for (I) the current fiscal year, (II) the fiscal 
year for which the budget is submitted, and 
(III) each of the four succeeding fiscal years 
during which the program is expected to be 
conducted. 

(b) NEWLY DESIGNATED PROGRAMS.-(1) Not 
later than February 1 of each year, the head 
of each covered department or agency shall 
submit to the appropriate oversight commit
tees a report that·, with respect to each new 
special access program, provides-

(A) notice of the designation of the pro
gram as a special access program; 

(B) justification for such designation; and 
(C) the current estimate of the total pro

gram cost for the program. 
(2) In this subsection, the term " new spe

cial access program" means a special access 
program that has not previously been cov
ered in a notice and justification under this 
subsection. 

(C) REVISION IN CLASSIFICATION OF PRO
GRAMS.-(1) Whenever a change in the classi
fication of a special access program of a cov
ered department or agency is planned to be 
made or whenever classified information 
concerning a special access program of a cov
ered department or agency is to be declas
sified and made public, the head of the de
partment or agency shall submit to the ap
propriate oversight committees a report con
taining a description of the proposed change 
or the information to be declassifi.ed, the 
reasons for the proposed change or declas
sification, and notice of any public an
nouncement planned to be made with respect 
to the proposed change or declassification. 

(2) Except as provided in paragraph (3) , a 
report referred to in paragraph (1) shall be 
submitted not less than 14 days before the 
date on which the proposed change, declas
sification, or public announcement is to 
occur. 

(3) If the head of the department or agency 
determines that because of exceptional cir
cumstances the requirement of paragraph (2) 
cannot be met with respect to a proposed 
change, declassification, or public announce
ment concerning a special access program of 
the department or agency, the head of the 
department or agency may submit the report 
required by paragraph (1) regarding the pro
posed change, declassification, or public an
nouncement at any time before the proposed 
change, declassification, or public announce
ment is made and shall include in the report 
an explanation of the exceptional cir
cumstances. 

(d) REVISION OF CRITERIA FOR DESIGNATING 
PROGRAMS.-Whenever there is a modifica
tion or termination of the policy and criteria 
used for designating a program of a covered 
department or agency as a special access 
program, the head of the department or 
agency shall promptly notify the appropriate 
oversight committees of such modification 
or termination. Any such notification shall 
contain the reasons for the modification or 
termination and, in the case of a modifica
tion, the provisions of the policy as modified. 

(e) WAIVER OF REPORTING REQUIREMENT.
(1) The head of a covered department or 
agency may waive any requirement under 
subsection (a) , (b) , or (c) that certain infor
mation be included in a report under that 
subsection if the head of the department or 
agency determines that inclusion of that in
formation in the report would adversely af-

feet the national security. Any such waiver 
shall be made on a case-by-case basis. 

(2) If the head of a department or agency 
exercises the authority provided under para
graph (1), the head of the department or 
agency shall provide the information de
scribed in that subsection with respect to 
the special access program concerned, and 
the justification for the waiver, jointly to 
the chairman and ranking minority member 
of each of the appropriate oversight commit
tees. 

(f) INITIATION OF PROGRAMS.- A special ac
cess program may not be initiated until-

(1) the appropriate oversight committees 
are notified of the program; and 

(2) a period of 30 days elapses after such no
tification is received. 

(g) DEFINITIONS.-In this Act: 
(1) The term "appropriate oversight com

mittees", in the case of a special access pro
gram carried out in a covered department or 
agency, means-

(A) each committee of the Senate and the 
committee of the House of Representatives 
having jurisdiction over legislation that au
thorizes the program, as determined under 
the Standing Rules of the Senate and the 
Rules of the House of Representatives, re
spectively; and 

(B) the Committees on Appropriations of 
the Senate and House of Representatives. 

(2) The term "covered department or agen
cy" means any department or agency of the 
Federal Government that carries out a spe
cial access program (other than the Depart
ment of Defense or an agency in the Intel
ligence Community (as defined in section 3(4) 
of the National Security Act of 1947 (50 
U.S.C. 401a))). 

(3) The term " special access program" 
means any program that, under the author
ity of Executive Order 12356 (or any succes
sor Executive order), is established by the 
head of a department or agency whom the 
President has designated in the Federal Reg
ister as an original "top secret" classifica
tion authority that imposes "need-to-know" 
controls or access controls beyond those con
trols normally required (by regulations ap
plicable to such department or agency) for 
access to information classified as "con
fidential", "secret' ', or " top secret" . 

Mr. NUNN. This is an important 
amendment, and I believe it will be 
agreed to on both sides. 

It extends to all Federal agencies and 
departments that have initiated spe
cial access programs in the national se
curity area the same reporting require
ments that are now in place for the De
partment of Defense and the in tel
ligence community. It requires an an
nual report of such special restricted 
programs to the committees of their 
jurisdiction, their budgets, their ra
tionale, and milestone. In any case, 
where an agency or department head 
feels extraordinary sensitivity pertains 
to bearing on the national security, he 
may provide separate reporting re
stricted to the chairmen and ranking 
members of the committee of jurisdic
tion. The experience we have had over 
the last decade with DOD and the intel
ligence community is that the level of 
security and protection for the re
ported information is very high. 

Mr. President, this is an important 
amendment, and I urge its adoption. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there further debate? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I con
cur in the remarks by the distin
guished chairman. This amendment is 
put forth by a Senator who has a 
knowledge of the Government and of 
this Congress second to none and I 
think is long overdue. I commend the 
Senator from West Virginia and urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the amend
ment is agreed to. 

So the amendment (No. 879) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 880 

(Purpose: To amend title 10, United States 
Code, to remove a restriction on the re
quirement for the disposition of real prop
erty at deactivated intercontinental ballis
tic missile facilities to adjacent land
owners) 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk by Senator 
DASCHLE. 

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

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN] , for 

Mr. DASCHLE, proposes an amendment num
bered 880. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, reading of the 
amendment is dispensed with. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 356, between lines 19 and 20, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 2854. DISPOSITION OF REAL PROPERTY AT 

MISSILE SITES TO ADJACENT LAND· 
OWNERS. 

Section 9781 of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended-

(1) in subsection (a)(l), by substituting 
"Administrator of General Services" for 
"Secretary of the Air Force"; 

(2) in subsection (a)(2), by striking out sub
paragraph (D) and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: 

" (D) is surrounded by lands that are adja
cent to such tract and that--

"(i) are owned in fee simple by one owner, 
either individually or by more than one per
son jointly, in common, or by the entirety; 
or 

" (ii) are owned separately by two or more 
owners."; and 

(3) in subsection (b)-
(A) by inserting " (1)" after "(b)" ; and re

vising the single paragraph thereof to read 
as follows: 

"(b)(l) the Administrator shall convey, for 
·fair market value, the interest of the United 
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States in any tract of land referred to in sub
section (a) or in any easement in connection 
with any such tract of land to any person or 
persons described in paragraph (a)(2)(D)(i) 
who, with respect to such land, are ready, 
willing, and able to purchase such interest 
for the fair market value of such interest. 
Whenever such interest of the United States 
is available for purchase under this section, 
the Administrator shall transmit a notice of 
the availability of such interest to each such 
person or persons." 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

" (2)(A) In the case of a tract of land sur
rounded by lands that are adjacent to such 
tract and are owned separately by two or 
more owners, the Administrator shall dis
pose of that tract of land in accordance with 
this paragraph. 

" (B) The Administrator shall conduct a 
sealed bid competitive sale at which all of 
such owners are afforded the opportunity to 
compete to acquire the interest of the United 
States in such tract. The Administrator 
shall restrict to the owners of the adjacent 
lands the opportunity to compete in the 
sealed bid competitive sale. 

" (C) Subject to paragraph (C), the Admin
istrator shall convey the interest of the 
United States in the tract to the highest bid
der. 

" (D) The Administrator shall satisfy the 
requirements of paragraph (1) regarding no
tice, fair market value, and the qualifica
tions of the purchaser in disposing of the 
tract in accordance with the results of the 
sealed bid competitive sale. 

" (E) If all bids received by the Adminis
trator pursuant to subparagraph (A), are less 
than the fair market value of the tract of 
land, the tract of land shall be disposed of in 
accordance with the provisions of title II of 
the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 481 et seq.).". 

(4) In subsection (c) , by substituting "Ad
ministrator" for " Secretary;" 

(5) In subsection (e), by substituting "Sec
retary of the Air Force" for " Secretary" as 
it first appears in the subsection and by sub
stituting "Administrator" for "Secretary" 
as it last appears in the subsection; and 

(6) In subsection (f), by substituting "Ad
ministrator" for "Secretary." 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding the amendment will be 
agreed to on both sides. I will not ask 
for a vote until the Senator from Vir
ginia returns. In the meantime, I will 
explain it. 

It is my understanding this amend
ment deals with contiguous property 
owners of the former sites of the Min
uteman missiles. Those missile silos 
are now being dismantled in large num
bers, have been and will be over a pe
riod of time. The current law provides 
anyone who owns property anywhere 
around the silo, in other words, all 
around the perimeter, would have the 
right to bid on that land so it could be 
reclaimed as part of their property at 
the fair market value. 

The provision in the statute does not 
provide, however, if there are multiple 
owners of the several different tracts of 
land contiguous to the silo. This 
amendment being proposed by Senator 
DASCHLE would allow all of those own
ers to have a right to bid on their 
former property or on the entire site. 

The bidding would be required to bring 
a fair market value. If not, it would 
not be sold. 

So this would provide for many cases 
where there is not one owner of all the 
property surrounding. 

So when the Senator from Virginia 
returns, I will urge adoption of this 
amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the amend
ment is agreed to. 

So the amendment (No. 880) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 881 
(Purpose: To ensure that there is full and 

open competition in the procurement of 
operational support aircraft for the De
partment of Defense) 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I send 

to the desk an amendment on behalf of 
the Senator from Texas, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON. 

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

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER]. 

for Mrs. HUTCHISON, proposes an amendment 
numbered 881. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro teni
pore. Without objection, reading of the 
amendment will be dispensed with. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 33, after line 24, insert the follow

ing: 
SEC. 136. OPERATIONAL SUPPORT AIRCRAFI'. 

None of the funds appropriated for the De
partment of Defense for fiscal year 1994 may 
be obligated for a procurement of any oper
ational support aircraft without full and 
open competition (as defined in section 
2302(3) of title 10, United States Code), un
les&-

(1) the procurement is within an exception 
set forth in section 2304(c) of title 10, United 
States Code; 

(2) the justification and certification re
quirements of section 2304(f) of such title are 
satisfied; and 

(3) the Under Secretary of Defense for Ac
quisition certifies to the congressional de
fense committees that the procurement is 
within an exception set forth in section 
2304(c) of such title . 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, the 
amendment I offer today will ensure 
that future procurement of operational 
support aircraft for the Department of 
Defense be accomplished through a fair 
and open competitive bid process. 
There are several capable aircraft that 
can be utilized in the operational sup
port aircraft role, and I simply wish to 
ensure that there be a fair and open 
competition for their acquisition. 

Mr. WARNER. I understand the 
amendment is acceptable on the other 
side. Therefore, I urge its adoption. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there further debate? 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

This amendment requires competi
tion in the procurement of small VIP
type passenger and cargo aircraft. I 
heartily endorse the amendment and 
urge its adoption. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the amend
ment is agreed to. 

So the amendment (No. 881) was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 882 

(Purpose: To provide for reports on the costs 
of the closure or realignment of military 
installations) 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I send 

to the desk an amendment on behalf of 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SPECTER] and ask for its consideration. 

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

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WAR
NER], for Mr. SPECTER, proposes an 
amendment numbered 882. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, reading of the 
amendment is dispensed with. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 323, between lines 19 and 20, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 2816. REPORTS ON COSTS OF THE CWSURE 

OR REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY JN. 
STALLATIONS. 

(a) ESTIMATED COSTS OF CLOSURES AND RE
ALIGNMENTS.-(!) The Secretary of Defense 
shall submit to the congressional defense 
committees a report on the costs (other than 
costs related to environmental restoration 
and remediation) estimated at the time of 
the report of the closure or realignment of 
any military installation referred to in para
graph (2) under the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 (part A of title 
XXIX of Public Law 101- 510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 
note) as follows: 

(A) Not later than 6 months after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, in the case of 
such installations approved for closure or re
alignment under such Act in 1991 and not 
closed or realigned on such date. 

(B) Not later than January 1, 1995, in the 
case of such installations approved for clo
sure or realignment under such Act in 1993. 

(2) A military installation referred to in 
paragraph (1) is an installation whose clo
sure or realignment results in the termi
nation of employment at the installation of 
not less than 1,000 Department of Defense ci
vilian employees. 

(b) EXCESS COSTS.- If the costs (other than 
costs related to environmental restoration 
and remediation) to be incurred by the Sec
retary in carrying out the closure or realign
ment under a base closure law of a military 
installation referred to in subsection (a) ex
ceeds by more than 50 percent the costs esti
mated for such closure or realignment in the 
cost estimate prepared by the Secretary in 
recommending the installation for closure or 
realignment-

(1) the Secretary shall notify the Comp
troller General that the costs of such closure 
or realignment will exceed such estimated 
costs; and 

(2) not later than 6 months after the date 
of such notification, the Comptroller Gen
eral shall submit to such committees a de
tailed audit of the costs to be incurred by 



September 13, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 21105 
the Secretary in carrying out such closure or 
realignment, including an assessment of the 
reasons that such costs differed from the 
cost estimated for such closure or realign
ment in such costs estimate. 

(c) ANNUAL REPORT ON EXCESS COSTS.-(1) 
The Secretary shall submit to the congres
sional defense committees an annual report 
on the estimated costs of activities related 
to the closure or realignment, as the case 
may be, of each installation for which the 
Secretary makes the determination referred 
to in subsection (b). 

(2) Each report under paragraph (1) shall 
include-

(A) an estimate of the costs to be incurred 
by the Secretary in completing the closure 
or realignment, as the case may be, of the in
stallation; and 

(B) if the amount of such costs exceed the 
amount of estimated costs for such comple
tion in the report on the installation submit
ted under this section in the previous year, 
an explanation of such excess. 

(3) The Secretary shall submit the report 
required under paragraph (1) at the same 
time as the President submits to Congress 
the budget for the Department of Defense 
under section 1105 of title 31, United States 
Code. The Secretary shall submit a report 
for each installation referred to in that para
graph until the completion of the closure or 
realignment, as the case may be, of such in
stallation. 

(d) REQUIREMENT RELATING TO REPORTS.
Costs shall be expressed in each report re
quired under this section in constant fiscal 
year 1993 dollars. 

(e) DEFINITION.-In this section, the term 
"base closure law" means the following: 

(1) The provisions of title II of the Defense 
Authorization Amendments and Base Clo
sure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-
526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 

(2) The Defense Base Closure and Realign
ment Act of 1990 (part A of title XX.IX of 
Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 

Mr. WARNER. I understand this 
amendment has been cleared on the 
other side. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. If there is no objection, the 
amendment is agreed to. 

So the amendment (No. 882) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 883 

(Purpose: To provide that local base closure 
reuse authorities consult with certain per
sons and entities affected by base closures) 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an amendment on behalf of 
the Senator from Pennsylvania, Mr. 
SPECTER, and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

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

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER]. 

for Mr. SPECTER, proposes an amendment 
numbered 883. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, reading of the 
amendment is dispensed with. 

The amendment is as follows: 
After section 2818 (as added by amendment 

No. 828), insert the following: 
SEC. 2819. CONSULTATION REQUIREMENT FOR 

LOCAL REUSE AUTHORITIES AND 
GOVERNMENTS. 

Section 2905(b)(2) of the Defense Base Clo
sure and Realignment Act of 1990 (title XX.IX 
of Public Law 101-510; 10 U .S.C. 2687 note), as 
amended by section 2907, is further amended 
by adding at t.he end the following new sub
paragraphs (I) and (J): 

"(I) Subject to subparagraph (J), the local 
reuse authority with respect to a military 
installation closed under this part, or the 
local government in whose jurisdiction the 
installation is wholly located, as the case 
may be, shall certify to the Secretary that 
such authority or government, as the case 
may be, has consulted in the efforts of such 
authority or government on such plan and, 
to the maximum extent practicable, included 
in such efforts the following: 

"(i) The civilian employees of the Depart
ment of Defense at such installation. 

"(ii) The regional and local chambers of 
commerce, if any, in such vicinity of the in
stallation. 

"(iii) Appropriate representatives of any 
governmental entity in the region in which 
such installation is located, if the number of 
employees of such installation on the date of 
the approval of closure of such installation 
constitutes more than 5 percent of the total 
civilian workforce of the area under the ju
risdiction of such governmental entity. 

"(J)(i) The certification required under 
subparagraph (I) shall be submitted, in the 
case of installations approved for closure 
under this part for which no reutilization 
and redevelopment plan has been submitted 
to the Secretary on or before the date of the 
enactment of this Act, before the submittal 
of such plans for such installations. 

"(ii) Each local reuse authority or local 
government, as the case may be, that has 
submitted an interim reutilization and rede
velopment plan to the Secretary under this 
part on or before the date of the enactment 
of this Act shall submit a certification to the 
Secretary under subparagraph (I) before the 
submittal of its final reutilization and rede
velopment plan.". 

Mr. WARNER. I understand the 
amendment has been cleared on both 
sides. I urge its adoption. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there further debate? 

Without objection, the amendment is 
agreed to. 

So the amendment (No. 883) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

DEFENSE FINANCE AND ACCOUNTING SERVICE, 
KIRTLAND AFB 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment concerning the Defense 
Finance and Accounting Service oper
ation at Kirtland Air Force Base. I 
wonder if I could have the chairman's 
attention on this. I may decide not to 
submit this amendment, but would 
want to seek some assurances from the 
chairman. 

Mr. President, first let me summarize 
the situation. The Defense Finance and 

Accounting Service was established in 
1991 to achieve savings through stand
ardizing and consolidating the finance 
and accounting policies and operations 
of the various services and agencies of 
the Department of Defense. 

We have a DF AS installation in New 
Mexico at Kirtland Air Force Base. 
This facility was originally an Air 
Force finance and accounting office 
and has responsibility for managing 
the large complicated contracts in the 
Air Force. 

The Defense Department plans to 
close the Kirtland DFAS site and move 
it to Columbus where DFAS operates 
the remainder of the contract payment 
operations. 

The problem is it is my understand
ing that the Columbus operation is not 
capable at this time of undertaking the 
contract operations currently under
way at Kirtland. And there are serious 
questions whether Kirtland is more 
cost effective than Columbus, even 
with larger and more complex con
tracts. 

I support DF AS and the need to con
solidate, but not at the expense of or
derly operations at Kirtland and fair
ness to the people who work there. 

I am convinced that if DFAS pro
ceeds with their announced plans on 
consolidation, they will jeopardize crit
ical contract management activity 
currently under way at Kirtland. My 
amendment would prevent any transfer 
of operations from Kirtland to Colum
bus for fiscal year 1994 until I can re
ceive the assurances I believe we all 
need that the operations will be contin
ued smoothly and the people at 
Kirtland will be treated fairly. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, if the dis
tinguished Senator from New Mexico 
will yield on this point. 

I have learned a good deal more 
about this issue since I have talked 
with the Senator and my staff has 
looked into this issue. I too believe you 
deserve the assurances that DFAS will 
be able to continue to process contract 
activities smoothly and that DFAS em
ployees in Kirtland are treated fairly. 

Let me say to the Senator that while 
I cannot provide the assurances he 
seeks today, I know how we can secure 
those assurances. 

The President has nominated a new 
comptroller for the Department of De
fense. That individual-Mr. John 
Hamre-happens to be a member of the 
staff of the Armed Services Committee. 
We will be holding a nomination hear
ing for this position and for several 
other positions in coming weeks. 

I will be pleased to work with the dis
tinguished Senator from New Mexico 
and with Senator BINGAMAN, who is a 
member of the Armed Services Com
mittee, to develop a series of questions 
concerning the Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service operation at 
Kirtland Air Force Base. As part of the 
nomination process, we will pose those 



21106 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 13, 1993 
questions to Mr. Hamre to insure that 
he is fully aware of the situation and 
your concerns about the future of the 
Defense Finance and Accounting Serv
ice at Kirtland. 
THE SHELBY SUBSTITUTE TO THE HARKIN 

AMENDMENT TO DEAUTHORIZE THE ASAT PRO
GRAM 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
offer my strong support to the sub
stitute amendment offered by Senators 
SHELBY and SMITH to the Harkin 
amendment. 

Senator. HARKIN ' S amendment would 
kill the Asat Program. But I believe 
the Armed Services Committee acted 
wisely and responsibly in keeping a 
minimal Asat technology program 
alive. To allow it to die at this stage 
simply for lack of the modest $10 mil
lion we authorized would waste the $225 
million already invested, and just as 
the program had reached the threshold 
of success. No argument on grounds of 
economy can justify cutting the $10 
million in the Asat Program if it 
causes $225 million to be wasted. 

Some Members do not want to mili
tarize space. But I must remind my 
colleagues that space is already milita
rized. In fact, space has become the de
cisive theater of modern warfare. As 
the gulf war showed conclusively, the 
U.S. military relies on space for navi
gation, surveillance, intelligence, 
targeting, attack warning, command, 
control, and communications. While 
the platforms performing these mis
sions may not be offensive weapons, 
they are still essential elements of a 
modern military, a vital force multi
plier. They militarize space as much as 
Asat weapons would. I also remind my 
colleagues that ballistic missiles are 
space weapons. Their warheads pass 
through space on the way to their tar
gets. To suggest otherwise is like say
ing that a battleship is not a weapon of 
the highs seas-simply because it 
spends time in port. 

Space has become such a vital a fac
tor in U.S. military operations that 
space control~or at least assured ac
cess to space and unrestricted freedom 
to operate-are essential to our long
term national security. Military lever
age is shifting to the ultimate strate
gic high ground of space. Space control 
and space denial may determine the 
course of a future ground war without 
a shot ever being fired by terrestrial 
fOrces. 

Right now U.S. space platforms can 
operate with relative safety. But space . 
launch and satellite technology are 
proliferating all over the world. A fu
ture enemy may well develop the abil
ity to blind our forces by attacking our 
satellites. The modest $10 million Asat 
technology program approved by the 
Armed Services Committee is simply a 
hedge against that day. It would allow 
work to continue on the key tech
nologies and so that the United States 
does not forfeit space control in a fu-

ture conflict. Those Senators who 
worry about weapons in space need not 
worry, for this is not an acquisition 
program. It would simply keep us on 
track to completing an Asat prototype 
which we could then put on the shelf, 
or produce and deploy if ever needed. It 
would make sure the $225 million al
ready invested is not wasted. 

Rather than kill Asat outright, I 
hope the Senate will accept the Shel
by-Smith substitute, which is a reason
able compromise. This amendment 
fences the $10 million in the bill for 
Asat until the Secretary of Defense 
completes an Asat study already in 
progress. If the Defense Department 
certifies that there is a valid Asat re
quirement-as General Horner, head of 
Space Command believes there is-then 
the money could be released to keep 
the program on life support. If no re
quirement is validated, then those who 
want to leave us defenseless in space 
can have their way. But in the mean
while, it would be irresponsible to kill 
this modest program. 

I urge my colleagues to accept the 
Shelby-Smith substitute to the Harkin 
amendment. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PROGRAM ON LYME 
DISEASE 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I would 
like to take a few moments to join in 
a brief discussion with the distin
guished chairman of the Force Require
ments and Personnel Subcommittee of 
the Armed Services Committee, the 
Senator from Alabama, Senator SHEL
BY, concerning a Department of the 
Army program on Lyme Disease: 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I would 
be happy to discuss this matter with 
the Senator from Indiana. Armed 
Forces personnel can and are contract
ing this disease throughout their world 
assignments. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, the U.S. 
Ar·my Environmental Hygiene Agency 
is the lead agency in the Department of 
Defense [DOD] Lyme Disease Program. 
It has been actively involved evaluat
ing the risk of soldiers exposed to tick
borne disease since 1984 and Lyme dis
ease since 1987. It has conducted over 
180 assessments during operational 
field studies on tick control and repel
lent measures. Educational materials 
and training, including lectures, audio
visual materials, posters, and technical 
guides have been produced. All these 
efforts have been done through use of 
normal operational funding . In fiscal 
year 1992, $300,000 was spent on this ef
fort. In fiscal year 1993, the available 
funding was cut to an estimated 
$200,000, a level at which, due to mili
tary downsizing, it will remain in fiscal 
year 1994. It is my understanding that 
the other body will address this issue 
during it's deliberation of the Defense 
Authorization bill this week. 

Mr. SHELBY. This is correct. Con
gressional efforts in the past have 
proven to be unsuccessful in supporting 
this lead agency effort. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, we need 
to expand this effort to include re
search and development of preventa
tive measures for use in both military 
and civilian environments, including: 
Evaluation of antitick repellents in 
clothing, studies comparing tick con
trol measures, and tick carriers, along 
with anti-tick pesticide dispersal. The 
environmental Hygiene Agency at Ab
erdeen Proving Grounds in Maryland 
has assisted many Lyme organizations 
and groups across the country. Impor
tant discoveries have led to signifi
cantly improved disease protection for 
the Armed Forces. 

Mr. SHELBY. It is my understanding 
that arthropods (ticks, insects, etc.) 
spread diseases which injure more 
Armed Forces personnel during war
time than all the direct contact inju
ries. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, funding 
for this program could evaporate at 
any time it is operationally funded. A 
DOD Lyme Disease Program with the 
U.S. Army Environmental Hygiene 
Agency providing the lead would re
quire a $500,000 one time start up cost 
for equipment, facilities and software 
purchases. Labor and operating ex
penses would cost an additional $500,000 
per year. 

Mr. SHELBY. Lyme disease is a de
bilitating disease which saps its vic
tims of strength and spirit. Nearly 
50,000 cases have been recorded by the 
Center for Disease Control [CDC] since 
it began tracking Lyme disease in 
1982-10,000 of them last year alone. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, this area 
of effort has a proven track record and 
a history of military and public sup
port. It takes a long time to develop 
this type of excellent reputation. I urge 
that we join with the other body during 
the Joint Conference on the DOD Au
thorization bill later this month, and 
show our support for this important ef
fort. I thank the Senator from Ala
bama for his time and support on this 
effort. 

Mr. SHELBY. I thank the Senator 
from Indiana for his efforts on behalf of 
men and women in uniform. 

KC-135R REENGINING PROGRAM 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I wish to 
bring to the attention of the Senate a 
very important program to the Air 
Force and the Air National Guard. I am 
referring to the modernization of the 
KC-135 refueling tanker fleet. 

Until recently, the tankers' primary 
mission had been to refuel the strate
gic ·bomber fleet. That role has now 
transitioned with the changes in our 
force structure. Forces focusing more 
on mobility from bases within the 
United States will be dependent on 
tankers for deployment. Smaller forces 
will need tankers as a force multiplier 
allowing them to carry more weapons, 
transport more cargo, and stay on sta
tion longer. The end of the cold war 
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has not reduced the need for moderniz
ing the tanker force. In fact, the need 
is even greater. 

Air refueling tankers played a very 
important part in the success of the 
Persian Gulf war, with, I note, Guard 
aircraft performing 33 percent of the 
tanker missions during the war. None
theless, tankers were the limiting ele
ment in that operation even though 
nearly 300 aircraft were committed to 
the theater. The necessity to fully 
modernize this vital operational asset 
is clear. 

As many of my colleagues know, the 
KC--135 engine replacement program 
was initiated in the early 1980's as the 
most cost effective means of providing 
additional fuel off-load capability re
quired by the Air Force to meet mis
sion commitments. The first completed 
replacement with a CFM- 56 engine was 
delivered to the Air Force in 1984. 
Since then, Congress has appropriated 
funds to upgrade all 390 aircraft in the 
active Air Force fleet, as well as the 
first 10 Reserve tankers. This has been 
a highly successful, virtually problem 
free procurement modernization pro
gram, meeting or exceeding all speci
fications . 

Mr. President, modernization of the 
KC--135E aircraft to the "R" model is 
essential for the Guard to meet mission 
requirements within budget and man
power constraints. The replacement en
gines allow a tanker aircraft to offload 
27 percent more fuel and utilize air
fields with shorter runways and hotter 
climates.· Fuel consumption in the new 
engines is 18 percent better. Engine 
maintenance is 90 percent less, elimi
nating the need for engine shops at 
each base. Unlike the KC--135E, the KC--
135R meets all current and proposed 
noise requirements at Air National 
Guard bases. In summary, the modern
ized "R" aircraft are highly cost effec
tive, paying for itself in 5 to 10 years. 

I must remind my colleagues that, 
for the last several years, many impor
tant missions have been transferred in 
whole or in part to the Guard, with the 
result that the active military now re
lies much more heavily on the capabili
ties of the Guard and Reserve to effec
tively carry out their operations. Just 
last week, Secretary Aspin, in his 
briefing on the bottom up review, 
stressed the importance of well
trained, well-equipped Guard and Re
serve forces. In addition, in "The Bot
tom-Up Review: Forces for a New Era" 
dated September 1, Secretary Aspin 
has included the following statement: 

Large numbers of aerial refueling aircraft 
would be needed to support many compo
nents of a U.S. theater campaign. Fighter 
aircraft deploying over long distances, re
quire aerial refueling. Airlifters can also 
carry more cargo longer distances if enroute 
aerial refueling is available . Aerial surveil
lance and control platforms, such as A WACS 
and JST ARS also need airborne refueling in 
order to achieve maximum mission effective
ness. 

For these reasons, I believe it is es
sential to continue this vital program. 

I yield to the distinguished Senator 
from Ohio for his comments. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I have 
worked for many years in support of 
the KC-135R reengining program. The 
points raised by the distinguished Re
publican leader are accurate and to the 
point. Let me add just a few other per
tinent comments. 

First, the original Air Force plan in 
the late 1970's was to modernize every 
tanker in its fleet and in the Air Na
tional Guard. A critical shortfall in 
aerial refueling capability had been 
identified by that time, with the in
creased dependence on air refueling of 
greater numbers of bombers, fighters, 
and transport aircraft to carry out 
their missions. The Air Force correctly 
concluded that modernization of its en
tire active and reserve tanker fleet to 
the "R" configuration was the most 
cost effective solution to the tanker 
shortfall. 

The Air Force also planned to com
plete the active fleet modernization be
fore continuing the program in the 
Guard. I have no quarrel over this 
prioritization by the Air Force. How
ever, in the fiscal year 1994 budget re
quest, the Air Force did not include 
funds to continue the Guard tanker 
modernization program. 

I believe this is a very serious mis
take on the part of the Air Force. 
Many high-ranking Air Force officials 
have expressed concern over the budg
etary constraints which led to this 
omission, since tanker requirement 
studies continue to report significant 
shortfalls. I believe it is up to the Con
gress to ensure that the program is 
continued in the future. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
agree with the arguments of the Re
publican leader and the distinguished 
Senator from Ohio. This aircraft mod
ernization program has proven to beef
fective, economical, and essential to 
the readiness of our active and reserve 
forces . . I fully support its continuation. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thank my 
colleagues for their support. Their ef
forts on behalf of this important pro
gram will ensure the readiness of the 
Guard tanker fleet to perform its mis
sion in support of the active air forces. 
I trust that the Air Force will take 
heed of the debate in this body today 
and will ensure that funding for the 
Guard's KC--135R reengining program is 
included in the fiscal year 1995 budget 
request. 

AMENDMENTS NUMBERED 856 AND 857 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Illinois has two amendments: 
One allowing the Secretary of the 
Army to pay 100 percent of the cost for 
repairing Federal and non-Federal lev
ees damaged by the recent flooding in 
the Midwest; and one directing a Sec
retary of the Army to conduct a study 
to assess the adequacy of current flood 

control measures on the Upper Mis
sissippi River. 

Both amendments are under the ju
risdiction of the Environment and Pub
lic Works Committee because they di
rect the Secretary of the Army's flood 
control responsibilities, which are 
within the scope of the Civil Works di
vision. 

I am sympathetic to the plight of the 
victims of this recent disaster and I un
derstand the motivation of my col
league from Illinois to take action to 
address the immediate needs of his 
constituents. However, I cannot sup
port his amendments. 

The amendment to provide 100 per
cent Federal repair of levees weakens 
the foundation of the Corps of Engi
neers' policy on cost sharing. 

Currently, the Corps has authority to 
provide assistance to Federal and non
Federal levees damaged from flooding. 
In the emergency supplemental appro
priations bill enacted last month, the 
Congress provided a total of $180 mil
lion to repair approximately 40 Federal 
and 164 non-Federal levees eligible for 
Federal assistance. 

Some of that work has already start
ed. And the Corps hopes to complete a . 
minimum level of protection at all 
those levees by the end of the construc
tion season this year. So there has al
ready been substantial resources com
mitted to the flood recovery. 

One of the criteria for assistance to 
non-Federal levees is a 20 percent local 
cost sharing requirement. Given the 
widespread devastation from this disas
ter, I understand that it may be dif
ficult for some local levee sponsors to 
meet that requirement at this time. 

However, the Corps of Engineers re
ports that the cost-share requirement 
under this emergency repair program 
can come in various forms of in-kind 
contributions, including providing per
sonnel and equipment for the repair ef
fort . That should help ease some of the 
burden. 

I also pledge to work with the Sen
ator and the administration to see if 
there are other ways to ease the imme
diate burden, possibly by deferring any 
necessary cost sharing that cannot be 
met by in-kind contributions, while 
maintaining the integrity of the Corps' 
emergency assistance program. The 
Corps of Engineers has already indi
cated a willingness to review this issue. 
If such action can be taken administra
tively by the Corps, the Senator's con
stituents may receive some relief in 
the near future. 

Furthermore, as chairman of the En
vironment and Public Works Commit
tee, I will be conducting a oversight 
hearing on the Corps' response to the 
flooding in the Midwest and their over
all policy on flood protection in the 
near future . The wisdom of the levee 
construction on the Upper Mississippi 
has received increased attention as a 
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result of the recent flooding, and I be
lieve it is an issue the authorizing com
mittee needs to take a serious look at. 

I also will work with the Senator to 
outline a study that addresses his con
cerns and request the Corps of Engi
neers to develop alternatives to the 
traditional cost-share policy for this 
unprecedented situation and present 
them to the committee within 60 days. 

Finally, the Senator's amendments 
fall within the purview of the Environ
ment and Public Works Committee, 
not within the authority of the Armed 
Services Committee and this bill. 
Thus, I must oppose them on jurisdic
tional grounds. This simply is not the 
bill on which to debate the serious 
questions that have been raised about 
this Nation's flood control policy in 
the wake of the devastation in the Mid
west this summer. 

So I urge my colleague from Illinois 
to withdraw his amendments from this 
bill and to work with me, the Environ
ment and Public Works Committee, 
and the Corps of Engineers to address 
his concerns so that the levees can be 
repaired in a timely and responsible 
way. 

THE REPEAL OF U.S. CODE SECTION 6015, THE 
COMBAT EXCLUSION LAW 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I 
would like to address some concerns 
surrounding the process of review in
cluded in the repeal of the combat ex
clusion law which is contained in this 
bill. As you know, the notification re
quirements contained in the bill pre
vent the Secretary of Defense from im
plementing a new policy before 60 con
gressional business days and 90 cal
endar days have elapsed-a period of 
time that could amount to 6 months or 
even a full year. While prudence and 
congressional oversight are essential 
on this issue, I am concerned that the 
process outlined creates an indefinite 
and unnecessarily lengthy delay that 
could adversely impact the morale and 
readiness of our Armed Forces. 

Until the military is certain that it 
will be allowed to assign women to 
combat units, military leaders will not 
begin training individuals for assign
ment to new billets or be able to accu
rately plan ahead for the necessary 
structural changes. Therefore it is pos
sible that an even longer delay than 
the one provided in the notification re
quirements will result. The military 
should not be given a carte blanche to 
make whatever changes it sees fit in 
its assignment policies, but it should 
be inf armed as to when the personnel 
changes it requests will take effect so 
that it can plan accordingly. 

Mr. ROTH. I applaud the senior Sen
ator from Pennsylvania for his efforts 
in addressing the important issue of 
timely implementation of personnel 
changes regarding military personnel 
policies for female service members. 
The notification delay is time consum
ing and there is no intention that it 

would have any positive effect on mili
tary capability. 

Having expressed our concerns with 
the consequences of the process out
lined in this bill, I now wish to express 
our disagreement with the assumption 
of the need for such stringent restric
tions on the implementation of new 
policy. If the military had a history of 
rash and unwise decisions in the area 
of . personnel assignments, then we 
would be more compelled to intervene. 
But it has historically been conserv
ative about taking large steps in this 
area, and can be expected to do so in 
the future as well. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank my col
leagues from Delaware and Pennsylva
nia for their statements. I have always 
supported relaxing all restrictions on 
women from serving in any combat 
tasks that they can fulfill. As a mem
ber of the Armed Services Committee, 
I am pleased that the committee's bill 
removes the current statutory ban on 
women serving on combat ships. This 
step removes the final legal restriction 
on women's combat roles. 

I share the concerns of my col
leagues, however, about the lengthy 
notification requirements required in 
the bill. I would like to see the require
ments eliminated. I believe that the 
Defense Department is fully capable of 
setting personnel policies to meet its 
needs. I am confident that as in the 
past, Congress will retain its ability to 
deal with departmental personnel poli
cies, without cumbersome notification 
requirements. 

Under the 150 legislative day notifi
cation period in the committee bill, 
the services could be restricted from 
making optimal use of available per
sonnel. The Navy, under the assump
tion that the ban on women serving on 
combat ships will be lifted, is now 
going through its assignment process 
for the next 6 months. Five hundred fe
male officers and sailors are prepared 
to fill billets currently filled by males. 
To impose a lengthy notification pe
riod could interfere with this planning 
process, forcing the Navy to make less 
effective use of its available personnel. 
The Navy has carefully prepared for 
this policy change, and it is ready to 
implement it now. Any additional 
delay will serve no constructive pur
pose. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the senior 
Senator from Massachusetts for his 
thoughtful comments. The House ver
sion of the repeal of the combat exclu
sion law outlines a process of review 
that imposes a fixed delay of 60 cal
endar days between the day the Sec
retary proposes a policy and the day 
that he can begin its implementation. 
This language avoids the problems of 
the two-stage notification process in 
that it sets a definite period of delay. 
It also gives the military the ability to 
plan for change in advance. I would 
like to ask the Senators from Alabama 

and Massachusetts if they would be 
willing to keep an open mind on the 
issue of notification requirements as 
they go to conference on this bill . 

Mr. SHELBY. I appreciate the con
cerns expressed by the Senators en
gaged in this colloquy, and will be 
happy to consider their concerns when 
I deal with this matter in conference. I 
trust that my colleagues understand 
the purpose of the notification require
ment, which was sponsored by Senator 
COATS, is to ensure proper congres
sional oversight. 

From my perspective, I believe it is 
very important that we make sure that 
the Defense Department's policies with 
regard to the assignment of women in 
the military allow for the broadest op
portunities for women consistent with 
combat readiness and privacy require
ments. In general, I believe the review 
procedure provided for in the bill will 
help us to fulfill our responsibilities in 
this regard; however, I will review the 
details to conference to ensure that the 
Defense Department is not unneces
sarily impeded in implementing poli
cies in this area. 

JUPITER 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, last 
spring the President announced his de
cision to extend the nuclear testing 
moratorium for the United States. The 
moratorium was extended because the 
administration believes that this pol
icy will assist in countering nuclear 
proliferation world wide. I hope this is 
true and I support the President's ef
forts. 

Nonetheless, although we have 
stopped testing, the DOD and the DOE 
will still need to test military equip
ment against nuclear weapon effects to 
assure survivability. 

Underground nuclear tests were the 
cheapest and best way to test for sur
vivability. With the test moratorium, 
DOE and DOD will have to simulate 
nuclear weapons effects with large 
electrical machines. Without nuclear 
tests, the Jupiter program will be need
ed to test our defense systems. 

Would the Senator from Georgia en
gage me in a colloquy on this matter? 

Mr. NUNN. The Senator from New 
Mexico raises a very important issue. 
In the absence of nuclear .weapons test
ing, we will have to look to machine 
simulation to test our military sys
tems and equipment for survivability 
against the radiation effects caused by 
nuclear explosions. Machine simula
tion is the only means by which we can 
test the survivability of military 
equipment, particularly communica
tion equipment. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I thank the Senator 
from Georgia for those comments. 

Mr. President, the Defense Nuclear 
Agency plans to expend $6 million in 
fiscal year 1994 for the development of 
the Jupiter X-ray Simulator. The De
partment of Energy will add several 
million to this effort in fiscal year 1994. 
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The total cost of the Jupiter program 
is $240 million over 6 years. 

Mr. President, with the testing mora
torium in place, I cannot overestimate 
the importance of having the capabil
ity to test our weapon systems against 
the radiation effects of nuclear weap
ons. I will work with the committee to 
make sure we have the testing capabil
ity that we need. 

Mr. NUNN. I share the Senator's con
cerns and will work with the Senator 
from New Mexico to that end. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I have sev
eral parliamentary requests I would 
like to frame for the Chair, so I will 
make sure that we appear on the floor 
and all Senators understand the par
liamentary situation. So I ask to clar
ify, am I correct in stating that after 
the Senate ·recesses tonight no more 
amendments will be in order to the 
DOD authorization bill? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, am I correct in stating 

that the only amendments that will be 
voted on tomorrow are those 11 amend
ments which have been subject to a 
unanimous-consent agreement on se
quencing? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, am I correct in stating 

that no second-degree amendments will 
be in order tomorrow? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Chair. 
Am I correct, Mr. President, in stat

ing that no debate will be in order to
morrow on any amendment on or to 
the bill? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, am I cor
rect in stating that upon disposition of 
the Breaux amendment, we will imme
diately have a third reading of the bill 
and then immediately vote on the final 
passage without any intervening action 
or debate? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I would 
like to begin by commending the dis
tinguished chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee, Senator NUNN, 
and the distinguished ranking member, 
Senator THURMOND, for their outstand
ing work on this bill. 

A unanimous vote by the committee 
to report this bill favorably to the floor 
reflects their exemplary leadership and 
the bipartisan spirit which character
ized this en tire process. 

Mr. President, I am extremely proud 
of the conduct of our military estab
lishment over the past several years. I 
know of no other military force in his
tory which has so faithfully and effec
tively executed so many difficult, dis
parate missions while at the same time 

reducing its own size, scope, and 
strength. 

The men and women-both military 
and civilian-who have been involved 
in this effort deserve our praise and 
commendation. Many of them in fact 
were involved in actions which, in ef
fect, limited or perhaps terminated 
their own careers and livelihood. 

This complex endeavor has been 
characterized by outstanding leader
ship and management. I would like to 
take this opportunity to commend the 
former Secretary of Defense, Dick Che
ney, and the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs, Gen. Colin Powell, who set such 
high standards for a reasonable, ration
al downsizing of our Armed Forces. 
General Powell of course has continued 
to assist the new Secretary of Defense, 
Les Aspin, and his new management 
team as they strive to achieve an ap
propriate force structure with declin
ing resources. 

General Powell will be retiring from 
active duty at the end of this month 
and I would like to take this oppor
tunity to commend him for his out
standing service as the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. I believe he 
will go down in history as one of the 
best Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs this 
country has ever had. 

One of the more recent efforts of the 
new DOD management team is the bot
tom-up review. I commend Secretary 
Aspin, his Deputy Secretary Bill Perry, 
and Under Secretary John Deutch as 
well as General Powell, the Joint 
Chiefs, and the military service for a 
job well done. 

The bottom-up review is an impres
sive, forward-looking effort to properly 
size our forces for the future. It is real
istic and quite frankly, very close to 
what I believe the Bush administration 
would have recommended, in time. 

However, I am concerned that the 
recommendations of the bottom-up re
view may require some $15 to $20 bil
lion more over 5 years than the Clinton 
administration had planned for. We are 
still awaiting word on whether or not 
the 5-year defense plan incorporating 
the result of the bottom-up review is in 
fact underfunded, and if so how the ad
ministration intends to cope with this 
problem. In any event, I do not believe 
we can reduce the defense budget fur
ther, nor do I believe we can reduce our 
Armed Forces below that recommended 
in the bottom-up review in the foresee
able future. 

Mr. President, it is essential that we 
maintain the high quality of personnel 
we already have in our Armed Forces, 
and that we continue to modernize our 
forces and provide sufficient funds for 
operations, maintenance, and training. 

Mr. President, we must stop using 
the defense budget as a source of funds 
for domestic programs. I have a copy of 
a letter dated August 4, 1993, from Sec
retary of Defense Aspin to the chair
man of the Armed Service Committee 

which expresses his concern about this 
problem. 

Secretary Aspin points out in his let
ter that since 1985, the peak year for 
the Reagan defense buildup, the con
stant dollar value of the defense budget 
has declined by 34 percent and by 1998 
it will have declined by 41 percent. 

I would like to quote one short para
graph from Secretary Aspin's letter: 

The Department of Defense has carried its 
fair share of the sacrifice necessary to put 
our nation's fiscal house in order. The De
partment cannot be looked on as a bank to 
be used for financing domestic programs. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Secretary Aspin's complete 
letter be included in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, I also want to express 
my concerns regarding the administra
tion's ballistic missile defense pro
gram. As my colleagues know, I have 
been a strong supporter of missile de
fenses for many years. The gulf war af
firmed my convictions that we have 
the technologies at hand or in develop
ment to · make these missile defenses 
work. And, when you need missile de
fenses, it is absolutely essential that 
they exist and are operational. 

Through the bottom-up review proc
ess, the Clinton administration has de
cided to refocus ·the ballistic missile 
defense program with an emphasis on 
robust theater missile defenses to 
counter the threat resulting form pro
liferation of ballistic missile tech
nology and weapons of mass destruc
tion. I concur with the administration 
decision to field a robust theater mis
sile defense system. 

On the other hand, I regret that the 
Clinton administration has decided to 
reduce funding for national missile de
fenses, downgrading this program to a 
mere technology program. I still be
lieve, as the Congress mandated in the 
Missile Defense Act of 1991 and its 
amendment of 1992, that we should 
move to develop and deploy national 
missile defenses in a timely and delib
erate manner. 

I regret also that the Armed Services 
Committee decided to subject theater 
missile defense components and sys
tems upgrades to Anti-Ballistic Missile 
[ABM] Treaty compliance review and 
fenced one-half of all funds for these 
systems and upgrades until a compli
ance review report is submitted to the 
Congress. In this case, the committee's 
action could not only increase costs 
and delays in fielding theater missile 
defense but yield less capable systems 
once they are deployed if ABM compli
ance becomes a fixed position. 

I am disappointed that the commit
tee could not arrive at a more favor
able consensus on this issue. At some 
point we will have to answer the fun
damental question: Why should the 
United States take steps that will cost 
extra money, cause delays, and lead to 
less technically capable systems when 
these steps were not envisioned by the 
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drafters of the ABM treaty? In 1972, 
and in the years prior, no one had in 
mind a theater missile threat-inter
continental missiles were the problem. 

Mr. President, at this point I ask 
that a letter from the Under Secretary 
of Defense, John Deutch to the chair
man of the Armed Services Committee, 
Senator NUNN, de.ted September 7, 1993, 
be entered in the RECORD. 

Secretary Deutch urges in his letter 
that the Senate adopt the funding level 
of $3.5 billion for ballistic missile de
fense and that we not allocate funds by 
program elements in order to allow 
flexibility to the Department 

Secretary Deutch states and I quote: 
Budget cuts below the Armed Services 

Cammi ttee level and program defences this 
year will endanger our ability to deliver our 
new plan. 

I am aware that there are those who 
annually attack the ballistic missile 
defense program in order to reduce its 
funding. I hope that this year the Sen
ate will refrain from reducing the 
Armed Services Committee rec
ommended level of $3.5 billion, and 
allow the new administration to pursue 
its new approach which Secretary 
Deutch describes as "fiscally and tech
nically conservative, based on valid re
quirements and responsive to Congres
sional direction." The proliferation of 
theater missiles is, in my view, the 
most serious military threat facing the 
free world. 

Mr. President, on another issue al
though the administration had not rec
ommended nor provided funds for a pay 
raise for our military personnel for fis
cal year 1994, I am pleased that the 
Armed Services Committee agreed that 
we should do so. 

The committee has recommended a 
2.2 percent pay raise for military per
sonnel effective in January of fiscal 
year 1994. 

Mr. President, as I close, I would like 
to express my high regard, respect, and 
admiration for the chairman and rank
ing member of the Armed Services 
Committee as well as the other com
mittee members on both sides of the 
aisle. We are indeed fortunate to have 
such a splendid group of Senators on 
this committee, including two new 
members, Senator HUTCHISON from 
Texas, and Senator BRYAN from Nevada 
who have already demonstrated their 
high capabilities in our committee 
markups this year. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
There being no objection, the letter 

was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, DC, August 4, 1993. 

Hon. SAM NUNN. 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: When you take the 

FY 1994 National Defense Authorization Bill 
to the Senate floor, I urge you to continue to 
guard against attempts to use defense funds 
for domestic programs. 

Our defense program, as outlined by Presi
dent Clinton in his economic plan, reflects a 
new way of thinking about national security 
and represents a dramatic shift away from 
the Cold War forces of the past. However, we 
still face challenges and dangers. Strong, 
ready and capable military forces are an im
portant element in our national security 
strategy for meeting these challenges. The 
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction 
and the means of delivering them constitute 
a real danger. We also confront a variety of 
regional problems that could erupt into 
armed conflict affecting vital U.S. interests. 
We must promote and defend democracy as it 
emerges around the world. And we must be 
capable of delivering flexible, adaptable 
forces for the challenges of peacekeeping and 
peace enforcement in this new era. 

With the demise of the Soviet threat, there 
is no question that our forces can be smaller; 
we are reducing them substantially. Our 
challenge is to protect key defense capabili
ties while this downsizing takes place. The 
budget proposed by President Clinton sets 
the Department on a measured course to
ward forces capable of meeting the chal
lenges of the future, while avoiding serious 
disruption to military capability, readiness 
or the domestic economy. 

Those who think that the Department has 
been insulated against the painful budget 
cuts needed to reduce the deficit are mis
informed. The FY 1994 request submitted by 
the Administration for the Department of 
Defense is $8.8 billion in discretionary budget 
authority below the level approved by Con
gress for FY 1993. FY 1994 outlays for the De
partment are projected to be $13.6 billion 
below the FY 1993 level. From 1985, the peak 
year for Department of Defense military 
funding since the end of the Korean war, the 
constant dollar value of the Defense program 
has declined by 34 percent, and by 1998 it is 
projected to decline by 41 percent. That is a 
real budget cut, no matter how you measure 
it. Since the 1990 budget summit agreement, 
defense spending is the only category of dis
cretionary spending that has been cut. These 
budget cuts have had a real impact on pro
grams. Our plans to restructure the defense 
force require cuts of several hundred thou
sand active duty military personnel to 
achieve a force level of about 1.4 million by 
1997. The National Defense budget authority 
reductions of $85 billion from the Bush Ad
ministration adjusted baseline for FY 1994-97 
require substantial force structure cuts, 
elimination of weapons procurement, and 
tightening the belt on infrastructure. These 
currently planned reductions are painful, not 
easy. Within the reduced budget levels, fund
ing must be provided for new missions such 
as environmental cleanup, defense conver
sion, and for rising heal th care costs. 

The Department of Defense has carried its 
fair share of the sacrifice necessary to put 
our nation's fiscal house in order. The De
partment cannot be looked on as a bank to 
be used for financing domestic programs. 

I look forward to working with you as we 
reshape our defense program for the twenty
first century. 

Sincerely, 
LES ASPIN. 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY 
OF DEFENSE, 

Washington, DC, September 7, 1993. 
Hon. SAM NUNN, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, U.S. 

Senate, Washington , DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: When you take the 

Fiscal Year 1994 Defense Authorization Bill 

to the Senate floor, I realize you will be 
under strong pressure to reduce funding for 
the Nation's ballistic missile defense (BMD) 
program. I urge you to support the funding 
level approved in your committee and to 
fight attempts to further cut this important 
program's budget. 

As you are aware, the Department of De
fense (DoD) has completed the Bottom-Up 
Review and refocused the BMD program. The 
revised BMD funding profile through the Fu
ture Year Defense Plan is $18 billion-aver
aging about $3.6 billion a year. Your commit
tee approved $3.2 billion, plus $250 million for 
the Brilliant Eyes program, which totals 
about $3.5 billion for the missile defense ef
fort. The Department supports the Senate 
Armed Services Committee position and will 
do so in the House of Representatives as 
well. 

Given the present and projected threat of 
potential adversaries acquiring ballistic mis
siles, and possibly arming them with weap
ons of mass destruction, the Administration 
has decided to proceed with a robust theater 
missile defense (TMD) acquisition program. 
At the same time, the national missile de
fense (NMD) program approach will be re
focused toward technology development. We 
are also focusing our advanced technology 
efforts towards emerging theater missile 
threats. 

Now that the Department has made the 
difficult choices with regard to missile de
fenses, I am certain you will appreciate the 
importance of continuing the program on the 
right course. I urge you and your colleagues 
to adopt your committee funding level and 
not allocate funds by program elements. 
This combined budget and programmatic 
flexibility will enable the Department to 
provide for a more rational transition to 
meet the objectives set out by the Secretary 
of Defense. Budget cuts below the Armed 
Services Committee level and program 
fences this year will endanger our ability to 
deliver our new plan. 

I know how strenuously you have worked 
over the years on this issue. The Department 
has adopted a new approach that is fiscally 
and technically conservative, based on Valid 
requirements and responsive to Congres
sional direction. I trust we can count on 
your continued support. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN M. DEUTCH. 

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senators may 
insert statements in the RECORD to
morrow on either the bill or amend
ments thereto as though read. 

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

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there be a pe
riod for morning business with Sen
ators permitted to speak therein. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE ON 
PROTECTION OF WAR VICTIMS 
DECLARES SUPPORT FOR HU
MANITARIAN LAW 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, over 100 

government delegations met in Geneva 
August 30 to September 1 for an Inter
national Conference for the Protection 
of War Victims, organized by the Gov
ernment of Switzerland, with the ac
tive participation of the International 
Committee of the Red Cross. 

This is the first time governments 
have met in a conference specifically 
for this purpose, and the meeting could 
not have been more timely. The con
flict in the former Yugoslavia, renewed 
fighting in Somalia, Sudan, Angola, 
and elsewhere in Africa, the prolifera
tion of regional conflicts in the terri
tory of the former Soviet Union, all 
provide a stark, tragic background for 
a conference on protection of war vic
tims. The Government of Switzerland 
should be commended for its initiative 
in convening this conference as an ur
gently needed way to reaffirm support 
for international humanitarian law. 

The Geneva Conventions, first agreed 
to in 1864, mark the beginning of the 
modern era of humanitarian law in 
armed conflicts. The original conven
tions, their periodic updating and im
provement, and their 1977 protocols, 
embody the basic principles and rules 
aimed at protecting the sick and 
wounded, prisoners of war, the civilian 
population, and other war victims. 

I would like to pay particular tribute 
to the International Committee of the 
Red Cross, in practice the moral 
custodians of the Geneva Conventions. 
In his statement to the conference, the 
U.S. representative, Ambassador War
ren Zimmermann, described the ICRC 
as "an organization marked by dedica
tion, a strong humanitarian spirit, pro
fessionalism, and a rare courage." Just 
a few days before the conference, three 
ICRC delegates were killed while on 
duty in the field, bringing the total of 
ICRC representatives killed to 17 in 
1993 alone. 

The United States has long contrib
uted to the ICRC's humanitarian pro
grams, and I am glad to note Ambas
sador Zimmermann's statement that 
"the U.S. will continue to provide 
strong support for the ICRC's work and 
the work of the Red Cross movement as 
a whole." I hope the International Con
ference of the Red Cross and Red Cres
cent will be able to meet again soon 
without the problems of participation 
that plagued its last two meetings. 
This conference provides a good prece
dent for that. 

The main purpose of this conference 
was to reaffirm governmental support 
for international humanitarian law. 

The final declaration of the conference, 
adopted by consensus on September 1, 
is an eloquent plea for an end to the vi
olence and hatred that we see ex
pressed in such horrific ways: mas
sacres and mistreatment of women and 
children, rapes, torture, starvation, de
nial of medical care, displacement of 
civilians, and failure to account for the 
missing. We should be proud that the 
United States took part in this con
ference and played a vital role in draft
ing the declaration. 

It is similarly important that the 
United States complete its review of 
the 1977 Protocol I to the Geneva Con
ventions with a view to submitting it 
to the Senate for ratification, along 
with Protocol II which was submitted 
in 1987. I am glad to note that the ad
ministration's review is proceeding on 
the 1954 Convention on the Protection 
of Cultural Property, and the 1980 Con
vention on Certain Conventional Weap
ons and its protocols, particularly the 
one concerning land mines. Our capac
ity for leadership in humanitarian law 
will be enhanced by our ratification of 
these important treaties. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be printed in the 
RECORD at this point the declaration 
adopted by the International Con
ference for the Protection of War Vic
tims, and the excellent statement to 
the conference by the U.S. representa
tive, Ambassador Warren Zimmer
mann. 

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

DECLARATION ADOPTED BY CONSENSUS, 
SEPTEMBER 1, 1993 

The participants in the International Con
ference for the Protection of War Victims, 
held in Geneva from August 30 to September 
1, 1993, solemnly declare the following: 

I 

1. We refuse to accept that war, violence 
and hatred spread throughout the world, and 
fundamental rights of persons are violated in 
an increasingly grave and systematic fash
ion. We refuse to accept that wounded are 
shown no mercy, children massacred, women 
raped, prisoners tortured, victims denied ele
mentary humanitarian assistance, civilians 
starved as a method of warfare, obligations 
under international humanitarian law in ter
ritories under foreign occupation not re
spected, families of missing persons denied 
information about the fate of their relatives, 
populations illegally displaced, and coun
tries laid to waste. 

2. We refuse to accept that, since war has 
not been eradicated, obligations under inter
national humanitarian law aimed at limiting 
the suffering caused by armed conflicts are 
constantly violated. We vigorously condemn 
these violations which result in a continued 
deterioration of the situation of persons 
whom the law is intended to protect. 

3. We refuse to accept that civilian popu
lations should become more and more fre
quently the principal victim of hostilities 
and acts of violence perpetrated in the 
course of armed conflicts, for example where 
they are intentionally targeted or used as 
human shields, and particularly when they 

are victims of the odious practice of " ethnic 
cleansing". We are alarmed by the marked 
increase in acts of sexual violence directed 
notably against women and children and we 
reiterate that such acts constitute grave 
breaches of international humanitarian law. 

4. We deplore the means and methods used 
in the conduct of hostilities which cause 
heavy suffering among civilians. In that con
text we reaffirm our determination to apply, 
to clarify and, where it is deemed necessary, 
to consider further developing the existing 
law governing armed conflicts, in particular 
non-international ones, in order to ensure 
more effective protection for their victims. 

5. We affirm the necessity to reinforce, in 
accordance with international law, the bond 
of solidarity that must unite mankind 
against the tragedy of war and in all efforts 
to protect the victims thereof. In that spirit, 
we support peaceful bilateral and multilat
eral initiatives aimed at easing tensions and 
preventing the outbreak of armed conflicts. 

6. We undertake to act in cooperation with 
the UN and in conformity with the UN Char
ter to ensure full compliance with inter
national humanitarian law in the event of 
genocide and other serious violations of this 
law. 

7. We demand that measures be taken at 
the national, regional and international lev
els to allow assistance and relief personnel 
to carry out in all safety their mandate in 
favour of the victims of an armed conflict. 
Stressing that peace-keeping forces are 
bound to act in accordance with inter
na tional humanitarian law, we also demand 
that the members of peace-keeping forces be 
permitted to fulfill their mandate without 
hindrance and that their physical integrity 
be respected. 

II 

We affirm our responsibility, in accordance 
with Article I common to the Geneva Con
ventions, to respect and ensure respect for 
international humanitarian law in order to 
protect the victims of war. We urge all 
States to make every effort to: 

1. Disseminate international humanitarian 
law in a systematic way by teaching its rules 
to the general population, including incor
porating them in education programmers 
and by increasing media awareness, so that 
people may assimilate that law and have the 
strength to react in accordance with these 
rules to violations thereof. 

2. Organise the teaching of international 
humanitarian law in the public administra
tions responsible for its application and in
corporate the fundamental rules in military 
training programmes, and military code 
books, handbooks and regulations, so that 
each combatant is aware of his or her obliga
tion to observe and help enforce these rules. 

3. Study with utmost attention practical 
means of promoting understanding of and re
spect for international humanitarian law in 
armed conflicts in the event that State 
structures disintegrate so that a State can
not discharge its obligations under that law. 

4. Consider or reconsider, in order to en
hance the universal character of inter
national humanitarian law, becoming party 
or confirming their succession, where appro
priate, to the relevant treaties concluded 
since the adoption of the 1949 Geneva Con
ventions, in particular: 

The Protocol Additional to the Geneva 
Conventions of 12 August 1949, and relating 
to the Protection of Victims of International 
Armed Conflicts of 8 June 1977 (Protocol I); 

The Protocol Additional to the Geneva 
Conventions of 12 August 1949, and relating 
to the Protection of Victims of Non-Inter
national Armed Conflict of 8 June 1977 (Pro
tocol II); 



21112 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 13, 1993 
The 1980 Convention on Prohibitions or Re

strictions on the Use of Certain Conven
tional Weapons and its three Protocols; 

The 1954 Convention for the Protection of 
Cultural Property in the Event of Armed 
Conflict. 

5. Adopt and implement, at the national 
level, all appropriate regulations. laws and 
measures to ensure respect for international 
humanitarian law applicable in the event of 
armed conflict and to punish violations 
thereof. 

6. Contribute to an impartial clarification 
of alleged violations of international human
itarian law and, in particular, consider rec
ognizing the competence of the International 
Fact-Finding Commission according to Arti
cle 90 of Protocol I mentioned in Part II, 
paragraph 4 of this Declaration. 

7. Ensure that war crimes are duly pros
ecuted and do not go unpunished, and ac
cordingly implement the provisions on the 
punishment of grave breaches of inter
national humanitarian law and encourage 
the timely establishment of appropriate 
international legal machinery, and in this 
connection acknowledge the substantial 
work accomplished by the International Law 
Commission on an international criminal 
court. We reaffirm that States which violate 
international humanitarian law shall , if the 
case demands, be liable to pay compensation. 

8. Improve the coordination of emergency 
humanitarian actions in order to give them 
the necessary coherence and efficiency, pro
vide the necessary support to the humani
tarian organisations entrusted with granting 
protection and assistance to the victims of 
armed conflicts and supplying, in all impar
tiality, victims of armed conflicts with 
goods or services essential to their survival, 
facilitate speedy and effective relief oper
ations by granting to those humanitarian 
organisations access to the affected areas, 
and take the appropriate measures to en
hance the respect for their safety, security 
and integrity, in conformity with applicable 
rules of international humanitarian law. 

9. Increase respect for the emblems of the 
red cross and red crescent as well as for the 
other emblems provided for by international 
humanitarian law and protecting medical 
personnel, objects, installations and means 
of transport, religious personnel and places 
of worship, and relief personnel, goods and 
convoys as defined in international humani
tarian law. 

10. Reaffirm and ensure respect for the 
rules of international humanitarian law ap
plicable during armed conflicts protecting 
cultural property, places of worship and the 
natural environment, either against attacks 
on the environment as such or against wan
ton destruction causing serious environ
mental damage; and continue to examine the 
opportunity of strengthening them. 

11. Ensure the effectiveness of inter
national humanitarian law and take resolute 
action, in accordance with that law, against 
States bearing responsibility for violations 
of international humanitarian law with a 
view to terminating such violations. 

12. Take advantage of the forthcoming 
Conference for the review of the 1980 Conven
tion on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the 
Use of Certain Conventional Weapons and 
the three Protocols thereto, which provides a 
platform for wider accession to this instru
ment, and to consider strengthening existing 
law with a view to finding effective solutions 
to the problem of the indiscriminate mines 
whose explosions maim civilians in different 
parts of the world. 

With this Declaration in mind, we reaffirm 
the necessity to make the implementation of 

international humanitarian law more effec
tive. In this spirit, we call upon the Swiss 
Government to convene an open-ended inter
governmental group of experts to study prac
tical means of promoting full respect for and 
compliance with that law, and go prepare a 
report for submission to the States and to 
the next session of the International Con
ference of the Red Cross and Red Crescent. 

In conclusion we affirm our conviction 
that, by preserving a spirit of humanity in 
the midst of armed conflicts, international 
humanitarian law keeps open the road to 
reconciliation, facilitates the restoration of 
peace between the belligerents, and fosters 
harmony between all parties. 

STATEMENT BY AMBASSADOR WARREN ZIMMER
MANN, U .S. REPRESENTATIVE TO THE INTER
NATIONAL CONFERENCE FOR THE PROTECTION 
OF WAR VICTIMS, AUGUST 30, 1993 
It is a credit to the Government and people 

of Switzerland that they have convened this 
International Conference for the Protection 
of War Victims. We come together in Gene
va, birthplace of international humanitarian 
law, to express our outrage at the widespread 
violations of that law throughout the world. 

Let me begin by paying tribute to the 
International Committee of the Red Cross
an organization marked by dedication, a 
strong humanitarian spirit, professionalism, 
and a rare courage. As a major contributor 
to the ICRC's medical and relief activities, 
protection and training, and dissemination 
of international humanitarian law, the U.S. 
Government will continue to provide strong 
support for the ICRC's work and the work of 
the Red Cross movement as a whole. 

Each day brings vivid and horrifying ac
counts of new atrocities in many parts of the 
world: summary executions; torture; rape; 
the use of starvation as a weapon of war; the 
indiscriminate use of military force against 
civilians. The United States unambiguously 
and wholeheartedly condemns such abuses, 
wherever they are committed, whoever com
mits them. 

It is vital that we in the international 
community reconfirm our commitment to 
international humanitarian law. That law is 
for many the only shield from harm, the 
only hope for recovery from injury, the only 
recourse for the punishment of violators. 
War itself is horrifying, but this week we 
meet to emphasize to all people everywhere 
that even in war there are limits beyond 
which no one may go. 

In many conflicts, we see savage treatment 
of civilians, prisoners of war, and the wound
ed; the destruction of civic and cultural 
property without any reasonable military 
justification; and unnecessary assaults on 
the environment. We have seen particularly 
brutal crimes against women, and the trag
edy of children doomed to death by delib
erate policies of violence or starvation. Our 
governments meet this week here in Geneva 
to say enough! No more! This barbarism 
must stop. 

International humanitarian law has devel
oped through both custom and conventions. 
The various Geneva conventions coni,titute a 
legal bulwark against the forces of chaos. 
They embody principles of humanity rel
evant to every culture and people. They are 
the minimum standard by which we call our
selves civilized. 

Yet today, they are under attack in many 
quarters. Most disturbing of all, those who 
have dedicated their lives to upholding the 
conventions and assisting those in need find 
themselves, likewise, under attack. The 
International Committee of the Red Cross is 

mandated to provide assistance and protec
tion to the victims of conflict. There is no 
more noble cause. Yet the ICRC, itself, has 
become a target. Witness the slaying last 
week of two ICRC nurses in Sierra Leone, 
the latest of seventeen Red Cross workers 
killed in the past year. 

No one gains by such attacks; we all share 
the tragedy and loss. We must rededicate 
ourselves to the fullest respect for the Red 
Cross, Red Crescent, and other recognized 
emblems, and those who labor under them. 
We must educate those who do not know 
about international humanitarian law, and 
punish those who do not care. 

As Monsieur de Martens, who contributed 
so much to the development of the law of 
armed conflict, said in 1900, only with "com
pulsory teaching in military training estab
lishments and in the instruction of the sol
dier" can the application of international 
humanitarian law be guaranteed. The world 
has unfortunately not yet learned this sim
ple lesson. Each state must continuously in
struct the forces under its control-including 
the civilian, military, or paramilitary au
thorities at all levels-in the law applicable 
to armed conflict. This training should not 
be merely a classroom exercise. The forces 
must have operational rules conforming to 
the law of armed conflict. In the United 
States we have found that training in the 
law of armed conflict directly benefits the 
effective operation of our armed forces; our 
military sees the protection of victims as fa
cilitating, rather than hindering, its oper
ations. 

States should assist one another in educat
ing their forces. We stand ready to share our 
education programs with any government 
that asks. In addition, we are now including 
international humanitarian law in our ex
panded International Military Education and 
Training (IMET) programs and the American 
Red Cross has just released new training ma
terials for the American public which will be 
made available through local units. 

Educational efforts must be supplemented 
by effective enforcement: when forces violate 
international humanitarian law, they must 
be held individually accountable. Punish
ment for violations is under the purview of 
national laws. In the United States, for ex
ample, we have an extensive system of ad
ministrative and judicial punishments for 
members of our forces who violate inter
national humanitarian law. When effective 
national enforcement appears unlikely, how
ever, the international community must be 
willing to step in. On May 25, the UN Secu
rity Council took a major step by establish
ing an international tribunal for the pros
ecution of persons accused of serious viola
tions of international humanitarian law in 
the former Yugoslavia. We expect this tribu
nal to be impartial and thorough. It should 
serve as a model for other conflicts and a 
warning to those who believe that they can 
avoid punishment for despicable acts. 

Internal armed conflicts can be particu
larly devastating, and states have a special 
responsibility to take measures to alleviate 
threats to civilians. All participants in inter
nal armed conflicts should apply the provi
sions of the Geneva Conventions (whether by 
special agreement or otherwise), particularly 
those provisions that ensure access and the 
delivery of humanitarian assistance, inter
national monitoring, and enforcement of 
international humanitarian law. One hun
dred and thirty years ago , in the midst of a 
terrible civil war in my country, President 
Abraham Lincoln issued the first comprehen
sive code on the law of armed conflict. This 
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document-General Orders 100-is a reminder 
that States must address the harsh reality of 
civil war by promulgating adequate rules 
and directives for their forces . 

States should also take steps to limit or 
end the threat posed to civilians by weapons 
that can have indiscriminate effect. Particu
larly in civil wars, this includes landmines: 
today there are some 85 million landmines 
uncleared throughout the world, and new 
mines are laid daily. Over 150 people are 
maimed or killed each week; nearly all are 
unarmed civilians, often injured years after 
conflicts end, when the mines no longer 
serve any possible military purpose. We urge 
states to limit the use of landmines and 
other explosive devices to what is provided 
for in Protocol II to the 1980 Convention. In 
addition, we urge exporting states to join 
countries such as the United States and 
France, which already have unilateral mora
toria or limitations on the export of anti
personnel landmines. Furthermore, the 
international community should take steps 
to limit trade in those landmines that pose 
the greatest threat to civilians-those that 
lack self-neutralizing features and have in
sufficient quantities of metal to be detected 
easily. Only by such restraint can lives be 
saved. 

Mr. Chairman, the United States supports 
this Conference and the draft declaration we 
will adopt. That declaration will reconfirm 
the importance of adherence to the prin
ciples of international humanitarian law in a 
time of massive violations of those prin
ciples. It will provide a mechanism for re
doubling our efforts to protect and assist the 
victims of conflict. Already, in accordance 
with the draft declaration's urging, the Unit
ed States is reviewing Additional Protocol 
Number I of 1977 and the 1954 Convention on 
the Protection of Cultural Property, with a 
view to deciding whether to become a party. 
We are also nearing completion of our review 
of the 1980 Convention on Certain Conven
tional Weapons and its protocols. Through 
these measures and others, we intend to put 
meaning into the words we say here. We hope 
other states will do likewise . 

If we collectively focus our energies on 
teaching international humanitarian law, 
training our military forces, and ensuring 
access and safety for relief workers. we will 
save many lives. Moreover, we will reaffirm 
our humanity, our brotherhood, and our 
commitment to the highest standards of civ
ilization and behavior. 

CABLE TELEVISION 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, last week, 

millions of Americans opened up their 
newspapers to discover that the cable 
television legislation passed by Con
gress last year was going into effect-
and that their cable rates were going 
up. 

As a result, there are quite a few 
members of this Chamber-and quite a 
few folks at the White House-who 
should be reaching for the fork they 
will need to eat a big helping of crow. 

Proponents of the cable legislation 
assured Americans last year that bur
densome regulations-and not competi
tion- would bring lower rates. And 
they wasted no time in proving that 
the entire debate was not about legis
lating sound policy. It was about em
barrassing then-President Bush. 

When President Bush rightly vetoed 
the bill, the Clinton campaign team 
swung into high gear. 

George Stephanopoulos stated-and I 
quote--"Bush has vetoed the most im
portant consumer legislation of the 
year-all to protect his rich friends in 
the cable monopolies." 

And my good friend Vice President 
GORE was one of the biggest proponents 
of reregulating cable TV. He said, 
quote: 

I'm going to direct this to the President: If 
you veto the cable bill, you (will) have sided 
with the monopolists and against the Amer
ican people . And the American people may 
just veto your desire for another four years. 

So let us set the record straight. 
President Bush did not veto the bill be
cause he was siding with cable compa
nies, but because he believed that it 
would, as he stated, "Hurt Americans 
by imposing a wide array of costly, 
burdensome and unnecessary require
men ts on the cable industry and the 
government agencies that regulate it." 

No doubt about it, Mr. President, 
there is no judge like father time. I 
guess there is some good news for con
sumers-and that is the fact that the 
administration has not made any effort 
to make these cable rate increases ret
roactive. 

Increased rates are not the only prob
lem. This morning's Washington Post 
points out that cable TV companies are 
dropping C-SP AN coverage for home 
shopping channels of all things. I will 
bet that was not intended either. But 
what do you expect when you give 
broadcasters the right to demand car
riage on their local cable TV system 
and the system is full? Something has 
to give and in this case it was C-SPAN. 

So where do we go from here? I say 
its time for a reality check. Whether 
we like it or not, technology is chang
ing the communications industry each 
day. And only competition, not burden
some regulations, can accommodate 
these advancements. 

However, because Congress does not 
understand this, it has a penchant for 
enacting archaic legislation. As a re
sult, we block competition from stimu
lating the communications industry 
and providing consumers with better 
services. And if we do not act quickly, 
we might as well say sayonara to the 
one industry in the world that we still 
dominate. 

Mr. President, the Cable TV Act ca
tastrophe has only reinforced my belief 
that true competition is the best regu
lator of the marketplace. I can only 
hope that my colleagues will come to 
the same conclusion before it is too 
late. 

DISTURBING NEWS ABOUT 
VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, during the 
recess GAO released a report on the 
Nation's Vocational Rehabilitation 

program. It is a unique and important 
study, and deserves our close atten
tion. For the first time since the Reha
bilitation Act was passed in 1973, we 
have some solid data on VR's value to 
the disabled. 

Unfortunately, the news is not very 
good. Put simply, only one-third of 
people who successfully graduate from 
VR work regularly, and even then 
often only for small wages. 

I suppose even a little help is better 
than none. But many people with dis
abilities do not get that. GAO also 
found that only 1-in-20 eligible individ
uals receive any services. 

Mr. President, when we passed the 
Americans With Disabilities Act in 1990 
we were determined to open a new win
dow of employment opportunity for 
millions with disabilities. But we also 
knew that for many that window would 
remain closed because they lacked job 
skills and education. 

That is where VR comes in-or 
should come in-by providing the dis
abled with help to become gainfully 
employed, and thus join the economic 
mainstream and achieve some kind of 
financial security anci independence. 

What then is the problem, and what's 
the remedy? The acting head of VR, 
quoted in the Washington Post on Au
gust 31, seemed to imply the fault lies 
with the disabled. I hope I am wrong 
about that, and will give the gen
tleman the benefit of the doubt. 

Mr. President, I believe the real prob
lem is that the work place and the 
labor market have changed dramati
cally since VR was first authorized in 
1920. But VR has not kept up with the 
times. 

For this reason, I endorse GAO's rec
ommendation that the National Com
mission on Rehabilitation services be 
established. Authorized by last year's 
Rehab . Act amendments, the Commis
sion is charged with coming up with 
good ideas to improve VR and other 
Rehab Act programs. But in the 11 
months since the amendments were 
passed, the Department of Education, 
which is to set up the Commission, has 
not acted. I have written Secretary 
Riley on this matter and hope he acts 
quickly. 

I have three suggestions for the Com
mission. First, it should interpret its 
charge broadly, and look beyond the 
Rehab Act to all the Nation's disability 
programs, including Social Security. 

The Commission should ask provoca
tive questions: Are VR customers satis
fied? Since most people are working 
when they become disabled, how can 
we prevent job loss? Why is VR in the 
Department of Education, not in Labor 
with other employment and training 
programs? Indeed, do we ever need VR, 
or should people with disabilities be in
tegrated into these other programs? Or 
perhaps VR services should be paid for 
by health insurance like other rehab 
services. This might give the greatest 
choice to people with disabilities. 
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Second, the Commission must trans

late our good intentions into goals. 
Consider this goal-by the year 2000, 
the level of joblessness among the dis
abled will be reduced to that of the 
nondisabled. We may need a goal like 
this to get any action. 

Third, the Commission must look to 
the future, something VR has not done 
well. As one expert has noted, "We (in 
disability services) continue to plan for 
yesterday to overcome the deficits of a 
decade ago." What kind of disability 
programs do we need for the 21st cen
tury? How can these programs become 
wellsprings of innovation? 

Some may believe the Commission is 
not needed because we fixed VR's prob
lems with the Rehab Act Amendments. 
I don't agree. We tinkered with VR, but 
did not tackle its core problems. In
deed, 20 years ago, in 1973, GAO re
leased. a report on VR that found vir
tually the same problems. People with 
disabilities cannot wait 20 more years 
for a program that works. 

Mr. President, let me add that I do 
not want my remarks misunderstood 
as critical, of the Nation's VR profes
sional. They are smart, committed and 
hardworking. Indeed, I believe many of 
them are even more frustrated than I 
am. We must make VR work for them 
as well. 

I would also like to commend my col
league in the House, Mr. OWENS, Chair
man of the Subcommittee on Select 
Education and Civil Rights, for re
questing the GAO study. We need more 
studies like this to ensure that all our 
disability programs really make a dif
ference. 

In closing, the poet Archibald 
MacLeish once wrote, "America was al
ways promises." But America's biggest 
promise-a job-is too often an empty 
promise to the disabled. Only one-third 
are working, 30 percent are in pov
erty-nearly 3 times the general popu
lation. The lesson here is simple: For 
people with disabilities, as for most 
Americans, working is essential to a 
decent income. We must do better, any
thing less is unacceptable. 

IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE 
IS TODAY'S BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, as any 
American even remotely familiar with 
the U.S. Constitution knows, no Presi
dent can spend a dime of Federal tax 
money that has not first been approved 
by Congress, both the House of Rep
resentatives and the U.S. Senate. 

So when you hear a politician or an 
editor or a commentator declare that 
"Reagan ran up the Federal debt" or 
that "Bush ran it up," bear in mind 
that it was, and is, the constitutional 
duty of Congress to control Federal 
spending. Congress has failed miserably 
for about 50 years. 

The fiscal irresponsibility of Con
gress has created a Federal debt which 

stood at $4,384,113,738,028.86 as of the 
close of business on Friday, September 
10. Averaged out, every man, woman, 
and child in America owes a share of 
this massive debt, and that per capita 
share is $17,068.17. 

REPORT ON TRIP TO RUSSIA, 
POLAND, AND IRELAND 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, from 
July 2-12, 1993, I visited Russia, Poland, 
and Ireland in my capacity as chair
man of the Foreign Operations Sub
committee. My purpose was to discuss 
regional relations and evaluate ongo
ing programs of foreign aid to each na
tion. I ask unanimous consent to in
clude in the RECORD at this point the 
report on my trip which I submitted to 
the distinguished chairman of the Ap
propria tions Committee. 

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

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
U.S. SENATE, 

Washington, DC, September 9, 1993. 
Hon. ROBERT c. BYRD, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR BOB: During the Fourth of July re

cess, with the.approval of the Majority Lead
er I led a delegation of Senators to Russia, 
Poland, and Ireland. I am making my trip re
port available to you in the hope that it will 
be of use to the Appropriations Committee 
as it considers the President's special re~ 
quest for Russia and the other new independ
ent republics of the former Soviet Union, as 
well as U.S. assistance programs in Poland 
and Ireland. 

With best regards. 
Sincerely, 

PA TRICK LEAHY, 
Chairman, Foreign Operations Subcommittee. 

REPORT OF CODEL LEAHY TO RUSSIA, POLAND, 
AND IRELAND, JULY 2-12, 1993 

Senator Patrick Leahy, chairman of the 
Agriculture Committee and chairman of the 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee of the Ap
propriations Committee, led a delegation of 
senators to Russia, Poland and Ireland from 
July 2-12, 1993. In addition to Senator Leahy, 
the delegation consisted of Senators Thad 
Cochran, Thomas Daschle and Mitch McCon
nell, and Walter J. Stewart, Secretary of the 
Senate. Ambassador Thomas Simons, U.S. 
Coordinator for Assistance to the New Inde
pendent States of the former Soviet Union, 
accompanied the delegation throughout the 
trip. Mr. Ralph Johnson, U.S. Coordinator 
for Assistance to Central and Eastern Eu
rope, joined the delegation in Warsaw. Sen
ator McConnell left the delegation at the end 
of the Moscow stop and visited Ukraine be
fore returning to the United States sepa
rately. The delegation was joined by Senator 
Claiborne Pell, chairman of the Foreign Re
lations Committee in Ireland for meetings 
with Irish officials. 

The delegation was assisted by Charles 
Riemenschneider, staff director of the Agri
culture Committee, Mark Keenum, Profes
sional Staff Member of the Agriculture Com
mittee, Eric Newsom, staff director of the 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee, and 
Robin Cleveland, of Senator McConnell's of
fice. Jan Paulk, of the Office of Inter-Par
liamentary Services, provided logistical and 

scheduling assistance, and Lt. Colonel Nikki 
Watts, USAF Senate Liaison Office, was the 
military escort. 

PREPARATIONS 
Prior to the trip, members of the delega

tion met Ambassador Strobe Talbott, Spe
cial Representative of the President for the 
New Independent States and Ambassador 
Thomas Simons for a briefing on the Admin
istration's proposed $1.8 billion special as
sistance package for Russia and the repub
lics of the former Soviet Union. Members 
also received an intelligence briefing on the 
political and economic situations in Russia 
and Poland. The State Department, the 
Agency for International Development, the 
Department of Agriculture and the Congres
sional Research Service prepared extensive 
briefing books for the delegation on the full 
range of foreign assistance, bilateral and 
multilateral issues between the US and the 
states of the former Soviet Union. 

DELEGATION ACTIVITIES, RUSSIA 
Although the delegation met as a group for 

key discussions with US and Russian offi
cials, in order to maximize its contacts the 
delegation divided up many meetings and 
site visits among its members. In Moscow, 
the delegation received a briefing from the 
Embassy Country Team and met Russian en
trepreneurs and private sector 
businesspeople at a dinner hosted by Ambas
sador Thomas Pickering. The delegation also 
met other Russian and American 
businesspeople at a reception in honor of the 
anniversary of the Russian-American joint 
venture newspaper, "WE/MWE." The delega
tion met former President of the Soviet 
Union, Mikhail Gorbachev, and other Rus
sian officials at the Ambassador's Fourth of 
July reception at Spaso House, followed by 
site visits to Children's Hospital Number 3 or 
the McDonald's processing plant. The Dep
uty Chief of Mission of the US Embassy 
hosted a dinner for the delegation with 
Americans working with the private sector 
in Russia, including representatives of Amer
ican private voluntary organizations. The 
next morning, the delegation held a round
table breakfast with representatives of 
American businesses operating in Russia to 
discuss business conditions and the role of 
US assistance. Later the delegation met Mr. 
Zhitnikov, Minister for International Eco
nomic Cooperation and Mr. Klystun, Min
ister for Agriculture, to discuss priorities for 
US assistance. Members of the delegation 
then visited the Moscow Commodity Ex
change, and with Russian farmers working 
with the VOCA program. Prior to departure, 
the delegation met Mr. Khasbulatov, Speak
er of the Russian legislature and a foe of 
President Boris Yeltsin and the reformers. 

In St. Petersburg, part of the delegation 
met with American farm families working in 
the region to help in the privatization of ag
riculture in a USDA-sponsored model farm, 
and with representatives of CARE, 
CARESBAC and other US humanitarian or
ganizations receiving assistance from the US 
government. During this time Senator Leahy 
visited Petrozavodsk, capital of the Karelian 
Republic, which has a sister state relation
ship with Vermont. There, Senator Leahy 
met the Karelian Prime Minister, Mr. 
Blinnikov, the chairman of the Karelian Su
preme Soviet, Mr. Stepanov, Mr. Morisov, 
chairman of the foreign affairs commission 
of the Karelian Government, and Mr. 
Katanandov, Mayor of Petrozavodsk to dis
cuss the progress of reform in Karelia, and 
the Karelia-Vermont sister state relation
ship. The officials and Senator Leahy also 
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discussed plans for opening a "Karelia 
House" in Waterbury, Vermont to promote 
business and cultural links between Vermont 
and Karelia. Senator Leahy met representa
tives of Vermont organizations working in 
Karelia, and visited the production facilities 
of Ben and Jerry's ice cream plant in 
Petrozavodsk to discuss problems Ben and 
Jerry's have had with Russian and Karelian 
Government authorities in carrying out its 
operations. Finally, Senator Leahy met a 
number of Karelian youths who had partici
pated in the student exchange program with 
Vermont managed by the Vermont-based or
ganization "Project Harmony." 

In St. Petersburg, the entire delegation 
met Mayor Anatoly Sobchak, a leading re
former and, at the same time, critic of Presi
dent Yeltsin. After a tour of the port facili
ties and a discussion of problems US grain 
shippers have had in offloading shipments, 
the delegation met a number of local offi
cials and businesspeople, as well as rep
resentatives of American companies at a re
ception hosted by the Consul General. 

POLAND 

In a brief visit to Poland, after briefings in 
the US Embassy, the delegation met the Pol
ish Foreign Minister to discuss US-Polish 
and regional relations, and the US assistance 
program in Poland. The Polish American En
terprise. Fund hosted a lunch for the delega
tion, followed by discussions with represent
atives of American private voluntary organi
zations and companies working in Poland. 
Following a classified briefing at the US Em
bassy, members of the delegation met with 
Cochran Fellows who had participated in the 
agriculture exchange program initiated by 
Senator Cochran. The Embassy hosted a re
ception for the delegation to continue dis
cussions with Polish officials, and represent
atives of the Polish and American private 
sector. 

The next day, the delegation visited the 
Skierniewice Farm Advisor Center outside 
Warsaw to discuss use of US assistance in 
modernizing Polish agriculture. The delega
tion then visited the farm village of Nowa 
Wies to inspect the water supply system con
structed by the Water Supply Foundation 
with US assistance, and to examine a vegeta
ble hot house farm also helped by the US as
sistance program. 

IRELAND 

In a very brief visit to Ireland on the re
turn flight at the invitation of the President 
of Ireland, the delegation met with rep
resentatives of the International Fund for 
Ireland to discuss how US contributions to 
the !FI are used to promote reconciliation in 
both parts of Ireland. The delegation also 
met the Taoiseach (Prime Minister), Mr. 
Reynolds, and concluded its short stopover 
with a meeting with Her Excellency, Mary 
Robinson, President of Ireland. 

FINDINGS, RUSSIA 

The delegation 's discussions with Foreign 
Minister Andrei Kozyrev and Speaker Ruslan 
Khasbulatov were most illuminating. They 
framed the basic positions of the contending 
sides sharply: Westernizing, democratic, free 
enterprise, radical reform on the one side, 
nationalist , inward-looking, grudgingly 
incrementalist change on the other. Despite 
quite optimistic assessments by our Em
bassy officials of the current political bal
ance of power, the delegation 's impression is 
that there is still a lot of fight left in the 
elements represented by Speaker 
Khasbulatov. There are still some political 
crises to come as the old guard resists fun
damental changes which threaten its privi
leged position. 

The meetings with US business people, 
farmers, representatives of US private vol
untary organizations, and Russian entre
preneurs helped highlight what our current, 
relatively limited assistance program can 
accomplish. The help channeled through rep
resentatives of the US private sector is im
pressive. Most representatives of the private 
sector, Russian and American, warned 
against providing assistance to or through 
central government institutions. The Em
bassy and the AID Mission in Moscow are 
trying to focus on strengthening local insti
tutions, both government and civic. The del
egation agrees with this priority. 

One of the concerns the delegation raised 
is the perceived slow use of prior US assist
ance in Russia. The delegation was informed 
by the US Coordinator, the Embassy and the 
AID Mission that in fact the pace of obliga
tion of already appropriated assistance is ac
celerating rapidly. It has taken about a year 
to develop the programs, establish the man
agement infrastructure, negotiate the con
tracts, and begin implementation. The dele
gation was assured the necessary infrastruc
ture to use the assistance is now largely in 
place. AID said that it has already obligated 
over $1.2 billion of the $1.6 Vancouver pack
age and expects to obligate the balance be
fore the end of the year. 

In virtually all its discussions the delega
tion heard a strong emphasis on support for 
privatization and for substantial long-term 
technical assistance in the key sectors of 
government, administration, the legal sys
tem, and the financial structure. There was 
unanimous criticism of short term consult
ants and of spreading US aid around in 
" show the flag" projects. Nearly everyone 
with whom the delegation met, whether gov
ernment or private sector, Russian or Amer
ican, argued for concentration of our efforts 
on the areas where the US has a special ad
vantage, in particular in depth technical 
training and assistance, and to do everything 
we can to create the conditions where US 
business can invest in Russia and participate 
in the privatization process. A special prob
lem, where US technical aid is vital , is the 
lack of a standard commercial code of law 
and enforceable business regulations which 
apply across the country. This creates great 
uncertainties for business, which cannot 
forecast developments which will affect it. 
The lack of predictability in the political, 
economic and business climate is extremely 
hard for US business people to invest and to 
expand. 

Overall, the delegation gained valuable in
sights into the political dynamics in Mos
cow, and of the importance of US and West
ern aid for the chances of a radical trans
formation of the Russian political and eco
nomic structures. The Embassy assured the 
delegation the reformers clearly have the 
upper hand and that vital economic reforms 
have gone on apace even as the political 
struggles were waged between President 
Yeltsin and the Congress. There have been 
real , and significant, economic changes in 
Russia, albeit concentrated in the major 
urban areas, such as Moscow and St. Peters
burg, and in pockets of the country. The Em
bassy said the political dynamics in Moscow 
and the regions now favor the constitutional 
reform process President Yeltsin has set in 
motion. The Embassy predicts elections this 
fall or early next year for a new Parliament, 
and ratification of the new constitution 
drafted by the constituent assembly next 
year. 
It is the delegation's impression that sig

nificant political and economic reform is 

visibly occurring, although unevenly and, in 
many places, still superficially. From the 
delegations conversations with many Rus
sians and Americans, official and private 
sector, the reforms, especially the economic 
changes, do not yet appear to be a nation
wide and deep phenomenon giving hope for a 
better future to all elements of society. The 
pace and scope of reform needs to be pressed 
harder once the political position of Presi
dent Yeltsin and the reformers is firmly con
solidated. According to the Embassy and to 
other US and Russian observers, that con
solidation appears to be happening. Never
theless, while US assistance will be critical 
in key areas and sectors, and is undoubtedly 
seen by the reformers as a vital symbol of 
Western, particularly American, support, 
clearly a fundamental transformation of 
Russian society is a long term proposition, 
the work of a generation. Expectations of 
what can be realized in a few years, and of 
the contributions Western assistance can 
make in an economy the size of Russia's, 
should be kept realistic. 

POLAND 

The delegation was impressed by the visi
ble manifestations of economic improvement 
in Warsaw and environs. There are no lines, 
stores are full of consumer goods, the streets 
are jammed with automobiles, the people are 
well dressed, and there seems to be an aura 
of confidence that Poland has touched bot
tom and is at last on the way up. The farm 
areas the delegation visited outside Warsaw 
appeared prosperous and productive. 

Of course, Warsaw and its surrounding 
farm areas do not necessarily represent an 
accurate picture of the conditions elsewhere 
in Poland, as the Embassy and representa
tives of the Polish Government assured the 
delegation. According to US Embassy and 
AID personnel, to an important extent the 
improving situation seen by the delegation 
represents some major success stories of US 
and other Western assistance. There are 
areas of poverty and privation, and unem
ployment continues to be a severe economic 
and social problem nationwide. 

The delegation does not doubt that Poland 
still needs US and other Western assistance 
to complete its transition to democracy and 
a functioning free enterprise system. The 
delegation was very pleased to see the im
pressive progress which has been made in Po
land and was gratified to hear the praises of 
the US assistance program from Polish offi
cials. Nevertheless, the delegation agreed 
with the assessment of US officials that the 
program need not and should not continue at 
current high levels much longer. The pro
gram to assist the more economically ad
vanced nations of Eastern Europe, such as 
Poland, to make the difficult transition from 
communism to democracy and free enter
prise was never intended to be of indefinite 
duration. It was believed-and the delegation 
saw evidence of the validity of this belief
that once Poland received critical help to 
get through the most difficult period of this 
transition, the need for assistance would 
drop significantly and, eventually, disappear 
altogether. 

IRELAND 

In the brief visit to Ireland, the delegation 
welcomed the opportunity to discuss how 
nearly $220 million in US contributions to 
the International Fund for Ireland have been 
used. The !FI was created as a US effort to 
assist the Anglo-Irish Agreement and to pro
mote reconciliation between the two parts of 
Ireland. 

The delegation spent a considerable period 
·or time discussing the IFI with Mr. William 
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McCarty, President of the Fund. He de
scribed the Funds programs, its relations 
with the Irish and British Governments, and 
its activities in support of economic develop
ment and reconciliation. Mr. McCarty said 
that the Fund had created 20,000 permanent 
jobs in Ireland, nearly all in the most de
pressed areas in the North and along the bor
der between the two parts, as well as many 
temporary jobs. He also emphasized the im
portance of the exchange programs and cul
tural activities aimed at strengthening un
derstanding between the two communities. 

HEALTH CARE 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I would 

like to bring attention to what I be
lieve is a solution to part of our cur
rent health care crisis. For years, we 
have been locked into a paradigm 
which as essentially run our health 
care system into the ground. This con
cept involves giving the option of de
livering health care to a privileged few. 
This method has not only been unsuc
cessful, but it has practically bank
rupted our entire health care system, 
has severely lessened the quality of 
care, and has limited access to care for 
many. We have long neglected a profes
sional group of care givers who are not 
only able to render appropriate and 
timely care, but who can increase ac
cess, make care less costly, and at the 
very least maintain the quality of care 
given. I speak of the highly qualified 
group of nurses known as Advanced
Practice Nurses. Having spent years re
ceiving specialized training and experi
ence, they are qualified to deal with a 
wide range of primary medical prob
lems. These nurses can be utilized in 
numerous situations ranging from the 
inner-city health center to being the 
sole source of health care in rural 
areas. Some nurses deliver babies while 
others are trained in the field of pre
ventive care, pediatrics, anesthesia, 
and family medicine. 

We have for too long neglected this 
valuable resource in the delivery of 
much needed health care. We have done 
little to help their cause. We have 
blindly restricted their roles, prevented 
them from writing prescriptions, and 
even refused to pay them. It is time for 
us to remove our blindfolds and realize 
that these professionals hold the an
swer to much of our health care di
lemma. Research has shown that in the 
area of primary care, nurses are as 
good or better than physicians. If we 
are to provide universal coverage and 
attempt to slow the rise of health care 
costs, we must utilize these health care 
providers. 

As a staunch advocate of the nursing 
profession and its seemingly limitless 
opportunities, I was most pleased to 
see my thoughts echoed in two timely 
articles which recently appeared in the 
Wall Street Journal. 

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

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Wall Street Journal, Aug. 13, 1993] 

NURSES' LIB 
There is a proposal being considered by 

Hillary Rodham Clinton's health care task 
force that deserves a close look: Loosening 
the regulations that restrict nurses' work. 
Permitting nurses to play a more active role 
in screening patients and treating run-of
the-mill ailments is a cost-effective solution 
to the shortage of primary-care physicians. 
As any mother will confirm, you don' t al
ways need an M.D. to diagnose a child's re
curring ear infection or sore throat. 

The antiquated regulations on nurses date 
back to the 1930s and are in part a cultural 
artifact of an age that saw nurses, who were 
mostly women, as assistants to physicians, 
who were mostly men. The regulations limit, 
in particular, the services of nurses practi
tioners, a group of more than 23,000 advanced 
nurses whose training extends about two 
years beyond that of an ordinary RN. In 
many states, NPs must be supervised by a 
physician, even if the services of a physician 
are unneeded; NPs generally are not per
mitted to prescribe even simple medication. 
Nor are NPs allowed financial autonomy. In 
many states, Medicare and insurance compa
nies will pay only doctors, who then com
pensate the nurses at their discretion. 

Yet nurses, especially NPs, often provide 
the most basic level of primary care with as 
much skill as physicians. According to a 1986 
report by the U.S. Office of Technological 
Assessment comparing the quality of care 
provided by nurse practitioners and physi
cians, in 12 of 14 areas, NP care was rated 
higher than physician care. 

Our current health-care system doesn't re
ward such success in preventive care. Doc
tors who treat the sickest pati.ents have the 
greatest cash flow. Fair enough. Accord
ingly, there's been amazing growth of med 
school students who choose to specialize. In 
1992, for instance, only 14.6% of medical stu
dents pursued general medicine, an all-time 
low. 

While many student doctors are learning 
to treat serious illnesses, fewer are focusing 
on how to deal with ordinary, everyday ail
ments. As a result, there is an acute short
age of primary care providers. Obviously 
someone should be doing this work. 

Nurse practitioners are well positioned to 
fill the void. According to a study conducted 
last year by an economist at Wellesley Col
lege, the U.S. would save $6.4 billion to $8.75 
billion in heal th care costs each year if the 
barriers NPs face were removed. 

In Oregon and Washington , NPs already 
have significant autonomy. This has meant 
immediate savings for health care consum
ers; at community nursing centers, complete 
physicals can be had for as low as $30 and 
vaccinations for $6. Besides physicals and 
immunizations, these centers provide 
weight-control programs, screening for early 
detection of cancer, hypertension and vision 
and hearing problems; and treatments for 
minor illnesses such as ear infections, sore 
throats and the nu. Here, it seems, is one av
enue to low-cost primary care. 

As the administration puts the finishing 
touches on its health care proposal , we rec
ommend that it follow the advice of Leah 
Binder of the National League of Nursing. 
Ms. Binder told us: "Let the 'invisible hand' 
determine how much it should cost to get a 
primary care checkup. Now nurses are pro
hibited from services which they could pro-

vide safely and of equal quality to physi
cians." The "invisible hand?" What a novel 
idea. 

[From the Wall Street Journal , Sept. 3, 1993] 
NURSE PRACTITIONERS FIGHT JOB 

RESTRICTIONS 

(By Adrienne Petty) 
Joanne Hayden, a 42-year-old college offi

cial in Ventura, Calif., says she knows how 
to cut $6 billion from the nation's health
care costs-if insurers and skeptical doctors 
would go along. 

They may, given the fierce lobbying cam
paign that the nation's 100,000 advanced
practice nurses are leveling at Congress and 
the Clinton administration. 

Fed up with condescending physicians who 
made her feel like a "whiny woman," Ms. 
Hayden turned five years ago to nurse prac
titioner Mary Jones's 44, who administered 
progesterone supplements that eased Ms. 
Hayden's debilitating premenstrual syn
drome. The fee was $40 a visit, about 30% less 
than her doctor charged. 

But Ms. Hayden's insurance company re
fused to pay for the work of a nurse practi
tioner. Over two years, Ms. Hayden paid 
more than $4,000 out of her own pocket for 
prescriptions and monthly visits to Ms. 
Jones's clinic. 

"That's a big chunk of money," Ms. Hay
den says. " But I was willing to pay; the in
convenience was worth it. " 

BILLIONS IN SAVINGS? 

Still, that is wasteful and unfair, say ad
vanced-practice nurses, a category that com
prises nurse practitioners, nurse anesthetists 
and nurse midwives. If they could receive 
Medicare and private-insurance payments 
for such services, these nurses say, they 
could save the nation between $6.4 billion 
and $8.75 billion in health-care costs annu
ally. Not only do they charge less, but they 
have the ability to cure the shortage of pri
mary-care physicians by taking over more of 
the doctors' routine duties, the nurses claim. 

Indeed, five ,times more money is spent 
training a physician than a nurse practi
tioner, and working doctors usually charge 
more for services, according to a 1986 study 
by the Office of Technology Assessment. Yet 
only 18 states will pay advanced-practice 
nurses directly through Medicare, and only 
24 states require direct reimbursement for 
nurses by private insurers. Medicare only re
imburses advanced-practice nurses in rural 
areas. 

Such skilled nurses-with up to two years 
of medical training beyond registered nurses, 
who typically spend two years in nursing 
school-must bill through a supervising phy
sician to receive pay from an insurer for the 
basic medical services they perform. 

Although nurse practitioners are proving 
increasingly popular, particularly among 
women baby boomers concerned about pre
ventive care, the payment restriction hurts. 
"I'm just squeaking by," says Claire Mills, a 
woman's health nurse practitioner with a 
solo practice in Sonora, Calif., who hasn't 
made a profit from that practice yet. Al
though Ms. Mills claims a faithful following 
of about 1,000 patients, many of whom are 
willing to pay her out of their own pockets, 
she misses out on patients who can't afford 
to go outside of their health plans for care. 

Ms. Mills says she lost about $500 during 
the two years it took for her to receive a 
Medicare billing number because she saw 
several patients free of charge. 

Nurse-payment restriction especially hurt 
elderly people in underserved areas. Some of 
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them often forgo primary care because they 
can't afford to pay nurses, says Jan Towers 
of the American Academy of Nurse Practi
tioners. " Not every nurse practitioner is 
Mother Teresa. If they can't be paid, it's 
hard for them to practice," says Ms. Towers. 
As a result, she says, many of these low in
come people get care from hospital emer
gency rooms, which cost taxpayers in the 
long run. 

NATIONAL CAMPAIGN 

Seeing an opportunity in President Clin
ton's effort to restructure the health-care 
system, nursing advocates have mounted a 
national campaign to change that. First, 
they built political clout by endorsing Mr. 
Clinton for president. Now, as both members 
of and consultants to Hillary Rodham Clin
ton's health-care reform, they are pressing 
for increased automony for nurses and elimi
nation of financial barriers. 

"We've simply tried to lay out the case 
that continuing to let physicians always 
control care doesn't make economic sense 
and doesn't make quality-of-care sense," 
says Virginia Trotter Betts, president of the 
American Nurses Association. 

Physicians strongly disagree. M. Roy 
Schwarz, senior vice president of the Amer
ican Medical Association, says nurses lack 
the training to work independently. "Our 
view is they should all practice under the su
pervision of a physician," he says. Some doc
tors also fear that turning over more pri
mary-care responsibilities to nurses could 
actually drive even more physicians from 
general medical practices into higher-status 
special ties. 

LOUD AND CLEAR MESSAGE 

"It will send the message loud and clear to 
the medical students: 'Why bother to go into 
family care? You can go to nurse practi
tioner school.'" says Michael R. Stefan, a 
family-practice physician in Los Angeles. "I 
spent 11 years in medical school, and you're 
telling me someone else could do it better 
and for less money with less education? 
That's ludicrous." 

And the California Medical Association 
charges that increased autonomy for nurses, 
from prescribing authority to direct reim
bursement, would add another layer to 
health-care costs. 

Nurses don't buy that. "Studies show that 
doctors don 't like primary care anyway," 
says Pam Maraldo, president of Planned Par
enthood Foundation of America and former 
head of the National League for Nursing. 
"It's not sexy, it's not remunerative enough, 
so why don' t they just let nurses do what 
they do. There's enough to go around." 

Advanced-practice nurses say they could 
also play a greater role in mainstream set
tings such as health-maintenance organiza
tions. Proposals under development by the 
Clinton administration consider HMOs such 
as Boston's Harvard Community Health Plan 
as models for reform. Such plans, which 
stress prevention and primary care, use ad
vanced-practice nurses extensively. 

The Harvard plan employs nearly 400 " mid
level clinicians," including advanced-prac
tice nurses, who work with teams of physi
cians. Under the plan, an advanced-practice 
nurse might play " gatekeeper." For exam
ple, most gynecological patients first con
sult with nurse practitioner Maureen Fagan. 
Once she has assessed their needs, she either 
treats them herself or refers them to a physi
cian at the HMO if the patient needs services 
beyond her scope of expertise. 

Direct reimbursement is not an issue at 
HMOs such as the Harvard plan, where doc-

tors and nurses are paid a salary collected 
from a set of fee for the care of patients. 

Thus, if President Clinton relies on the 
HMO model and abolishes the traditional 
fee-for-service system, the issue of direct re
imbursement could become irrelevant. But 
nurses insist that the fight is necessary no 
matter what the pay mechanism. "The issue 
is to be listed as a qualified provider," the 
ANA's Ms. Trotter Betts says. "The lack of 
direct reimbursement is simply one of the 
barriers." 

COMMENDING VIRGINIA WALKER 
BOYLAN 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to submit to the Members of the 
Senate, a resolution of the Committee 
on Indian Affairs commending Virginia 
Walker Boylan for her long and faithful 
service to the House of Representatives 
and the U.S. Senate. 

On September 15, 1993, Virginia 
Boylan will complete 20 years of Fed
eral service and will be leaving the 
Senate for the private practice of law. 

Virginia began her service on the 
Committee on Indian Affairs in 1979 
under the chairmanship of Senator 
John Melcher. She has proven to be a 
committed and dedicated worker, and 
her presence will be sorely missed. 

The members and staff of the Com
mittee on Indian Affairs join thousands 
across this country in wishing Virginia 
Boylan the very best in her future en
deavors. We owe her a debt of gratitude 
and appreciation for all that she has 
done for this Nation's first Americans. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have this resolution printed in 
full in the RECORD immediately follow
ing these remarks. 

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

Whereas, Virginia Walker Boylan is a grad
uate of the American University of Washing
ton, D.C. and Catholic University School of 
Law, of Washington, D.C.; 

Whereas, Virginia Walker Boylan entered 
into legislative work in 1968 through her 
work with the League of Women Voters 
drafting testimony to the Congress present
ing the League's positions regarding edu
cation, civil rights, housing and social serv
ices programs; 

Whereas, Virginia Walker Boylan began 
her work on Capitol Hill in 1971 as a Legisla
tive Assistant to Representative John Mel
cher. researching. analyzing and monitoring 
legislation on education, labor, health, hous
ing, welfare, Social Security, women's issues 
and foreign policy; 

Whereas, Virginia Walker Boylan joined 
the staff of the Select Committee on Indian 
Affairs of the United States Senate , now the 
Committee on Indian Affairs of the United 
States Senate, in 1979; 

Whereas, Virginia Walker Boylan has 
served with outstanding dedication in the 
positions of Staff Attorney, Minority Coun
sel , Senior Counsel and Deputy Staff Direc
tor of the Committee on Indian Affairs; 

Whereas, Virginia Walker Boylan is ac
knowledged to be a person with a sound 
knowledge and understanding of Indian law 
and policy ; 

Whereas, Virginia Walker Boylan has con
tributed to the development of modern In-

dian law on such diverse issues as the 1991 
amendments to the Indian Civil Rights Act 
otherwise known as the Duro legislation, 
pending legislation to support tribal justice 
systems, the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act, 
the Indian Mineral Development Act, the 
Federal Oil and Gas Royalty Management 
Act, the Indian Education Act of 1988, 
amendments to the Tribally-Controlled Com
munity Colleges Act, amendments to the 
Navajo-Hopi Settlement Act, the Colorado 
Ute Indian Water Rights Settlement Act, the 
Institute of American Indian and Alaska Na
tive Art and Culture Development Act, the 
Indian Arts and Crafts Protection Act, pend
ing legislation to provide support for Indian 
agricultural resources development, the Na
tive Hawaiian Education Act, and numerous 
other legislative initiatives; 

Whereas, Members of the United States 
Congress, officials of the Executive Branch 
of the United States government, Indian 
tribal government leaders. legal scholars, 
and others involved in the development of 
Indian law and policy have come to rely on 
the knowledge and commitment of Virginia 
Walker Boylan in the area of Indian Affairs; 
and 

Whereas, the retirement of Virginia Walk
er Boylan will deprive the United States 
Senate and the Committee on Indian Affairs 
of the dedicated services of a loyal staff 
member; 

Now , Therefore, Be It Resolved, That the 
United States Senate commends Virginia 
Walker Boylan for her many outstanding 
contributions and accomplishments in the 
field of Indian law and policy, expresses the 
gratitude and appreciation of the United 
States Senate and the American people for 
her long, loyal and dedicated services to the 
Senate, and extends to her the best wishes of 
the Senate and the American people for a 
long and happy future. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FISCAL 
YEAR 1994 BUDGET AMENDMENT 
REQUEST-MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT- PM39 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be

fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com
mittee on Governmental Affairs: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In accordance with the District of 

Columbia Self-Government and Gov
ernmental Reorganization Act, I am 
transmitting the District of Columbia 
Government's fiscal year 1994 budget 
amendment request and fiscal year 1993 
supplemental budget amendment re
quest. 

The District of Columbia Govern
ment has submitted a request to de
crease its fiscal year 1994 general fund 
spending authority by $36.968 million 
with a reduction of 832 FTE positions. 
In addition, the District's fiscal year 
1993 supplemental amendment request 
includes an increase of $7.367 million in 
general fund spending authority. The 
amendments are needed to address a 
projected operating deficit for fiscal 
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year 1993 and fiscal year 1994 that was 
not addressed in the District's original 
budget submission pending congres
sional action. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 13, 1993. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 6 p.m., a message from the House 

of Representatives, delivered by Mr. 
Hays, one of its reading clerks an
nounced that the House agrees to the 
amendments of the Senate to the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 
184) entitled "An Act to provide for the 
exchange of certain lands within the 
State of Utah, and for other purposes." 

The message further announced that 
the House agrees to the amendment of 
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 873) enti
tled "An Act to provide for the consoli
dation and protection of the Gallatin 
Range.'' 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of section 
168(b) of Public Law 102-138, the Speak
er appoints Mr. HAMILTON, chairman, 
to the British-American Interpar
liamantary Group on the part of the 
House. 

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-1406. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, notice of an intention 
relative to military personnel accounts; re
ferred jointly, pursuant to the order of Janu
ary 30, 1975, as modified by the order of April 
11. 1986, to the Committee on Appropriations, 
to the Committee on the Budget. and to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-1407. A communication from the Acting 
Chairman of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the annual report of the Corporation for fis
cal year 1992; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing and Urban Affairs. 

EC-1408. A communication from the Presi
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur
suant to law, a report relative to the state of 
emergency with respect to chemical and bio
logical weapons; to the Committee on Bank
ing, Housing and Urban Affairs. 

EC-1409. A communication from the Sec
retary of Housing and Urban Development, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Depart
ment's annual report on the Community De
velopment Block Grant for 1993; to the Com
mittee on Banking, Housing and Urban Af
fairs. 

EC-1410. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Export-Import Bank, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report relative to a 
transaction involving U.S. exports to Lux
embourg; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing and Urban Affairs. 

EC-1411. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Export-Import Bank, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report relative to a 
transaction involving U.S. exports to Alge-

ria; to the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs. 

EC-1412. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Export-Import Bank, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report relative to a 
transaction involving U.S. exports to the Re
public of Malaysia; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs. 

EC-1413. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Export-Import Bank, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report relative to a 
transaction involving U.S. exports to Roma
nia; to the Committee on Banking, Housing 
and Urban Affairs. 

EC-1414. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Export-Import Bank, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report relative to a 
transaction involving U.S. exports to the 
People's Republic of China; to the Commit
tee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs. 

EC-1415. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Export-Import Bank, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report relative to a 
transaction involving U.S. exports to the Re
public of Colombia; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs. 

EC-1416. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Export-Import Bank, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report relative to a 
transaction involving U.S. exports to the 
State of Bahrain; to the Committee on Bank
ing, Housing and Urban Affairs. 

EC-1417. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Export-Import ·Bank, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report relative to a 
transaction involving U.S. exports to the 
State of Israel; to the Committee on Bank
ing, Housing and Urban Affairs. 

EC-1418. A communication from the Sec
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on the role and effectiveness of 
citizen advisory groups; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-1419. A communication from the Prin
cipal Deputy Comptroller (Comptroller of 
the Department of Defense), transmitting, 
pursuant to law. a report of a proposed obli
gation of funds relative to dismantlement of 
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles in the Re
public of Ukraine; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-1420. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition), transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report identifying 
contracts awarded with a waiver of the pro
hibition on contracting with entities unless 
they certify that they do not comply with 
the Secondary Arab boycott of Israel; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-1421. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report dated August 
16, 1993, relative to appropriations legisla-
tion; to the Committee on the Budget. · 

EC-1422. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report dated August 
13, 1993, relative to direct spending and re
ceipts legislation; to the Committee on the 
Budget. 

EC-1423. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report dated August 
13, 1993, relative to direct spending or re
ceipts legislation; to the Committee on the 
~udget. 

EC-1424. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report dated August 
18, 1993, relative to direct spending or re-

ceipts legislation; to the Committee on the 
Budget. 

EC-1425. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report dated August 
11, 1993, relative to direct spending or re
ceipts legislation; to the Committee on the 
Budget. 

EC-1426. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report dated August 
2, 1993, relative to direct spending or receipts 
legislation; to the Committee on the Budget. 

EC-1427. A communication from the Com
mandant of the U.S. Coast Guard, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, notice of a delay in 
the submission of a report by the Committee 
on Oil Pollution Research; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science and Transportation. 

EC-1428. A communication from the Sec
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur
suant to law, a report relative to motor fuel 
coloring and marking; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science and Transportation. 

EC-1429. A communication from the Sec
retary of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to the Magnuson Fish
ery Conservation and Management Act for 
calendar year 1992; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science and Transportation. 

EC-1430. A communication from the Ad
ministrator of the Federal Aviation Admin
istration, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report relative to civil aviation security for 
the period January 1991 through December 
1991; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science and Transportation. 

EC-1431. A communication from the Ad
ministrator of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, transmitting, pursu
ant to law, a report relative to the selection 
of a prime contractor for the redesigned 
Space Station program; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science and Transportation. 

EC-1432. A communication from the Sec
retary of the Navy, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to the Navy's com
pliance with the Marine Plastic Pollution 
Research and Control Act; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science and Transportation. 

EC-1433. A communication from the Sec
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur
suant to law, a report relative to the safety 
of import vehicles for calendar year 1992; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science and 
Transportation. 

EC-1434. A communication from the Sec
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur
suant to law, a report relative to environ
mental compliance for fiscal year 1992; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science and 
Transportation. 

EC-1435. A communication from the Sec
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur
suant to law, a report relative to the secu
rity of an airport at Lagos, Nigeria; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science and 
Transportation. 

EC-1436. A communication from the Ad
ministrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency and the Secretary of Transportation, 
transmitting jointly, pursuant to law, a re
port entitled "Clean Air Through Transpor
tation: Challenges in Meeting National Air 
Quality Standards;" to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science and Transportation. 

EC-1437. A communication from the Chair
man of the Consumer Product Safety Com
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re
port relative to cigarette ignition propen
sity; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science and Transportation. 



September 13, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 21119 · 
EC-1438. A communication from the Chair

man of the Consumer Product Safety Com
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re
port relative to the final report required by 
the Fire Safe Cigarette Act of 1990; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science and 
Transportation. 

EC-1439. A communication from the Ad
ministrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re
port entitled "Fiscal Year 1990 and 1991 
Toxic Substances Control Act Report to Con
gress"; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

EC-1440. A communication from the Ad
ministrator of the General Services Adminis
tration, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re
port relative to the Building Project Survey 
for Rockford, IL; to the Committee on Envi
ronment and Public Works. 

EC-1441. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil 
Works), transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
draft of proposed legislation to modify the 
project for flood control at Halstead, Kansas, 
to authorize the Secretary of the Army to 
construct the project at a total cost of 
Sl,100,000; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

EC-1442. A communication from the Ad
ministrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Agency's report on drinking water; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-1443. A communication from the Sec
retary of Labor, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to worker adjustment 
assistance training funds; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

EC-1444. A communication from the Presi
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur
scant to law, a report relative to the des
ignation of Peru as a beneficiary of the An
dean Trade Preference Act; to the Commit
tee on Finance. 

EC-1445. A communication from the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
states' reevaluation of their need payment 
standards; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC-1446. A communication from the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
the negative case action under the Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children program; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

EC-1447. A communication from the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
child support; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC-1448. A communication from the Assist
ant Secretary of State (Legislative Affairs), 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a Presidential 
determination with respect to trade rela
tions with Romania; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
The following petitions and memori

als were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM-276. A petition from a citizen of the 
State of Michigan relative to Social Secu
rity; to the Committee on Finance. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 70 
POM-277. A concurrent resolution adopted 

by the General Assembly of the State of In
diana to the Committee on Finance. 

Whereas, many researchers have ques
tioned the cost effectiveness of certain eco-

nomic development incentives, such as tax 
abatements, enterprise zones, tax increment 
financing, and waivers of certain regulatory 
guidelines, and have suggested that the in
creasing use of these incentives has led to 
unhealthy competition among states and 
local units of government that have at
tempted to attract certain economic devel
opment projects; 

Whereas, state and local officials have 
agreed with these researchers to some ex
tent, but have noted that a jurisdiction that 
voluntarily reduces the use of these incen
tives while other jurisdictions continue to 
offer them would be identified as having a 
poor business climate and would run the risk 
of losing vitally important opportunities for 
capital development and job creation or re
tention; and 

Whereas, the developers of certain projects 
have sought to expand the use of such incen
tives by requiring states and local units to 
provide the developer with a completely fin
ished facility, in addition to providing job 
training funds and infrastructure improve
ments such as roads, sewers, and water lines; 
and 

Whereas, it appears that, absent federal 
regulation, this situation is likely to dete
riorate as the level of competition among 
states, localities, and the rest of the world 
continues at an accelerated pace: Now, 
therefore, 

Be it "Resolved by the House of Representa
tives of the General Assembly of the State of In
diana, the Senate concurring: 

"Section 1. That we urge Congress to ex
amine this situation and to consider enact
ing federal legislation that would establish 
nationwide controls on the types of incen
tives that may be offered by state and local 
governments in order to attract economic 
development projects. We suggest those in
centives be limited to job training and infra
structure improvement such as roads, sewers 
and water lines. 

·"Section 2. That the Principal Clerk of the 
House of Representatives shall transmit cop
ies of this Resolution to the leadership of 
both houses of Congress and to the members 
of the Indiana Congressional delegation." 

POM-278. A resolution adopted by the Leg
islature of Rockland County, New York rel
ative to Head Start and child immuniza
tions; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

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. HOLLINGS (for himself and Mr. 
RIEGLE): 

S. 1449. A bill to establish a common mar
ket to bind together the countries of North 
America, Central America, and South Amer
ica in a common commitment to promote de
mocracy and mutually beneficial economic 
development; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, Mr. BURNS, Mr. GORTON , 
Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. KEMPTHORNE, and 
Mr. MACK): 

S. 1450. A bill respecting the relationship 
between the workers' compensation benefits 
and the benefits available under the Migrant 
and Seasonal Agricultural Worker Protec
tion Act; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

By Mr. RIEGLE: 

S. 1451. A bill to establish an Office of Out
reach Coordination in the Social Security 
Administration to coordinate outreach ac
tivities and services, to provide grants to 
local governments and nonprofit organiza
tions for outreach activities and services, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. BRADLEY (for himself and Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM): 

S.J. Res. 131. A joint resolution designat
ing the week beginning November 14, 1993, 
and the week beginning November 13, 1994, 
each as "Geography Awareness Week"; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

STATEMENT ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself 
and Mr. RIEGLE): 

S. 1449. A bill to establish a common 
market to bind together the countries 
of North America, Central America, 
and South America in a common com
mitment to promote democracy and 
mutually beneficial economic develop
ment; to the Committee on Finance. 

AMERICAN COMMON MARKET ACT OF 1993 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to reintroduce a bill that would 
bind together the countries of North 
America, Central America, and South 
America in a common commitment to 
promote democracy and mutually ben
eficial economic development by estab
lishing a common market for the 
Americas. 

Mr. President, the first common mar
ket in the Americas was founded more 
than 200 years ago when the citizens of 
the Thirteen Colonies pledged their 
lives, their blood, and their sacred 
honor to form a union of liberty and 
democracy. The wealth our country 
has experienced throughout its history 
springs directly from those values and 
that commitment. 

The Europeans understand that free 
markets do not work in the absence of 
democracy. Rising from the ashes of 
World War II, their nations banded to
gether to build a common market 
grounded in social and economic jus
tice--free markets, free press, free as

·sociation, and free elections-and but-
tressed by democratic institutions. 

The accession treaty to the European 
Community declares that, 

The principles of pluralistic democracy 
and respect for human rights form part of a 
common heritage of the peoples of the states 
brought together in the European Commu
nities and constitute therefore essential ele
ments of membership. 

Mr. President, in the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement the word de
mocracy does not appear. Yet the 
agreement attempts to integrate two 
developed, democratic, capitalist coun
tries with a country that has been 
called the perfect dictatorship-with
out an attempt to address the fun
damental differences between the na
tions. The disparity in wages between 
the United States and Mexico is indic
ative of the larger s~hism which will 
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tear our economy apart unless we learn 
this lesson: The benefits of free mar
kets cannot be enjoyed unless there are 
democratic institutions to protect the 
rights of its citizens. 

Instead of pursuing the narrow eco
nomic agenda of the previous adminis
tration, we should offer a new vision 
for the Americas, one that will fulfill 
the legacy left by President Kennedy, 
who 30 years ago recognized that social 
change must accompany economic 
change. In his words, 

No program which is restricted to the tech
nicalities of economic development cart fully 
answer the needs of the Americas. Only an 
approach to economic progress and social 
justice which is based on a wide acceptance 
of the fundamental ideals of political democ
racy and human dignity can conquer the 
many ills of our hemisphere and respond 
fully to the aspirations of our people. 

Mr. President, the common market 
for the Americas enshrines the features 
necessary for the development of de
mocracy and free market&-features 
that are absent from NAFTA: 

First, admission to the common mar
ket for the Americas will require each 
country to commit to basic tenets of 
representative democracy. 

Second, common market countries 
will agree to a social charter that will 
protect worker rights and guarantee 
the right to form independent labor 
unions. 

Third, unlike NAFTA, which simply 
provides unlimited access to the U.S. 
market, the common market would be 
focused outward and would encourage 
exports from the Americas to other 
hemispheres. 

Fourth, to prevent the nations of the 
common market from engaging in com
petitive devaluations, the market 
would create a mechanism to align ex
change rates. 

Fifth, the common market would 
also establish a common policy on 
competition so that large industrial 
conglomerates who operate free of the 
constraints of antitrust laws do not 
capture markets by engaging in p!'eda
tory practices. 

This bill to promote a common mar
ket for the Americas is identical to one 
I introduced last week, with the excep
tion that this version does not contain 
a provision to strip away China's tex
tile quota under the multifiber agree
ment. While I would like to see China's 
textile quota transferred to Mexico, 
this provision is not fundamental to a 
common market for the Americas. 

Mr. President, after decades of ne
glect it is time once again that we offer 
our neighbors to the south a proposal 
that puts people first by finally putting 
democracy first. Gone are the days of 
the cold war that forced us to embrace 
totalitarian regimes who shared our 
anti-Communist policies. As nations 
around the world are throwing off the 
mantle of oppression, it is time we 
stand with the forces of change and de
mocracy rather than with the forces of 
status quo and oligarchy. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, 
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. BURNS, Mr. 
GORTON, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE, and Mr. MACK): 

S. 1450. A bill respecting the relation
ship between the workers' compensa
tion benefits and the benefits available 
under the Migrant and Seasonal Agri
cultural Worker Protection Act; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 

MIGRANT WORKER PROTECTION 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 

today I am introducing a bill respect
ing the relationship between workers' 
compensation benefits and the benefits 
available under the Migrant and Sea
sonal Agricultural Worker Protection 
Act. The legislation is identical to H.R. 
1999 introduced in the House by Con
gressman VIC FAZIO. 

In 1985, 19 migrant farmworkers em
ployed by the Adams Fruit Co. suffered 
injuries in an accident while they trav
eled to work in an Adams Fruit van. 
The company was found liable and the 
injured farmworkers received damages 
to the fullest extent under the workers' 
compensation system. In addition, 10 of 
the workers filed suit against Adams 
Fruit for motor safety violations under 
the Migrant and Seasonal Agricultural 
Worker Protection Act. 

In March 1990, the U.S. Supreme 
Court in Adams Fruit Co. Inc. versus 
Barrett ruled that a private right of ac
tion under the Migrant and Seasonal 
Agricultural Worker Protection Act 
cannot be barred by the exclusivity 
provisions of a State workers' com
pensation law. In so ruling, the court 
disregarded one of the basic concepts of 
workers' compensation, the assurance 
of a prompt remedy for injuries in ex
change for limited liability on the part 
of the employer. 

In basing the decision entirely on 
language it found ambiguous, the Su
preme Court ruled in the Adams Fruit 
case that the Migrant and Seasonal Ag
ricultural Worker Protection Act pro
vides a private right of action for cer
tain job-related injuries even when the 
employer has provided workmen's com
pensation coverage for the agricultural 
worker. 

California and 34 other States require 
workers' compensation coverage of ag
ricultural workers. The Supreme Court 
ruling means that paying workmen's 
compensation does not protect employ
ers in these States from being sued by 
an injured farm worker. Moreover, the 
Adams Fruit decision does not require 
that worker's compensation and Mi
grant and Seasonal Agricultural Work
er Protection Act remedies offset each 
other, thus allowing double recovery 
by plain tiffs. 

In sum, the decision in the Adams 
Fruit case threatens to undermine the 
workmen's compensation system for 
agricultural workers and force a return 
to a fault-based tort system that work
men's compensation was intended to 
replace. 

Last year Congress passed a 9-month 
moratorium on cases brought under 
the Adams Fruit decision. This mora
torium expired July 6, 1993. The legisla
tion I am introducing today would 
make that moratorium permanent. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

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

S. 1450 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled. 
SECTION 1. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that-
(1) the fundamental premise of the work

ers' compensation system, which is the ex
clusivity of workers' compensation for work
place injuries as an alternative to a fault
based system relying on costly and lengthy 
litigation in the courts, must be preserved. 

(2) this premise was threatened by the de
cision in 1990 of the United States Supreme 
Court in Adams Fruit Co. Inc. v. Barrett, 494 
U.S. 638, which held that migrant and sea
sonal farmworkers could bring a private 
right of action for certain job-related inju
ries under the Migrant and Seasonal Agricul
tural Worker Protection Act even where the 
employer has provided workers' compensa
tion coverage of such farmworkers, 

(3) the Adams Fruit decision did not reflect 
the intent of the Congress when it enacted 
the Migrant and Seasonal Agricultural 
Worker Protection Act in 1982, 

(4) the Adams Fruit decision singles out 
agricultural employers as the only employ
ers in America who can be subjected to law
suits as a result of workplace injuries even 
where they have provided workers' com
pensation to their employees, 

(5) Congress expressed its disapproval of 
the Adams Fruit decision in Public Law 102-
392 by overturning the decision until July 6, 
1993, and 

(6) it is essential that the exclusivity of 
workers' compensation be permanently re
stored. 
SEC. 2. ELIMINATION OF EXPIRATION. 

Section 325(c) of the Legislative Branch 
Appropriations Act, 1993 (29 U.S.C. 1854 note) 
is amended to read as follows: 

"(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to all 
cases in which a final judgment has not been 
entered before October 6, 1992." 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join my colleague from Cali
fornia, Senator FEINSTEIN, to introduce 
the Migrant and Seasonal Agricultural 
Worker Protection Act amendment. 
This bill will protect America's produc
ers. 

Under the Migrant and Seasonal Ag
ricultural Worker Protection Act, em
ployers are put at risk for being sued 
for injuries which occur on the job even 
when the employer provides workers' 
compensation. A recent Supreme Court 
decision has increased the threat of 
seasonal workers ability to make un
just law suits against agriculture pro
ducers. 

The chief sponsor of this bill, Senator 
FEINSTEIN, can probably tell us many 
stories of how this hole in the Migrant 
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and Seasonal Agricultural Workers 
Protection Act has affected agriculture 
communities in her home State of Cali
fornia. Well, in my home State of Mon
tana, we have had problems of seasonal 
workers suing farmers, as well. 

One instance that comes to my mind 
is a case in eastern Montana. A sea
sonal worker from Texas filed suit 
against a farmer who did not hire a 
friend of the worker, also from Texas-
you heard me right. In fact, the farmer 
in Montana was never even notified 
that he was being sued until the judge 
contacted the farmer when he failed to 
appear in court. The seasonal worker 
had sued for breach of contract. 

While we all want to protect Ameri
ca's workers, we also want to protect 
our producers and employers. I am glad 
the gentlewoman from California has 
taken charge of this fight, and I look 
forward to working with her to see that 
this bill is signed into law. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, today I 
join my fellow Senators in introducing 
legislation which will permanently 
overturn the 1990 Adams Fruit Su
preme Court decision. That decision 
was based on an interpretation of the 
Migrant and Seasonal Agricultural 
Worker Protection Act. The Court 
ruled that the act permitted an agri
cultural worker to sue his employer for 
damages occurring from a workplace 
injury, or death-even when the worker 
was already covered by workers' com
pensation. 

In Washington State, where agricul
tural employers must provide workers' 
compensation for their seasonal work
ers, this ruling negatively impacts the 
agricultural employer. The employer is 
accountable for making payments to 
the workers' compensation program 
which gives the employee protection 
coverage. Yet under this decision the 
employer still potentially faces inde
terminate liability for damages if the 
injured employee chooses to file suit. 

In the 14 States where providing 
workers' compensation coverage re
mains an option, this decision removes 
the incentive for the agricultural em
ployer to provide this coverage for his 
seasonal or migrant workers. This ad
versely affects those migrant and sea
sonal workers whose only recourse for 
injury becomes costly and time-con
suming litigation. 

The workers' compensation system 
was devised to benefit and protect both 
the employee and the employer. Work
ers' compensation provides the em
ployee prompt payments for injuries, · 
in return the employee agrees to re
ceive exclusive coverage for his inju
ries under the workers' compensation 
system, thus protecting the employer 
from further suits. This system bene
fits both the employer and employee by 
keeping the settlement process out of 
the courts. 

The Supreme Court decision removed 
the cornerstone upon which all work-
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ers' compensation programs are com
prised-exclusivity-and placed the en
tire workers' compensation system at 
risk. This decision essentially gives 
migrant farmworkers greater scope for 
redress than any other group of em
ployees in the United States, by allow
ing them to potentially receive two 
settlements for the same injury. 

The Adams Fruit decision does not 
reflect the intent of Congress when it 
passed the Migrant and Seasonal Agri
cultural Worker Protection Act. To ex
press disapproval of the Adams Fruit 
decision, Congress passed an amend
ment at the close of the 102d Congress 
which temporarily imposed a morato
rium on new cases until July 1993. 

This amendment will permanently 
overturn the Adams Fruit decision. It 
will prohibit a worker covered by 
workers' compensation from also filing 
a lawsuit for tort damages under the 
Migrant and Seasonal Agricultural 
Worker Protection Act. This will re
store the exclusive remedy of workers' 
compensation for workplace injuries. 

I feel it is important to note that a 
worker who is not covered by workers' 
compensation can sue for such dam
ages. 

Workers' compensation programs 
benefit employees as well as employ
ers. This bill protects workers' com
pensation coverage for seasonal work
ers and protects agricultural employers 
by returning them to the same footing 
as all other employers in the United 
States. 

By Mr. RIEGLE: 
S. 1451. A bill to establish an Office of 

Outreach Coordination in the Social 
Security Administration to coordinate 
outreach activities and services, to 
provide grants to local · governments 
and nonprofit organizations for out
reach activities and services, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

SOCIAL SECURITY OUTREACH ACT 
Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I rise 

today to introduce legislation to help 
children, disabled Americans, homeless 
individuals, and seniors receive Social 
Security and other Federal benefits to 
which they are entitled. This legisla
tion expands on the Homeless Outreach 
Act of 1992, S. 3378, which I introduced 
last Congress. The bill I am introduc
ing today would provide grants to local 
governments and nonprofit organiza
tions to locate people who face barriers 
in accessing Federal assistance pro
grams and to provide assistance in ap
plying for benefits. 

Too many Americans encounter bar
riers in receiving benefits under the 
Social Security Act, the Food Stamp 
Act, and other Federal programs. 
These barriers can include illiteracy, 
mental illness, homelessness, disabil
ities, and language differences. With-

out assistance provided by these pro
grams, many of these Americans are 
unable to secure basic necessities. 

Charles Winter of Ann Arbor, MI, is 
one individual who had difficulty ob
taining benefits. He is a Vietnam vet
eran who tried for 3 years to get Fed
eral supplemental security assistance 
[SSI]. Mr. Winter did not have the abil
ity to pursue or follow up on his own 
application. Because he was homeless 
and lived off the highway somewhere, 
he never received any paperwork from 
the Social Security Administration, in
cluding denials. It was not until he got 
in touch with my office in Lansing that 
he was able to receive SSI and get off 
the streets. This legislation will help 
people like Mr. Winter obtain the help 
they need. 

This legislation is designed to break 
through the barriers by locating hard
to-reach individuals and helping them 
obtain benefits. Representatives from 
organizations rece1vmg the grants 
would make regular visits to places 
like soup kitchens, shelters, street 
sites, and day centers where people in 
hard-to-reach populations congregate. 
Outreach would be done in the lan
guage appropriate for the community. 
Since many of these organizations 
work with seniors, homeless, and dis
abled Americans on a daily basis, they 
should be effective in locating poten
tially eligible individuals. They would 
provide applications for SSI, food 
stamps, and Social Security disability 
benefits [SSDI], and help guide poten
tial beneficiaries through the applica
tions process. 

The legislation creates an Office of 
Outreach Coordination within the So
cial Security Administration to admin
ister this program. This office will es-

. tablish the guidelines for awarding 
grants and will provide technical as
sistance to Social Security Adminis
tration field offices. 

This legislation also contains some 
special procedures for handling the ap
plications for homeless persons. It 
would require the Social Security Ad
ministration to give priority consider
ation to a homeless person's applica
tion for benefits. For those homeless 
applicants who face the denial of bene
fits for failure to file complete infor
mation, the Social Security Adminis
tration must attempt to locate the in
dividual before denying them benefits 
and assist them in filing the correct in
formation. The legislation would also 
require the Social Security Adminis
tration to promulgate regulations to 
ensure that homeless individuals have 
access to presumptive disability pay
ments under the SSI Program. 

Mr. President, many homeless peo
ple, children, disabled Americans, and 
the mentally ill need this legislation. 
Many of these people cannot easily 
walk into a Social Security office and 
apply for benefits because of disabil
~ties, lack of transportation, language 
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barriers, and mental illness. In some 
cases, people cannot even write their 
own names, let alone fill out a lengthy 
eligibility form. This legislation gives 
those organizations most familiar with 
these populations the ability to help 
people obtain the benefits they need for 
survival. This legislation does not ex
tend new benefits to anyone. It simply 
gives the Social Security Administra
tion the tools it needs to effectively 
reach out to people who are unable to 
apply for assistance. I encourage my 
colleagues to support this important 
outreach legislation and I ask unani
mous consent that the text of the bill 
be included in the RECORD. 

s. 1451 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "SSI Out
reach Act of 1993". 
SEC. 2. STATEMENT OF FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.-Congress finds that-
(1) many individuals, including senior citi

zens, homeless individuals, children, and dis
abled individuals, face extraordinary dif
ficulties in securing benefits under the So
cial Security Act, the Food Stamp Act of 
1977, and other Federal programs, to which 
they are otherwise entitled; 

(2) without the benefits under such pro
grams these individuals, lacking any re
sources, are unable to secure other vital ne
cessities; 

(3) many barriers exist that prevent poten
tially eligible individuals from securing ben
efits under such programs, including-

(A) communication barriers such as illit
eracy in English or a foreign language and 
sensory impairments; 

(B) disabilities which limit mobility and 
connections to social services organizations; 

(C) homelessness often coupled with men
tal illness, drug addiction, or alcoholism; 

(D) distrust or fear of government bureauc
racy; 

(E) concern that eligibility will preclude 
future work attempts; 

(F) lack of transportation; 
(G) lack of access to a telephone; 
(H) lack of an understanding of how to con

tact Social Security Administration field of
fices; 

(I) lack of any connections to social serv
ice organizations; and 

(J) cognitive or other mental impairments 
which limit a person's ability to understand 
benefits, rights, or procedures. 

(b) PURPOSE.-It is the purpose of this Act 
to overcome the barriers to securing benefits 
under the Social Security Act and the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 faced by many homeless 
individuals and other hard to reach popu
lations by establishing an office in the So
cial Security Administration which will be 
responsible for coordinating outreach activi
ties and services, including an outreach 
grant program. The grant program will help 
establish innovative approaches to identify 
individuals potentially eligible for such ben
efits and to aid such individuals in the appli
cation process for such benefits. 
SEC. 3. ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE OF OUT

REACH COORDINATION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Health 

and Human Services (hereafter referred to in 
this Act as the "Secretary") shall, within 180 
days after the date of the enactment of this 

Act, establish within the Social Security Ad
ministration an Office of Outreach Coordina
tion, to be administered by a Director of 
Outreach Coordination (hereafter in this sec
tion referred to as the "Director") who shall 
be appointed by the Commissioner of Social 
Security. 

(b) DUTIES OF THE DIRECTOR.-The Director 
shall-

(1) administer the grant program estab
lished under section 4 and provide technical 
assistance to the entities receiving grants 
under such section; 

(2) formulate and provide information and 
technical assistance to Social Security Ad
ministration field offices regarding-

(A) outreach policies and methods; and 
(B) local outreach activities and services; 

and 
(3) implement the requirements of section 

1635 of the Social Security Act. 
SEC. 4. GRANTS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS AND 

NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS FOR 
OUTREACH. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall, 
through the Office of Outreach Coordination 
in the Social Security Administration (es
tablished under section 3), provide grants to 
local governments and nonprofit organiza
tions submitting applications to the Sec
retary under this section, to conduct out
reach activities and services targeted at 
homeless individuals and other hard to reach 
populations, as determined appropriate by 
the Secretary. 

(b) GRANT CRITERIA.-The Secretary shall 
provide grants under this section only to en
tities that demonstrate to the Secretary 
that the entities-

(!) have experience with low-income peo
ple; 

(2) have, in the case of entities applying for 
grants to work with a specific hard to reach 
population, sufficient experience in working 
with such population, including-

(A) knowledge of the community in which 
such population lives; and 

(B) proficiency in any applicable foreign 
language; 

(3) are able to conduct outreach activities 
and services appropriate to the targeted hard 
to reach population, including-

(A) regular visits to places frequented by 
homeless individuals, including soup kitch
ens, homeless shelters, street sites, and day 
centers; 

(B) the provision of information to individ
uals and organizations regarding . eligibility 
for benefits under the Social Security Act 
and the Food Stamp Act of 1977, and provi
sion of applications to apply for benefits 
under such programs; 

(C) the provision of assistance to individ
uals in completing applications to establish 
eligibility for benefits under the Social Secu
rity Act and benefits under the Food Stamp 
Act of 1977; and 

(D) the provision of assistance to individ
uals with respect to-

(i) obtaining appointments for any medical 
examination required in order to obtain ben
efits for which such individuals may be eligi
ble under the Social Security Act so that all 
such examinations take place within 2 weeks 
after submission of the application for bene
fits under such Act; 

(ii) obtaining and developing evidence of 
disability and suppor·ting documentation for 
nondisability-related eligibility require
ments under the Social Security Act; and 

(iii) other matters relevant to obtaining 
benefits under the Social Security Act, in
cluding arranging transportation, and where 
appropriate, arranging for persons to accom-

pany applicants to any necessary medical ex
aminations; and 

(4) are able to meet such further require
ments as the Secretary determines to be ap
propriate to carry out the purposes of this 
section. 

(c) ASSISTANCE TO APPLICANTS AND BENE
FICIARIES WHO ARE HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS IN 
OBTAINING NEEDED GOODS AND SERVICES.-An 
entity that receives a grant under this sec
tion to conduct outreach activities to home
less individuals may use some of the funds 
received under the grant to assist homeless 
individuals in gaining access to appropriate 
services in the community, including perma
nent housing assistance, nutrition, physical 
and mental health care, and case manage
ment services. 

(d) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.-The Sec
retary shall provide that each entity receiv
ing grants under this section shall be re
quired to prepare and submit to the Office of 
Outreach Coordination an annual report on 
the use of grant funds and on the activities 
of the entity undertaken to carry out the 
purposes of this section. 

(e) GRANT FUNDS.-In order to provide for 
grants under this section, the Secretary 
shall set aside and utilize no less than .37 
percent of the amounts available on an an
nual basis for the administrative expenses of 
the Social Security Administration. 

(f) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.-The Sec
retary shall-

(1) promulgate such regulations as may be 
necessary to carry out this section within 240 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act; 

(2) notify local governments and nonprofit 
organizations of the availability of grant 
funds under this section within 270 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act; and 

(3) begin to award grants under this sec
tion as described in subsection (a) within 360 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act and annually thereafter. 
SEC. 5. SPECIAL PROCEDURES RELATING TO 

HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS. 
(a) EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION OF APPLICA

TIONS.-Within 240 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall 
promulgate regulations to ensure that, in de
termining disability for purposes of awarding 
benefits under the Social Security Act, pri
ority consideration shall be given to applica
tions received from homeless individuals. 

(b) ASSISTANCE IN FILING DOCUMENTS FOR 
APPEAL AND IN SEEKING REPRESENTATION.-If 
the Secretary issues a decision to deny. sus
pend, reduce, or terminate benefits under the 
Social Security Act to a homeless individ
ual, the Secretary shall take affirmative 
steps to locate the individual and-

(1) inform the individual of the importance 
of appealing such decision; and 

(2) if the individual indicates a desire to 
file such an appeal, assist the individual in 
filing the necessary forms. 

(c) PROCEDURE GOVERNING THE POTENTIAL 
DENIAL OR SUSPENSION OF BENEFITS FOR A 
HOMELESS INDIVIDUAL.-

(!) DETERMINATION.-Before the Secretary 
decides to deny, reduce, suspend, or termi
nate benefits under the Social Security Act 
to a homeless individual on the grounds that 
the individual must provide additional infor
mation before receiving, or continuing to re
ceive, such benefits, the Secretary shall de
termine whether the individual is likely to 
have difficulty in responding to the request 
due to-

(A) a mental or physical impairment; 
(B) advanced age; 
(C) inability to communicate in English; 
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(D) lack of transportation; 
(E) lack of a fixed address; or 
(F) any other comparable limitation. 
(2) ACTION.-If the Secretary determines 

that an individual has one of the limitations 
described in paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall-

( A) take affirmative steps to locate the in
dividual and assist the individual in filing an 
appeal from an adverse decision regarding 
such benefits, and in securing the evidence 
required to establish eligibility for, or to re
store, such benefits; and 

(B) try to contact the individual by tele
phone and, if unsuccessful, make a personal 
visit to the last known address of the indi
vidual, contact individuals in the neighbor
hood, friends, or the post office, of the indi
vidual, and, to assist in these efforts, contact 
social agencies, shelters, soup kitchens, and 
any other agencies that provide services to 
homeless individuals. 

(3) RESTORATION OF BENEFITS.-If the ef
forts described in subparagraphs (A) and (B) 
of paragraph (2) are unsuccessful, and such 
benefits are denied, suspended, reduced, or 
terminated, and the individual within 12 
months of such denial, suspension, reduc
tion, or termination contacts the Social Se
curity Administration with the necessary in
formation to seek restoration of benefits, the 
Secretary shall-

(A) immediately resume payment of such 
benefits; and 

(B) from funds retained in the local office 
accounts, pay the benefits of the individual 
for the current month and for subsequent 
months until regular monthly payments of 
benefits resume. 

(d) REGULATIONS ON PRESUMPTIVE DISABIL
ITY.-Wi thin 60 days after the date of the en
actment of this Act, the Secretary shall pro
mulgate regulations to ensure that presump
tive disability payments made under section 
1631(a)(4)(A) of the Social Security Act and 
emergency advance payments made under 
section 1631(a)( 4)(B) of such Act are fully 
available to homeless individuals. 
SEC. 6. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) EVALUATIONS.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall pre

pare an evaluation of the activities carried 
out under this Act. 

(2) CRITERIA.-At a minimum, the criteria 
used by the Secretary in evaluating such ac
tivities shall-

(A) fully take into account the special cir
cumstances of the individuals reached 
through the outreach activities conducted 
under this Act and the need of such individ
uals for personalized attention and follow
through assistance; and 

(B) emphasize the extent to which-
(i) the procedures used to carry out the 

outreach activities take into account such 
circumstances; and 

(ii) the assistance made available to such 
individuals through such activities meets 
such need. 

(b) REPORTS.-Not less frequently than an
nually, the Secretary shall submit to the ap
propriate committees of Congress a full and 
complete report containing the evaluation 
described in subsection (a) and such rec
ommendations for additional legislative or 
regulatory action as the Secretary may de
termine to be appropriate. 
SEC. 7. DEFINITION. 

For purposes of this Act, the term "home
less individual" means any individual-

(!) who lacks a fixed , regular, and adequate 
nighttime residence; or 

(2) whose primary nighttime residence is
(A) a supervised publicly or privately oper

ated shelter designed to provide temporary 

living accommodations (including a welfare 
hotel, a congregate shelter, and transitional 
housing for the mentally ill); 

(B) an institution that provides a tem
porary residence for individuals intended to 
be institutionalized; or 

(C) a public or private place not designed 
for, or ordinarily used as, a regular sleeping 
accommodation for human beings. 

By Mr. BRADLEY (for himself 
and Mrs. KASSEBAUM): 

S.J. Res. 131. A joint resolution des
ignating the week beginning November 
14, 1993, and the week beginning No
vember 13, 1994, each as "Geography 
Awareness Week"; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

GEOGRAPHY AWARENESS WEEK 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I rise 

today with my distinguished colleague 
from Kansas, Senator KASSEBAUM, to 
introduce a resolution to declare the 
week of November 14 through Novem
ber 21, 1993, and November 13 through 
November 20, 1994, as "Geography 
Awareness Week." 

Mr. President, 6 years ago I intro
duced the first Geography Awareness 
Week resolution because I saw alarm
ing reports of geographic illiteracy in 
our Nation. Surveys found that our Na
tion's students had at best a distorted 
understanding of our world and at 
worst were totally ignorant of the 
most basic geography. A survey by the 
Asbury Park Press in one part of New 
Jersey found that on the average, 12th 
graders could identify only 41 percent 
of the States. In Boston, 39 percent of 
the surveyed students could not name 
the six New England States. 

As the world changes before our eyes, 
citizens who lack basic geography in
formation will be lost. South Africa is 
in the process of reinventing itself as a 
pluralistic, open society, yet one in 
two adult Americans cannot locate it 
on a map. The emergence of peace in 
the Middle East may turn out to be one 
of the most important historical devel
opments of the 1990's, but only those 
who know the geography of that trou
bled region can understand why that 
peace was so elusive-and two out of 
three Americans do not even know 
where Egypt is. 

Mr. President, since Congress first 
took note of the problem by establish
ing Geography Awareness Week, we 
have started to confront the problem of 
geographic illiteracy. Many schools 
have reintroduced geography as part of 
their curriculum. Teachers across the 
country use Geography Awareness 
Week as an opportunity to develop 
events and lessons that focus on geog
raphy. But much needs to be done to 
revitalize and expand the role of geog
raphy in the public consciousness. 

I sponsored the first statewide geog
raphy bee in New Jersey 6 years ago. 
Over 600 eighth graders from all over 
the State competed. Robin 
Cadwallender, a 13-year-old eighth 
grader from Hopatcong, NJ, won that 

competition. Now, we have a national 
geography bee-modeled after that 
first New Jersey bee-which is in its 
second year. All 50 States are involved 
in the competition, run much like the 
national spelling bee. 

I believe that national attention 
must be focused on the importance of 
world geography in preparing our 
young people for the future of an in
creasingly interdependent and inter
connected world. Knowledge of geog
raphy offers necessary perspectives and 
information for understanding our
selves, our relationship to the Earth, 
and our interdependence with other 
peoples of the world. 

Yet even with this critical need to 
know, a majority of American students 
today still receive no significant expo
sure to geography in school. This is il
lustrated by one Gallup poll which 
ranked Americans in the bottom third 
in an international test of geographic 
knowledge, with those aged 18 to 24 
ranking last. Less than half of these 
young people could find Central Amer
ica on a map; only one in three could 
locate Vietnam; and three-quarters 
could not find the Persian Gulf. Clear
ly, continued ignorance such as this 
places the United States at a distinct 
disadvantage in matters of business, 
politics, and the environment. 

That's why I am introducing this res
olution-to focus national attention on 
the essential role that knowledge of 
world geography plays in our lives. It 
is my hope that this will be just one 
step in a revitalization of the study of 
geography. All of our citizens should 
have access to the sort of education 
which will help them appreciate both 
the great beauty and diversity of this 
Nation and its place in the world. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, 
once again I am pleased to join with 
Senator BRADLEY in introducing a reso
lution designating the week of Novem
ber 14, 1993, and the week of November 
13, 1994, as National Geography Aware
ness Week. I cannot stress enough how 
important the knowledge of geography 
is in a world of constant change and in
creasing democracy. One cannot appre
ciate the transformations taking place 
in many parts of the world without the 
knowledge of geography. 

The commemoration of Geography 
Awareness Week over the past 6 years 
has provided the United States with an 
opportunity to concentrate on the na
tional improvement of geographic lit
eracy. Public officials, schools, busi
nesses, and communities have partici
pated in special events and activities 
promoting the Nation's geography 
awareness. 

The national goals for education in
clude geography as a core subject in 
which American students will dem
onstrate competency after 5th, 8th, and 
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12th grades. Currently, American stu
dents receive limited exposure to geog
raphy in their curricula, and unless re
newed emphasis is placed on geog
raphy, the United States will remain at 
a distinct disadvantage in inter
national business and politics. 

I believe National Geography Aware
ness Week will once again strengthen 
public awareness of the importance of 
improving geographic literacy in our 
educational systems and our commu
nities. I urge our colleagues to join 
with Senator BRADLEY and me in sup
porting this resolution. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

s. 359 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 
names of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. SASSER] and the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. COVERDELL] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 359, a bill to require 
the Secretary of the Treasury to mint 
coins in commemoration of the Na
tional Law Enforcement Officers Me
morial, and for other purposes. 

s . 561 

At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 
of the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
BRADLEY] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 561, a bill to establish a child and 
family services and law enforcement 
partnership program, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 915 

At the request of Mr. BAucus, the 
name of the Senator from California 
[Mrs. FEINSTEIN] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 915, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to more 
accurately codify the depreciable life 
of semiconductor manufacturing equip
ment. 

s. 1361 

At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
names of the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. SARBANES], the Senator from Ha
waii [Mr. INOUYE], and the Senator 
from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1361, a bill to 
establish a national framework for the 
development of school-to-work oppor
tunities systems in all States, and for 
other purposes. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 94 

At the request of Mr. DOLE, the 
names of the Senator from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. WOFFORD], the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], the Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. KEMPTHORNE], the Sen
ator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM], 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], 
and the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
BIDEN] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Joint Resolution 94, a joint res
olution to designate the week of Octo
ber 3, 1993, through October 9, 1993, as 
"National Customer Service Week." 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1994 

GRASSLEY (AND SIMON) 
AMENDMENT NO. 840 

Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself and Mr. 
SIMON) proposed an amendment to the 
bill (S. 1298) to authorize appropria
tions for fiscal year 1994 for military 
activities of the Department of De
fense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities for the Depart
ment of Energy, to prescribe personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes, 
as follows: 

On page 84, strike out line 15 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

Comptroller General considers appropriate, 
including recommendations for alternatives 
to the Fund.". 
SEC. 312A. COMPLIANCE OF DEFENSE BUSINESS 

OPERATIONS FUND WITH FINANCIAL 
MANAGEMENT REQumEMENTS. 

(a) CONDITIONAL REQUIREMENT FOR TERMI
NATION OF DBOF.-The Secretary of Defense 
shall terminate the Defense Business Oper
ations Fund at the end of December 31, 1994, 
unless the Inspector General of the Depart
ment of Defense certifies to the congres
sional defense committees before such date 
that-

(1) as determined pursuant to the audit re
quired by section 352l(e) of title 31, United 
States Code, for fiscal year 1993, the Defense 
Business Operations Fund was, for such fis
cal year, in compliance with all laws, regula
tions, directives, requirements, guidance, 
and manuals considered by the Inspector 
General for purposes of the audit; 

(2) The Inspector General did not include 
in the report submitted to the Secretary of 
Defense pursuant to section 352l(f) of title 31, 
United States Code, a disclaimer of opinion 
regarding the financial statements so au
dited for fiscal year 1993; and 

(3) the Inspector General concluded, on the 
basis of such audit, that the assets of the De
fense Business Operations Fund were pro
tected against loss from unauthorized use for 
fiscal year 1993. 

(b) MATTERS REQUIRED To BE CONSID
ERED.-In conducting the audit required by 
section 352l(e) of title 31, United States Code, 
for fiscal year 1993, the Inspector General 
shall consider (among any other matters 
that are considered in accordance with gen
erally accepted government auditing stand
ards) all laws, regulations, directives, re
quirements, guidance, and manuals consid
ered by the Inspector General during the 
audit of the financial statements of the De
fense Business Operations Fund that the In
spector General conducted for fiscal year 
1992 under such section, to the extent that 
such laws, regulations, directives, require
ments, guidance, and manuals continued to 
be applicable to the Defense Business Oper
ations Fund during fiscal year 1993. 

LEVIN AMENDMENT NO. 841 
Mr. LEVIN proposed an amendment 

to the bill S. 1298, supra; as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following new section: 
SEC. . AMERICAN DIPLOMATIC FACILITIES IN 

GERMANY.-(a) No embassy, chancery, or 

consular facilities in Germany other than 
the facilities already occupied as of January 
1, 1993, by U.S. diplomatic personnel may be 
purchased, constructed, leased or otherwise 
occupied unless such facilities are purchased, 
constructed, modified or leased with funds 
provided by the German government as an 
offset for the value of facilities returned by 
the United States Government to the Gov
ernment of Germany pursuant to Article 52 
of the current Status of Forces Agreement 
with the Government of Germany. 

(b) The Secretary of State or his represent
ative may not enter into any legal instru
ment to purchase, construct, modify or lease 
any facility in Germany acquired pursuant 
to subsection (a) of this section until the 
Secretary of Defense certifies that the Unit
ed States Government has received or is 
scheduled to receive cash payments or off
sets-in-kind of a value not less than 50% of 
the value of the facilities returned by the 
United States Government to the Govern
ment of Germany pursuant to Article 52 of 
the current Status of Forces Agreement with 
the Government of Germany. 

LEVIN (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 842 

Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. DOLE, 
and Mr. SIMON, Mr. DECONCINI, and Mr. 
LUGAR) proposed an amendment to the 
bill S. 1298, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert: 
SECTION 1. SANCTIONS AGAINST SERBIA AND 

MONTENEGRO. 
(a) CODIFICATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH 

SANCTIONS.-The sanctions against Serbia 
and Montenegro described in the following 
directives of the executive branch of Govern
ment are hereby enacted into law: 

(1) Executive Order 12808 of May 30, 1992, as 
continued in effect on May 25, 1993. 

(2) Executive Order 12810 of June 5, 1992. 
(3) Executive Order 12831 of January 15, 

1993. 
(3) Executive Order 12846 of April 25, 1993. 
(5) Department of State Public Notice 1427, 

effective July 11, 1991. 
(6) Proclamation 6389 of December 5, 1991 

(56 Fed. Register 64467). 
(7) Department of Transportation order 92-

5-38 of May 20, 1992. 
(8) Federal Aviation Administration action 

of June 19, 1992 (14 CFR Part 91). 
(b) PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE.-(!) No 

funds appropriated or otherwise made avail
able by law may be obligated or expended for 
Serbia or Montenegro. 

(2) The prohibition of paragraph (1) in
cludes funds which were obligated but not 
expended under any law enacted before the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(c) INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITU
TIONS.-The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
instruct the United States executive director 
of each international financial institution to 
use the voice and vote of the United States 
to oppose any assistance of the respective in
stitutions to Serbia or Montenegro. 

(d) EXCEPTION.-Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the President is authorized 
and encouraged to exempt from sanctions 
imposed against the Republic of Serbia and 
the Republic of Montenegro those United 
State&--supported programs, projects, or ac
tivities involving reform of the electoral 
process, or the development of democratic 
institutions or democratic political parties, 
in these two countries. 

(e) WAIVER.-Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this section (other than para
graph (2)), the President may waive the ap
plication. in whole or in part, of any sanc
tion or prohibition contained in this section 



September 13, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 21125 
if the President determines, and so certifies 
to Congress, that it would be in the national 
interest of the United States to do so. 

(2) The waiver authority of paragraph (1) 
may not be used to waive any sanction or 
prohibition in section l(a)(b){c) unless the 
territory of Bosnia-Hercegovina, as recog
nized by the United States on April 2, 1992, is 
controlled by a government of Bosnia
Hercegovina recognized by the United 
States, and that government or its people, 
are not subject to military action in or 
against it by Serbia and Montenegro or 
Bosnian Serbian forces. 

SMITH (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 843 

Mr. SMITH (for himself, Mr. GORTON, 
and Mr. BUMPERS) proposed an amend
ment to the bill S. 1298, supra; as fol
lows: 

At the appropriate place, insert: 
SECTION 1. EFFECTIVE DATE FOR CHANGES IN 

SERVICEMEN'S GROUP LIFE INSUR
ANCE PROGRAM. 

(a) USE OF INTERNATIONAL DATE LINE.
Section 1967 of title 38, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing new section: 

"(f) The effective date and time for any 
change in benefits under the Servicemen's 
Group Life Insurance Program shall be based 
on the date and time according to the time 
zone immediately west of the International 
Date Line." 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re
spect to amendments to chapter 19 of title 
38, United States Code, that take effect after 
November 29, 1992. 

SMITH AMENDMENTS NOS. 844-845 
Mr. SMITH proposed two amend

ments to the bill S. 1298, supra; as fol
lows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 844 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following: 
SECTION 1. AWARD OF THE NAVY EXPEDITION

ARY MEDAL. 
It is the sense of the Senate that the Sec

retary of the Navy should direct that mem
bers who served in Task Force 16, culminat
ing in the air-raid commonly known as the 
"Doolittle raid on Tokyo", during April 1942, 
be awarded the Navy Expeditionary Medal 
for such service. 

AMENDMENT NO. 845 
At the appropriate place in the bill insert 

the following: 
SEC. . REPORT ON MILITARY FOOD DISTRIBU

TION PRACTICES. 
(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress makes the fol

lowing findings: 
(1) The Defense Personnel Support Center, 

a component of the Defense Logistics Agency 
(DLA), purchases more than 90 percent of the 
food supplied to military "end-users" such as 
dining halls, hospitals and other facilities 
that feed troops. 

(2) Semiperishable items, such as canned 
goods, are stored in four DLA depots. Perish
able items, including fresh and frozen vege
tables, fruits, and meats, are stored in 21 
contractor-operated Defense Subsistence Of
fices. 

(3) Private Sector end-users, including 
independent restaurants, hospitals, and ho
tels, obtain their food through direct deliv
ery from distributors. 

(4) A Department of Defense comprehen
sive inventory reduction plan, issued in May 
1990, stated that "where DoD requirements 
can be met through commercial distribution 
systems in a timely and cost-effective fash
ion, no value is added by pushing items 
through the DoD warehousing systems." 

(5) A June 1993 GAO Report determined 
that the Department of Defense could 
achieve substantial cost savings by expand
ing the use of private sector food distribu
tors and practices in the military food sup
ply system. 

(b) REVIEW REQUIRED.-The Secretary of 
Defense shall conduct a review which evalu
ates the feasibility and economic benefits re
sulting from the expanded use of full-line 
distributors to deliver food directly to mili
tary end-users. The review should address 
whether the expanded use of distributors 
could reduce depot storage of food (except 
for war reserve stocks and items bound for 
overseas), and eliminate the requirement for 
Defense Subsistence Offices and certain base 
warehouses activities. The review should in
clude a cost comparison of the Department 
of Defense supply system with the costs of 
commercial distributors. The review should 
also consider what obstacles may exist that 
would hinder the Department of Defense's 
ability to procure commercial items and in
stitute commercial logistics practices. 

(c) REPORT.-Not later than March 1, 1994, 
the Secretary shall submit to the congres
sional defense committees a report on his 
findings from the review together with any 
recommendations. 

RIEGLE (AND HEFLIN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 846 

Mr. LEVIN (for Mr. RIEGLE for him
self, Mr. HEFLIN, and Mr. LEVIN) pro
posed an amendment to the bill S. 1298, 
supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place insert the follow
ing: 
SEC. 2816. JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDA

TIONS FOR CLOSURE OR REALIGN
MENT OF INSTALLATIONS PRE
VIOUSLY CONSIDERED FOR CLO
SURE OR REALIGNMENT. 

(a) REQUIREMENT.-(l)(A) The Secretary of 
Defense shall include with the recommenda
tion of the Secretary for the closure or re
alignment under a base closure law of an in
stallation referred to in ::;ubparagraph (B) the 
justification described in paragraph (2). 

(B) An installation referred to in subpara
graph (A) is any installation recommended 
by the Secretary of Defense for closure or re
alignment under a base closure law in a year 
before the date of the enactment of this Act 
and not recommended for closure or realign
ment by a base closure and realignment com
mission in its recommendations for closure 
and realignment in that year by reason of 
the failure of the Secretary's recommenda
tion to meet the criteria or force structure 
plan, as the case may be, upon which the 
Secretary's recommendation was based. 

(2) A justification referred to in paragraph 
(1) shall include-

(A) an explanation of-
(i) the manner, if any, in which the rec

ommendation of the Secretary for the clo
sure or realignment of an installation re
ferred to in paragraph (l)(A) is the direct re
sult of-

(I) an amendment to the criteria used by 
the Secretary in making the recommenda
tion since the Secretary's previous rec
ommendation; or 

(II) changes in the force-structure plan (or 
other military requirements) since such pre
vious recommendation; and 

(B) the manner, if any, in which the mak
ing of such recommendation in accordance 
with such amendment or changes eliminates 
the failure referred to in paragraph (l)(B); or 

(2) in the event that such recommendation 
is not the direct result of such amendment 
or changes, an explanation of the manner in 
which such recommendation addresses the 
failure referred to in paragraph (l)(B). 

(b) DEFINITION.-In this section, the term 
"base closure law" means the following: 

(1) The provisions of title II of the Defense 
Authorization Amendments and Base Clo
sure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-
526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 

(2) The Defense Base Closure and Realign
ment Act of 1990 (part A of title XXIX of 
Public Law 101-510; U.S.C. 2687 note). 

ROTH (AND BIDEN) AMENDMENT 
NO. 847 

Mr. SMITH (for Mr. ROTH for himself 
and Mr. BIDEN) proposed an amend
ment to the bill S. 1298, supra; as fol
lows: 

At an appropriate place in the bill, add the 
following new section 
SEC. • 01. SHORT TITLE. 

This section may be cited as NATO review 
requirements 
SEC. • 02. FINDINGS; POLICY. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that--
(1) the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

(NATO) has successfully met the challenge of 
helping to maintain the peace, security and 
freedom of the Un1ted States and its NATO 
allies for more than forty years; 

(2) the national security interests of the 
United States have been well served by the 
process of consultation, coordination, and 
military cooperation in the NATO frame
work; 

(3) Recent history has witnessed radical 
changes in the international security envi
ronment, including the fall of the Berlin 
Wall, the unification of Germany, the dis
banding of the Warsaw Pact and the disinte
gration of the Soviet Union; 

(4) the military threats which NATO was 
established to deter have receded with the 
end of the Cold War, calling into question 
both the future value of the alliance and the 
rationale for U.S. military deployments in 
Europe; 

(5) the post-Cold War security situation 
continues to present a wide array of chal
lenges to U.S. national interests, many of 
which interests the U.S. shares with its al
lies in Europe and Canada; 

(6) the international community may 
prove capable of deterring many threats to 
the common peace if it can respond deci
sively to aggression; 

(7) the United States must share the bur
den of its international security commit
ments with other nations if it is to tend to 
the needs of its own citizens in a responsible 
fashion; 

(8) several of the newly democratic nations 
of Central and Eastern Europe have ex
pressed interest in seeking membership in 
NATO; 

(9) many of the security challenges facing 
the post-Cold War world would be best han
dled through coherent multilateral re
sponses; 

(10) the United States should never send its 
military forces into combat unless they are 
provided with the best opportunity to ac
complish their objectives with as little risk 
as possible; 

(11) military interventions against antago
nistic armed forces cannot be conducted 
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safely or effectively on a multilateral basis 
unless such operations are jointly planned in 
advance and are executed by units which 
have trained together and are familiar with 
each others operational procedures; 

(12) NATO is currently the only organiza
tion with the experience, trained staff and 
infrastructure necessary to support military 
cooperation with major military allies of the 
United States; 

(13) the NATO allies already have volun
teered to .consider requests from the United 
Nations and the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe for assistance in 
maintaining the peace; 

(14) justification of the relevance of NATO 
in the post-Cold War world will depend large
ly upon the alliance's ability to adapt its 
mission and procedures to the new security 
environment; 

(15) justification of future U.S. support for 
the alliance and for a U.S. military presence 
in Europe will depend upon NATO's ability 
to address those security interests which the 
United States shares with its allies in Eu
rope and Canada; 

(16) a summit meeting of the NATO heads 
of state, which has been scheduled for Janu
ary 1994, would present an excellent oppor
tunity for the President of the United States 
to articulate a new, broader security mission 
for the alliance in the post-Cold War world, 
one which will enable it to address a wider 
array of threats to its members' interests 
and which will help to share more effectively 
the burden of international security require
ments. 

(b) POLICY.-It is the sense of the Congress 
that-

(1) old threats to the security of the United 
States and its allies in the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization have retreated radically 
but new, more diverse challenges have arisen 
in the form of ethno-religious conflict in 
Central and Eastern Europe and the pro
liferation of weapons of mass destruction in 
regions proximate to alliance territory and 
NATO's mission must be redefined so that it 
may respond to such challengers to its mem
bers' security even when those challenges 
emanate from beyond the geographic bound
aries of its members' territories; 

(2) future United States military involve
ment in, and contributions to, NATO should 
be determined in relation to the alliance's 
success or failure in adopting itself to con
fronting the challenges of the post-Cold War. 
SEC. 03. REPORT. 

(a) Within 30 calendar days of the enact
ment of this legislation, the President, in 
consultation with the Secretary of State and 
the Secretary of Defense, shall send a report 
to the Armed Services Committees of the 
U.S. Senate and House of Representatives 
and to the Foreign Relations Committee of 
the U.S. Senate and the Foreign Affairs 
Committee of the House of Representatives. 
This report should contain recommendations 
on-

(1) the manner in which NATO can formu
late and implement a strategy to address the 
new, more disparate threats to the security 
of its members; 

(2) the feasibility of having NATO conduct 
security operations beyond the geographic 
boundaries of the alliance; 

(3) the manner in which NATO should re
structure its forces, training and equipment 
for the new security environment; 

(4) the desirability of expanding the alli
ance to include either traditionally neutral 
nations or the new democratic nations of 
Eastern or Central Europe who wish to join 
NATO; 

(5) the proper size and composition of Unit
ed States forces to be deployed in Europe to 
assist in the implementation of NATO's new 
mandate and possible reduction in U.S. mili
tary deployments in Europe in the event of 
the alliance's failure to adopt a new man
date; 

(6) the structure and organization of NATO 
headquarters, with particular attention to 
the need to reinvigorate the NATO Military 
Committee; 

(7) the desirability of having additional 
NATO forces train in North America in a 
manner supportive of NATO's proposed new 
strategy; 

(8) the structure of NATO's military com
mand, with particular attention to the need 
to make NATO's Rapid Reaction Force a 
credible deterrent to regional aggression; 

(9) the levels of U.S., European and Cana
dian defense budgets and their ability to fi
nance forces consistent with the implemen
tation of NATO's new mandate. 

PRYOR AMENDMENT NO. 848 

Mr. LEVIN (for Mr. PRYOR) proposed 
an amendment to the bill S. 1298, 
supra; as fallows: 

On page 104, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 340. BUDGET INFORMATION ON DEPART

MENT OF DEFENSE RECRUITING EX
PENDITURES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 9 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 
"§ 227. Recruiting costs 

"The Secretary shall include in the budget 
justification documents submitted to Con
gress each year in connection with the sub
mission of the budget pursuant to section 
1105 of title 31 the following matters: 

"(1) The amount requested for the recruit
ment of persons for enlistment, appoint
ment, or induction into the armed forces, in
cluding-

" (A) the personnel costs for Department of 
Defense personnel whose duties include-

"(i) recruitment; 
"(ii) the management of Department of De

fense personnel performing recruitment du
ties; or 

" (iii) supporting Department of Defense 
personnel in the performance of duties re
ferred to in clause (i) or (ii); 

"(B) the cost of providing support for such 
personnel for the performance of those du
ties; 

"(C) operation and maintenance costs asso
ciated with recruitment, including the costs 
of paid advertising and facilities; 

"(D) the costs of incentives, including
"(i) amounts paid under sections 302d, 308a, 

308c, 308f, 308g, 308h (for a first enlistment), 
and 308i of title 37, relating to bonuses and 
other incentives; 

"(ii) amounts deposited in the Department 
of Defense Education Benefits Fund pursuant 
to section 2006(g) of this title; and 

"(iii) payments under the provisions of 
chapters 105, 107, and 109 of this title and 
chapter 30 of title 38; and 

"(E) costs associated with military en
trance processing; 

"(2) the appropriation accounts from which 
such costs are to be paid; and 

"(3) the estimated average total annual 
cost of recruiting a person for enlistment, 
appointment, or induction into the armed 
forces for the fiscal year covered by the 
budget justification documents, determined 
and reported separately for-

"(A) each armed force; 
"(B) the active component of each armed 

force; 
"(C) each of the reserve components of 

each armed force; and 
"(D) for all of the armed forces.". 
(b) TABLE OF SECTIONS.-The table of sec

tions at the beginning of such chapter is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new item: 
"227. Recruiting costs." . 

WARNER (AND LEVIN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 849 

Mr. WARNER (for himself and Mr. 
LEVIN) proposed an amendment to the 
bill S. 1298; supra; as follows: 

On page 242, below line 19, add the follow
ing: 
SEC. 1067. LOCATION OF JOINT WARFIGHTING 

SIMULATION CENTER. 
The Secretary of Defense shall provide 

that the Joint Warfighting Simulation Cen
ter, established by the Secretary on July 1, 
1993, be located with the Army Training and 
Doctrine Command at Fort Monroe, Vir
ginia. 

BINGAMAN (AND DORGAN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 850 

Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and Mr. 
DORGAN) proposed an amendment to 
the bill S. 1298, supra; as follows: 

On page 229, strike out line 4 and all that 
follows through page 231 , line 14. 

SHELBY (AND SMITH) 
AMENDMENT NO. 851 

Mr. SHELBY (for himself and Mr. 
SMITH) proposed an amendment to 
amendment No. 829 proposed by Mr. 
HARKIN to the bill S. 1298, supra; as fol
lows: 

In the matter proposed to be stricken, in
sert at the end the following: 

(d) LIMITATION PENDING SUBMISSION OF RE
PORT.-No funds appropriated to the Depart
ment of Defense for fiscal year 1994 may be 
obligated for the Kinetic Energy Antisat
ellite (KE-ASAT) program until the Sec
retary of Defense submits to Congress the re
port required by section 1363 of the National 
Defense Authorization ·Act for Fiscal Year 
1993 (Public Law 102-484; 106 Stat. 2560) that 
contains. in addition to the matter required 
by such section, the Secretary's certification 
that there is a requirement for an antisat
ellite program. 

DOMENIC! (AND BINGAMAN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 852 

Mr. DOMENIC! (for himself and Mr. 
BINGAMAN) proposed an amendment to 
the bill S. 1298, supra; as follows: 

On page 394, after line 12, insert: 
(3) Each year at the time of the President's 

submission of a budget under section 1105 of 
title 31, United States Code, the President 
shall submit a report covering the most re
cently completed calendar year setting 
forth-

( A) Whether the Stockpile Surveillance 
Program of the Department of Energy, and 
the calculations and experiments performed 
by Sandia National Laboratories, Lawrence 
Livermore National Laboratory, or Los Ala
mos National Laboratory have raised any 
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concern with regard to the safety, security, 
effectiveness, or reliability of existing U.S. 
nuclear weapons; and 

(B) If such concerns have been raised, the 
President's evaluation of each concern and 
report on what actions are being or will be 
taken to address it. 

DOMENIC! (AND BINGAMAN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 853 

Mr. DOMENIC! (for himself and Mr. 
BINGAMAN) proposed an amendment to 
the bill S. 1298, supra; as follows: 

On page 65, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 228. SINGLE STAGE ROCKET TECHNOLOGY. 

(a) ADDITIONAL FUNDING.-In addition to 
the amount provided for programs managed 
by the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization 
pursuant to section 227 and in addition to the 

· funds provided within such amount for re
search, development, test, and evaluation 
under the single stage rocket technology and 
single-stage-to-orbit program, there is au
thorized to be appropriated $75,000,000 for fis
cal year 1994 for research, development, test, 
and evaluation under the single stage rocket 
technology and single-stage-to-orbit pro
gram. 

(b) LIMITATION.-None of the amount au
thorized to be appropriated under subsection 
(a) may be obligated until the Secretary of 
Defense-

(1) submits to the congressional defense 
committees a program plan for phase two of 
the single stage rocket technology and sin
gle-stage-to-orbit program that sets forth 
the objectives and technical milestones for 
phase two; and 

(2) certifies to such committees that ade
quate funding is provided in the future-years 
defense program for the single stage rocket 
technology and single-stage-to-orbit pro
gram for fiscal years 1995 and 1996. 

(c) PROGRAM CHANGES.-It is the sense of 
Congress that the Secretary of Defense 
should-

(1) provide for transfer of responsibility for 
the single stage rocket technology and sin
gle-stage-to-orbit program from the Ballistic 
Missile Defense Organization to the Advance 
Research Projects Agency to be included 
under the space launch technology program 
element; 

(2) provide for the management team that, 
as of the date of the enactment of this Act, 
is managing the single stage rocket tech
nology and single-stage-to-orbit program to 
continue managing such program; 

(3) conduct an open competition among 
businesses in the aerospace industry for en
tering into the contract or contracts for 
phase two of the single stage rocket tech
nology and single-stage-to-orbit program; 
and 

(4) examine options for sharing responsibil
ity for defraying the costs of the single stage 
rocket technology and single-stage-to-orbit 
program among the Department of Defense, 
other departments and agencies of the Fed
eral Government, and industry. 

METZENBAUM AMENDMENT NO. 854 
Mr. METZENBAUM proposed an 

amendment to the bill S. 1298, supra; as 
follows: 

On page 190, after line 24, insert the follow
ing: 
SEC. 825. PROHIBmON REGARDING A TASK 

FORCE ON ANTITRUST LAWS. 
No funds available to the Department of 

Defense may be expended for the establish-

ment or support of a task force for reviewing 
the antitrust aspects of defense industry 
consolidation. 

MITCHELL AMENDMENT NO. 855 

Mr. EXON (for Mr. Mitchell) proposed 
an amendment to the bill S. 1298, 
supra; as follows: 

In the language proposed to be stricken in
sert the following: 

One page 231, line 10, insert after "(f)": 
"NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL REVIEW 

PROCESS.-In addition to the interagency re
view process for arms sales to foreign gov
ernments referred to in subsection (e), the 
National Security Council shall review the 
proposed defense sale and determine that it 
is in accord with U.S. security interests, that 
it contributes to collective defense burden 
sharing, and that it is consistent with United 
States nonproliferation goals. 

"(g)" 

SIMON (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 856 

Mr. SIMON (for himself, Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. BOND, Mr. DAN
FORTH, Mr. GRASSLEY, and Mr. HARKIN) 
proposed an amendment to the bill S. 
1298, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow
ing new section: 
SEC .• PAYMENT OF FLOOD-DAMAGED LEVEE 

REPAIR COSTS. 
Notwithstanding the Act of May 15, 1928 (45 

Stat. 534, chapter 569; 33 U.S.C. 702a et seq.), 
the Act of June 15, 1936 (49 Stat. 1508, chapter 
548; 33 U.S.C. 702a-l et seq.), the Robert T. 
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As
sistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.), or any 
other provision of law, the Secretary of the 
Armymay-

(1) pay 100 percent of the costs of repair of 
Federal and non-Federal levees (including 
land, easements, rights-of-way, source of 
borrow, and construction costs) damaged as 
a result of the wide-spread flooding in the 
Midwest referred to in the Emergency Sup
plemental Appropriations for Relief From 
the Major, Widespread Flooding in the Mid
west Act of 1993 (Public Law 103-75); and 

(2) ensure, to the maximum extent prac
ticable, that all repair referred to in para
graph (1) is completed not later than Decem
ber 15, 1993. 

SIMON (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 857 

Mr. SIMON (for himself, Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
BOND, Mr. DANFORTH, and Mr. HARKIN) 
proposed an amendment to the bill S. 
1298, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow
ing new section. 
SEC. • STUDY OF FLOOD CONTROL MEASURES 

ON UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND 
TRIBUTARIES. 

(a) PURPOSES.-The purposes of this section 
are-

(1) to improve the flood protection on the 
Upper Mississippi River and its tributaries in 
order to protect public health and safety, 
maintain commerce, and reduce economic 
losses due to flooding; 

(2) to assess the adequacy of flood control 
measures in use at the time of the assess
ment (referred to in this section as "then 
current flood control measures"), both Fed-

eral and non-Federal, on the Upper Mis
sissippi River and its tributaries and rec
ommend improvements to protect critical 
public facilities and prevent the release of 
hazardous materials into flood waters; and 

(3) to study environmentally constructive 
options; and 

(4) to examine the Federal and non-Federal 
roles in funding the construction and main
tenance of flood control measures on the 
Mississippi River and its tributaries and rec
ommend changes to improve flood protection 
for high priority facilities. 

(b) STUDY.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of the 

Army shall conduct a study to assess the 
adequacy of then current flood control meas
ures on the Upper Mississippi River and its 
tributaries. 

(2) CONTENTS.-In conducting the study 
under this subsection, the Secretary shall-

(A) identify critical water, sewer, transpor
tation, and other essential public facilities 
that do not have adequate flood protection 
at the time of the study; 

(B) identify high priority industrial, petro
chemical, hazardous waste, and other facili
ties that require additional flood protection 
due to the special health and safety risks 
caused by flooding; 

(C)(i) evaluate then current Federal, State, 
and local flood impact review requirements 
for infrastructure improvements and other 
development in the flood plain of the Upper 
Mississippi River and its tributaries; and 

(ii) recommend changes to reduce the po
tential loss of life, property damage, eco
nomic losses, and threats to health and safe
ty caused by flooding, and to preserve a 
healthy environment; 

(D) examine the differences in Federal 
cost-sharing for construction and mainte
nance of flood control projects on the Upper 
and Lower Mississippi River systems and as
sess the effect of the differences on the level 
of flood protection on the Upper Mississippi 
River and its tributaries; 

(E)(i) assess the then current Federal pol
icy on pre-event repair and maintenance of 
both Federal and non-Federal levees; and 

(ii) recommend actions to help prevent the 
failure of the levees during flooding; 

(F)(i) assess the impact of the then current 
system of levees and flood control projects 
on the flood levels experienced on the Upper 
Mississippi River and its tributaries in 1993; 
and 

(ii) evaluate the cost-effectiveness of alter
native flood control measures, such as the 
preservation and restoration of wetlands; 

(G) recommend flood control improve
ments, changes in Federal cost-sharing, and 
other measures to reduce economic losses, 
damage to critical public facilities, and the 
release of hazardous materials from indus
trial, petrochemical, hazardous waste, and 
other facilities caused by flooding of the 
Upper Mississippi River and its tributaries; 
and 

(H) assess the environmental impact of 
then current flood control measures and the 
flood control improvements recommended 
pursuant to this subsection. 

(3) REPORT.-Not later than one year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec
retary shall submit to Congress a report on 
the results of the study conducted under this 
subsection. 

WARNER (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 858 

Mr. WARNER (for himself, Mr. ROBB, 
·Mr. SIMON, and Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN) 
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proposed an amendment to the bill S. 
1298, supra; as follows: 

On page 353, between lines 4 and 5, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 2842. LAND CONVEYANCES AND EXCHANGE, 

FORT SHERIDAN, ILLINOIS. 
(a) REUSE AND EXCHANGE AUTHORITY .-{l) 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law 
and in order to expedite the conversion of 
Fort Sheridan, Illinois, to civilian uses ac
ceptable to the affected communities, the 
Secretary of the Army may, subject to the 
Fort Sheridan Conceptual Land Use Im
provement and Boundary Plan adopted by 
the Fort Sheridan Joint Planning Commit
tee, on Sept. 2, 1993 convey to The Equitable 
Life Assurance Society of the United States 
(hereafter in this section referred to as "The 
Equitable"), or a person designated by The 
Equitable-

(A) all right. title, and interest of the Unit
ed States in and to any or all of the surplus 
real property of the United States that is 
within the historic district of Fort Sheridan, 
together with any improvements thereon; 
and 

(B) all right, title, and interest of the Unit
ed States to any or all of the surplus real 
property of the United States at Fort Sheri
dan, that is commonly referred to as the 
" Northern Lands". 

(2) As consideration for the conveyances of 
surplus real property authorized by para
graph (1), The Equitable shall-

(A) convey, or cause to be conveyed, to the 
United States all right, title, and interest in 
and to a parcel of real property. consisting of 
approximately 7.1 acres, that is located in 
Arlington County, Virginia, and is com
monly known as the "Twin Bridges" parcel, 
together with any improvements thereon; 
and 

(B) pay to the United States the amount, if 
any, by which the fair market value of the 
surplus real property conveyed to The Equi
table or its designee pursuant to paragraph 
(1) exceeds the fair market value of the real 
property conveyed to the United States pur
suant to subparagraph (A). 

(b) CONVEYANCE FOR FOREST PRESERVE 
PROTECTION AND ENHANCEMENT.-(1) In order 
to ensure the continued protection and en
hancement of the open spaces of Fort Sheri
dan, the Secretary of the Army shall, subject 
to the Fort Sheridan Conceptual Land Use 
Improvement and Boundary Plan adopted by 
the Fort Sheridan Joint Planning Commit
tee, on Sept. 2, 1993, convey to the Lake 
County Forest Preserve District, Illinois (in 
this section referred to .as the " District"), all 
right, title, and interest of the United States 
to a parcel of surplus real property at Fort 
Sheridan consisting of not less than 250 acres 
located north of the southerly boundary line 
of the historic district at the post, including 
improvements thereon. 

(2) As consideration for the conveyance by 
the Secretary of the Army of the parcel of 
real property under paragraph (1), the Dis
trict shall provide maintenance and care to 
the remaining Fort Sheridan Cemetery, pur
suant to an agreement to be entered into be
tween the District and the Secretary. 

(c) NAVY PARCEL.-(1) In order to facilitate 
the reuse of Fort Sheridan, the Secretary of 
the Navy may, subject to the Fort Sheridan 
conceptual land use Improvement and 
Boundary Plan adopted by the Fort Sheridan 
Joint Planning Committee, Sep. 2, 1993 con
vey to The Equitable, or a person designated 
by The Equitable, all right, title, and inter
est of the United States in and to a parcel of 
real property, consisting of approximately 
11.48 acres, that is located immediately west 

of and adjacent to the historic district of 
Fort Sheridan, Illinois, and is under the ad
ministrative control of the Secretary, to
gether with any improvements thereon. 

(2) As consideration for the conveyance au
thorized by paragraph (1), The Equitable 
shall-

( A) construct, or pay the costs of con
structing, at a location on land at Fort 
Sheridan, Illinois, that is under the adminis
trative jurisdiction of the Secretary of the 
Navy 30 units of military family housing 
that, as determined by the Secretary, are 
suitable replacements for the 30 units of 
military family housing that are located on 
the property conveyed pursuant to para
graph (l); and 

(B) pay to the United States the amount, if 
any, by which the fair market value of the 
property conveyed pursuant to paragraph (1) 
exceeds the cost of constructing such re
placement units of military family housing. 

(d) USE OF TWIN BRIDGES PARCEL.-The 
Secretary of the Army shall establish at the 
Twin Bridges parcel conveyed pursuant to 
subsection (a)(2) a National Museum of the 
United States Army. The development, oper
ation, and all improvements related to the 
development of the Twin Bridges parcel for 
the National Museum of the United States 
Army shall comply with the zonning, site 
planning, and permit requirements Of the 
County of Arlington, Virginia, and the Com
monweal th of Virginia and shall be subject 
to a memorandum of understanding entered 
into by the Secretary of the Army and Ar
lington County, Virginia. The Secretary may 
use only donated funds to pay for the costs of 
development. construction, and infrastruc
ture improvements related to the establish
ment of the National Museum of the United 
States Army. 

(e) DETERMINATIONS OF FAIR MARKET 
VALUE.-The Secretary of the Army, with re
spect to the transactions described in sub
section (a), and the Secretary of the Navy, 
with respect to the transaction described in 
subsection (c), shall determine-

(!) the fair market value of the parcels of 
real property to be conveyed pursuant to 
this section; and 

(2) the fair market value of any other con
sideration to be provided under this section. 

(f) DESCRIPTIONS OF PROPERTY.-The exact 
boundaries, acreage, and legal descriptions 
of the real property conveyed pursuant to 
subsections (a), (b). and (c) shall be deter
mined by surveys that are satisfactory to 
the Secretary of the Army (in the case of 
property conveyed pursuant to sub
sections(a) and (b)) and the Secretary of the 
Navy (in the case of property conveyed pur
suant to subsection (c)). The costs of such 
surveys shall, in each case, be borne by the 

·person to whom such real property is con-
veyed, except that, in the case of the Twin 
Bridges parcel conveyed pursuant to sub
section (a)(2), the survey cost shall be borne 
by The Equitable. 

(g) PROCEEDS.-Any proceeds received by 
the Army pursuant to the transactions de
scribed in subsections (a) and (b) shall be de
posited in the Department of Defense Base 
Closure Account established under section 
207 of the Defense Base Closure and Realign
ment Act (title II of Public Law 100-526; 10 
U.S.C. 2687 note) or, in the case of any pro
ceeds received after closure of such account, 
in the Department of Defense Base Closure 
Account 1990 established by section 2906(a) of 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 1990 (part A of title XXIX of Public 
Law 101-510; 10 U.S .C. 2687 note). 

(h) USE OF FUNDS.-The Secretary of the 
Navy shall use any amounts paid to the Sec-

retary of the Navy under subsection (c)(2)(A) 
to pay for the construction of 30 units of 
family housing to replace the units located 
on the property to be conveyed under sub
section (c)(l). Any amount paid to the Sec
retary under subsection (c) that is not ex
pended for the construction of such military 
family housing · uni ts shall be deposited in 
the Department of Defense Military Family 
Housing Management Account in accordance 
with section 283l(b)(3) of title 10, United 
States Code. 

(i) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.
The Secretary of the Army, with respect to 
the transactions described in subsections (a) 
and (b), and the Secretary of the Navy, with 
respect to the transaction described in sub
section (c), may require any additional 
terms and conditions and undertake any ad
ditional obligations and actions that such 
Secretary considers appropriate under the 
circumstances to enhance or encourage reuse 
the of Fort Sheridan, Illinois, or to protect 
the interests of the United States. 

BUMPERS AMENDMENT NO. 859 

Mr. BUMPERS proposed an amend
ment to the bill S. 1298, supra; as fol
lows: 

On page 33, following line 24, insert the fol
lowing: 
SEC. 136. TRIDENT Il MISSILE PROGRAM. 

Of the funds authorized to be appropriated 
in this Act for procurement of TRIDENT II 
Missiles, none may be obligated prior to 
April 1, 1994 unless the President has cer
tified to Congress that he has unsuccessfully 
attempted to reach an agreement with Rus
sia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Belarus on 
detubing as a means of reducing launchers to 
meet the START II limits. 

WARNER (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 860 

Mr. WARNER (for himself, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. ROBB, and Ms. MOSELEY
BRAUN) proposed an amendment to the 
bill S. 1298, supra; as follows: 

At an appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 

"The Secretary of Defense shall review. 
and shall provide a report of such review to 
the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives not 
later September 24, 1993, a proposed transfer 
of lands under the control of the Secretary of 
the Army, and lands under the control of the 
Secretary of the Navy, locates at Fort 
Sheriden, Illinois, for a parcel of real estate, 
consisting of approximately 7.1 acres, lo
cated in Arlington County, Virginia and 
commonly known as the "Twin Bridges" par
cel , including the proposal to utilize the 
"Twin Bridges" parcel for the purpose of 
constructing and operating the National Mu
seum of the United States Army, utilizing 
solely donated funds for the construction 
and operation of such museum.". 

DOLE (AND KENNEDY) 
AMENDMENT NO. 861 

.Mr. WARNER (for Mr. DOLE for him
self and Mr. KENNEDY) proposed an 
amendment to the bill S . 1298, supra; as 
follows: 

Of the funds authorized to be appropriated 
in Section 201(1), $2,000,000 shall be available 
to continue the support of advanced laser 
burn treatment diagnostics and therapeutic 
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research under the Army's medical research 
program. 

DOLE (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 862 

Mr. WARNER (for Mr. DOLE, for him
self, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, and Mr. BURNS) 
proposed an amendment to the bill S. 
1298, supra; as follows: 

On page 242, after line 19, add the follow
ing: 
SEC. 1067. ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION OPPOR· 

TUNITIES PROGRAM 
(a) PROGRAM REQUIRED.- (l)(A) Not later 

than 180 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of Defense, in con
sultation with the Administrator of the EPA 
and the Secretary of Energy, shall establish 
a scholarship program for education and 
training for qualified individuals in order to 
enable such individuals to acquire career 
training in environmental engineering, envi
ronmental sciences, or environmental 
project management in fields related to haz
ardous waste management and cleanup. 

(B) The program established pursuant to 
paragraph (A) may include educational ac
tivities and training related to-

(i) site remediation; 
(ii) site characterization; 
(iii) hazardous waste management; 
(iv) hazardous waste reduction; 
(v) recycling; 
(vi) process and materials engineering; 
(vii) training for positions related to envi

ronmental engineering, environmental 
sciences, or environmental project manage
ment (including training for management 
positions); and 

(viii) environmental engineering with re
spect to the construction of facilities to ad
dress the items described in clauses (i) 
through (vii) . 

(C) The program established pursuant to 
paragraph (A) shall include educational ac
tivities designed for personnel participating 
in a program to achieve specialization in the 
following fields: 

(i) Earth sciences. 
(ii) Chemistry. 
(iii) Chemical Engineering. 
(iv) Environmental engineering. 
(v) Statistics. 
(vi) Toxicology. 
(vii) Industrial hygiene. 
(viii) Health physics. 
(ix) Environmental project management. 
(b) FUNDING.-(1) From amounts appro-

priated pursuant to this authority the Sec. 
of Defense shall award scholarships to indi
viduals described in paragraph (g) to attend 
programs at the hazardous substance re
search center institutions of higher edu
cation at both undergraduate and graduate 
levels which lead to the awarding of an aca
demic degree or a certification that is sup
plemental to an academic degree. 

(C) REPAYMENT.-(!) Any individual receiv
ing educational assistance from the United 
States under the program carried out under 
this section shall agree to pay to the United 
States the total amount of the educational 
assistance provided to the individual by the 
United States under the program, plus inter
est at the rate prescribed in paragraph (4) , if 
the individual does not complete the edu
cational program for which the assistance is 
provided. 

(2) If an individual fails to pay to the Unit
ed States the total amount required pursu
ant to paragraph (1), including the interest, 
at the rate prescribed in paragraph (4), the 
unpaid amount shall be recoverable by the 

United States from the individual or his es
tate by-

(A) in the case of an individual who is an 
employee of the United States, set off 
against accrued pay, compensation, amount 
of retirement credit, or other amount due 
the employee from the United States; and 

(B) such other method as is provided by 
law for the recovery of amounts owing to the 
United States. 

(3) The Secretary of Defense may waive in 
whole or in part a required repayment under 
this subsection if the Secretary of Defense 
determines that the recovery would be 
against equity and good conscience or would 
be contrary to the best interests of the Unit
ed States. 

(4) The total amount of educational assist
ance provided to an individual under a pro
gram carried out under subsection (a) shall, 
for purposes of repayment under this section, 
bear interest at the applicable rate of inter
est under section 427A(c) of the Higher Edu
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1077a(c)). 

(d) COORDINATION OF BENEFITS.-Any edu
cational assistance provided to an individual 
under the program carried out under sub
section (a) shall be taken into account in de
termining the eligibility of that individual 
for Federal student financial assistance pro
vided under title IV of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070 et seq.). 

(e) COST AND FUNDING.-(!) The cost of car
rying out the program required by this sec
tion may not exceed $8,000,000 in any fiscal 
year. 

(f) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-Not later than 
January 1, 1995, the Secretary of Defense, in 
consultation with the Secretary of Energy 
and the Administrator of EPA, shall submit 
to the Congress a report on activities under
taken under the program established under 
this section and recommendations for future 
activities under the program. 

(g) DEFINITIONS.-In this section: 
(1) The term "Administrator" means the 

Administrator of the Environmental Protec
tion Agency. 

(2) The term "hazardous substance re
search centers" means the hazardous sub
stance research centers described in section 
3ll(d) of the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9660(d)). Such term includes 
the Great Plains and Rocky Mountain Haz
ardous Substance Research Center, the 
Northeast Hazardous Substance Research 
Center, the Great Lakes and Mid-Atlantic 
Hazardous Substance Research Center, the 
South and Southwest Hazardous Substance 
Research Center, and the Western Region 
Hazardous Substance Research Center. 

(3) The term "hazardous waste" means
(A) waste listed as hazardous waste pursu

ant to subtitle C of the Solid Waste Disposal 
Act (42 U.S.C. 6921 et seq.); 

(B) radioactive waste; and 
(C) mixed waste. 
(4) The term "mixed waste" means waste 

that contains a mixture of waste described in 
subparagraphs (A) and (B) of pa~agraph (3). 

"(g) INDIVIDUALS ELIGIBLE FOR TRAINING, 
ASSISTANCE, AND SERVICES.-

"(!) CERTAIN MEMBERS OF THE ARMED 
FORCES.-A member of the Armed Forces 
shall be eligible for training, adjustment as
sistance, and employment services under 
this section if the member-

" (A) was on active duty or full-time Na
tional Guard duty on September 30, 1990; 

" (B) during the 5-year period beginning on 
that date-

"(i) is involuntarily separated (as defined 
in section 1141 of title 10, United States 

Code) from active duty or full-time National 
Guard duty; or 

" (ii) is separated from active duty or full
time National Guard duty pursuant to a spe
cial separation benefits program under sec
tion 1174a of title 10, United States Code, or 
the voluntary separation incentive program 
under section 1175 of that title; 

"(C) is not entitled to retired or retainer 
pay incident to that separation; and 

"(D) applies for such training, adjustment 
assistance, or employment services before 
the end of the 180-day period beginning on 
the date of that separation. 

" (2) CERTAIN DEFENSE EMPLOYEES.-
" (A) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), a civilian employee of the 
Department of Defense or the Department of 
Energy shall be eligible for training, adjust
ment assistance, and employment services 
under this section if the employee-

" (i) during the 5-year period beginning on 
October 1, 1992, is terminated or laid off (or 
receives a notice of termination or lay off) 
from such employment as a result of reduc
tions in defense spending, as determined by 
the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of 
Energy, except that, in the case of a notice 
of termination or lay off, the eligibility of 
the employee shall not begin until 180 days 
before the projected date of the termination 
or lay off; and 

"(ii) is not entitled to retired or retainer 
pay incident to that termination or lay off. 

"(B) SPECIAL RULE FOR CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES 
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE EMPLOYED AT 
CERTAIN MILITARY INSTALLATIONS.-

" (i) IN GENERAL.-A civilian employee of 
the Department of Defense employed at a 
military installation being closed or re
aligned under the laws referred to in clause 
(ii) shall be eligible for training, adjustment 
assistance, and employment services under 
this section beginning on the date on which 
such employee receives actual notice of ter
mination, or the date determined by the Sec
retary of Defense under clause (iii) , which
ever occurs earlier. 

" (ii) CERTAIN DEFENSE LAWS.-The laws re
ferred to in this clause are-

"(!) the Defense Base Closure and Realign
ment Act of 1990 (part A of title XXIX of 
Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note); and 

"(II) title II of the Defense Authorization 
Amendments and Base Closure and Realign
ment Act (Public Law 100-526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 
note). 

"(iii) DATE.-The date determined under 
this clause is the date that is 24 months be
fore the date on which the military installa
tion is to be closed or the realignment of the 
installation is to be completed, as the case 
may be. 

(6) The term "radioactive waste" means 
solid, liquid, or gaseous material that con
tains radionuclides regulated under the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2011 et 
seq.) of negligible economic value (consider
ing the cost of recovery). 

JOHNSTON AMENDMENT NO. 863 
Mr. NUNN (for Mr. JOHNSTON) pro

posed an amendment to the bill S. 1298, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 413, after line 18, insert the follow
ing new section: 
"SEC. 3139. STANDARDIZATION OF REQUIRE· 

MENTS AFFECTING DEPARTMENT 
OF ENERGY EMPLOYEES. 

(a) Part A of title VI of the Department of 
Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7211 
through 7218) is repealed. 

(b) The table of contents for the Depart
ment of Energy Organization Act is amended 
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by striking out the matter relating to part A 
of title VI." 

STEVENS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 864 

Mr. WARNER (for Mr. STEVENS for 
himself, Mr. BYRD, Mr. HATFIELD, and 
Mr. INOUYE) proposed an amendment to 
the bill S. 1298, supra; as follows: 

On page 16 of the bill, "Sec. 106. Reserve 
Components." , is modified by adding at the 
end of the section the following new item: 

"(8) For National Guard aircraft replace
ment and modernization, $150,000,000." 

BURNS AMENDMENT NO. 865 
Mr. WARNER (for Mr. BURNS) pro

posed an amendment to the bill S. 1298, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 353, between lines 4 and 5, insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. 2842. CONVEYANCE OF LAND IN FORT MIS

SOULA, MONTANA. 
(a) LAND USE DETERMINATION.-Not later 

than 30 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of the Army shall de
termine whether a parcel of land consisting 
of approximately 11 acres, and improvements 
thereon, located in Fort Missoula, Missoula 
County, Montana, is excess to the needs of 
the Department of the Army. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION.-If the Secretary deter
mines that the property identified in sub
section (a) is excess to the needs of the De
partment of the Army, the Secretary may, 
subject to subsection (c), convey to the 
Northern Rockies Heritage Center, a non
profit corporation incorporated in the State 
of Montana, all right, title, and interest of 
the United States to such property. 

(c) CONDITIONS.-The conveyance author
ized in subsection (b) shall be subject to the 
conditions that--

(1) the property conveyed may be used only 
for historic, cultural, or educational pur
poses; 

(2) the Northern Rockies Heritage Center 
shall enter into an agreement with the Sec
retary of Agriculture concerning the use of 
the property by the Department of Agri
culture; 

(3) the Northern Rockies Heritage Center 
shall indemnify the united States against all 
liability in connection with any hazardous 
materials, substances, or conditions that 
may be found on the property; and 

(4) the Northern Rockies Heritage Center 
shall, prior to the conveyance and for the 
first year of operation of the Northern Rock
ies Heritage Center after the conveyance, es
tablish, to the satisfaction of the Secretary 
of the Army, that it has the ability to main
tain C.L. the property described in sub
section (a) for the purposes described in 
paragraph (1). 

(d) REVERSIONARY INTEREST.-If the prop
erty conveyed pursuant to subsection (b) is 
used for purposes other than those specified 
in subsection (c)(l), all right, title, and inter
est to and in the property shall revert to the 
United States at no cost to the United 
States, which shall have immediate right of 
entry on the land. 

(e) DESCRIPTION.-The exact acreage and 
legal description of the property conveyed 
under subsection (b) shall be determined by 
surveys that the Secretary determines are 
satisfactory. The Northern Rockies Heritage 
Center shall pay the cost of any survey re
quired by the Secretary. 

(f) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.
The Secretary may establish such additional 

terms and conditions for the conveyance as 
the Secretary considers appropriate to pro
tect the interests of the United States. 

(g) CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION.-If the 
Secretary determines that the property iden
tified in subsection (a) is not excess to the 
needs of the Department of the Army, the 
Secretary shall notify Congress in writing of 
the plans of the Department of the Army for 
maintaining and utilizing the property. Such 
notification shall be made not later than 60 
days after the date of enactment of this Act. 

NUNN AMENDMENT NO. 866 

Mr. NUNN proposed an amendment 
to the bill S. 1298, supra; as follows: 

On page 104, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 340. REVISION OF AUTHORITIES ON NA-

TIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION 
TRUST FUND. 

(a) CREDITING OF GIFTS TO THE NATIONAL 
SECURITY EDUCATION TRUST FUND.-Section 
804(e) of the David L. Boren National Secu
rity Education Act of 1991 (50 U.S.C. 1904(e)) 
is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing: 

"(3) Any gifts of money shall be credited to 
and form a part of the Fund.". 

(b) REPEAL OF AUTHORIZATION REQUIRE
MENT.-Section 804(b) of such Act is amend
ed-

(1) by striking out paragraph (2); 
(2) by striking out "(1)"; and 
(3) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 

(B) as paragraphs (1) and (2), respectively. 
On page 153, strike out line 15 and all that 

follows through page 154. line 6, and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 
SEC. 632. SPECIAL PAY FOR CERTAIN DISABLED 

MEMBERS. 
(a) SPECIAL PAY FOR CERTAIN DISABLED 

MEMBERS.-A person who has a service-con
nected disability rated as total may be paid 
a special pay under this section if the person 
is entitled to emergency officers', regular, or 
reserve retirement pay based solely on-

(1) the person's age; 
(2) the length of the person's service in the 

uniformed services; or 
(3) both the person's age and the length of 

such service. 
(b) AMOUNT OF SPECIAL PAY.-The amount 

of special pay that may be paid a person 
under subsection (a) for any month may not 
exceed the monthly amount of the com
pensation that is paid such person under 
laws administered by the Secretary of Veter
ans Affairs. 

(c) FUNDING.-The cost of the special pay 
authorized to be paid under this section shall 
be paid out of funds available to the Depart
ment of Defense for travel of personnel of the 
Department of Defense in positions within 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the 
Office of the Secretary of the Army, the Of
fice of the Secretary of the Navy, and the Of
fice of the Secretary of the Air Force. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.-ln this section, the terms 
"compensation" and "service-connected" 
have the meanings given such terms in sec
tion 101 of title 38, United States Code. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.-(1) Except as pro
vided in paragraph (2), this section shall take 
effect on January 1, 1994. 

(2) This section shall not take effect if, be
fore January 1, 1994, the Secretary of Defense 
submits to the Committees on Armed Serv
ices of the Senate and House of Representa
tives the report required by section 641 of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis
cal Year 1993 (Public Law 102-484; 106 Stat. 
2424). 

(f) APPLICABILITY.-(1) Except as provided 
in paragraph (2), this section shall apply to 
months that begin on or after the effective 
date of this section. 

(2) This section shall not be effective for 
months that begin after September 30, 1994. 

On page 269, line 8, strike out "$599,153,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$603,553,000". 

On page 269, in the table below line 11, 
strike out the item relating to Fort Carson, 
Colorado, and insert in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: 

Colorado: 
Fitzsimons Army Medical Center, 

$4,400,000; Fort Carson, $4,050,000. 
On page 272, line 6, strike out 

"$2,364,930,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$2,369,330,000' '. 

On page 272, line 9, strike out "$599,153,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$603,553,000". 

On page 303, line 8, strike out "$230,993,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$233,793,000". 

ROTH (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 867 

Mr. WARNER (for Mr. ROTH, Mr. 
NUNN, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. THURMOND, 
Mr. SMITH, Mr. GRASSLEY, and Mr. 
COHEN) proposed an amendment to the 
bill S. 1298, supra; as follows: 

On page 190, after line 24, insert the follow
ing: 

Subtitle D-Defense Acquisition Pilot 
Program 

SEC. 831. DEFENSE ACQUISmON Pll..OT PRO
GRAM AMENDMENTS. 

(a) REPEAL OF LIMITATION ON NUMBER OF 
PARTICIPATING DEFENSE ACQUISITION PRO
GRAMS.-Section 809(b)(l) of the National De
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 
(10 U.S.C. 2430 note) is amended by striking 
out "not more than six". 

(b) REPEAL OF REQUIREMENT TO DESIGNATE 
PARTICIPATING PROGRAMS AS DEFENSE EN
TERPRISE PROGRAMS.-Section 809 of such 
Act is amended by striking out subsection 
(d). 

(C) PUBLICATION OF POLICIES AND GUIDE
LINES FOR PUBLIC COMMENT.-Section 809 of 
such Act is amended by striking out sub
section (e) and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: 

"(d) PUBLICATION OF POLICIES AND GUIDE
LINES.-The Secretary shall publish in the 
Federal Register a proposed memorandum 
setting forth policies and guidelines for im
plementation of the pilot program under this 
section and provide an opportunity for public 
comment on the proposed memorandum for a 
period of 60 days after the date of publica
tion. The Secretary shall publish in the Fed
eral Register any subsequent proposed 
change to the memorandum and provide an 
opportunity for public comment on each 
such proposed change for a period of 60 days 
after the date of publication.". 

(d) CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION REQUIRE
MENTS.-Section 809 of such Act is amended

(1) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub
section (e); and 

(2) in paragraph (2)(D) of subsection (e), as 
so redesignated, by striking out "specific 
budgetary and personnel savings" and insert
ing ·in lieu thereof "a discussion of the effi
ciencies or savings". 
SEC. 832. REFERENCE TO DEFENSE ACQUISmON 

PILOT PROGRAM. 
A reference in this subtitle to the Defense 

Acquisition Pilot Program is a reference to 
the defense acquisition pilot program au
thorized by section 809 of the National De
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 
(10 U .S.C. 2430 note). 
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SEC. 833. MISSION ORIENTED PROGRAM MAN· 

AGEMENT. 
It is the sense of Congress that-
(1) in the exercise of the authority pro

vided in section 809 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 (10 
U.S.C. 2430 note), the Secretary of Defense 
should propose for one or more of the defense 
acquisition programs covered by the Defense 
Acquisition Pilot Program to utilize the con
cept of mission oriented program manage
ment that includes-

(A) establishing a mission oriented pro
gram executive office; and 

(B) designating a lead agency for the mis
sion oriented program executive office; 

(2) the duties of the program executive of
ficer for each of one or more of such pro
grams should include-

(A) planning, programming, and carrying 
out research, development, and acquisition 
activities; 

(B) providing advice regarding the prepara
tion and integration of budgets for research, 
development, and acquisition activities; 

(C) informing the operational commands of 
alternative technology solutions to fulfill 
emerging requirements; 

(D) ensuring that the acquisition plan for 
the program realistically reflects the budget 
and related decisions made for that program; 

(E) managing related technical support re
sources; 

(F) conducting integrated decision team 
meetings; and 

(G) providing technological advice to users 
of program products and to the officials 
within the military departments who pre
pare plans, programs, and budgets; 

(3) the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, in consultation with the Under Sec
retary of Defense for Acquisition, should pre
scribe policies and procedures for the inter
action of the commanders of the unified and 
specified combatant commands with the mis
sion oriented program executive officers, and 
such policies and procedures should include 
provisions for enabling the user commands 
to perform acceptance testing; and 

(4) the management functions of a program 
manager should not duplicate the manage
ment functions of the mission oriented pro
gram executive officer. 
SEC. 834. SAVINGS OBJECTIVES. 

It is the sense of Congress that the Sec
retary of Defense, on the basis of the experi
ence under the Defense Acquisition Pilot 
Program, should seek personnel reductions 
and other management and administrative 
savings that, by September 30, 1998, will 
achieve at least a 25-percent reduction in de
fense acquisition management costs below 
the costs of defense acquisition management 
during fiscal year 1993. 
SEC. 835. PROGRAM PHASES AND PHASE FUND· 

ING. 
(a) ACQUISITION PROGRAM PHASES.-It is 

the sense of Congress that-
(1) the Secretary of Defense should propose 

that one or more defense acquisition pro
grams proposed for participation in the De
fense Acquisition Pilot Program be exempt
ed from acquisition regulations regarding 
program phases that are applicable to other 
Department of Defense acquisition pro
grams; and 

(2) a program so exempted should follow a 
simplified acquisition program cycle that is 
results oriented and consists of-

(A) an integrated decision team meeting 
phase which-

(i) could be requested by a potential user of 
the system or component to be acquired, the 
head of a laboratory, or a program office on 

such bases as the emergence of a new mili
tary requirement, cost savings opportunity, 
or new technology opportunity; 

(ii) should be conducted by a program exec
utive officer; and 

(iii) should usually be completed within 1 
to 3 months; 

(B) a prototype development and testing 
phase which should include operational tests 
and concerns relating to manufacturing op
erations and life cycle support and should 
usually be completed within 6 to 36 months 
and should produce sufficient numbers of 
prototypes to assess operational utility; 

(C) a product integration, development, 
and testing phase which-

(i) should include full-scale development, 
integration of components, and operational 
testing; and 

(ii) should usually be completed within 1 to 
5 years; and 

(D) a phase for production, integration into 
existing systems. or production and integra
tion into existing systems. 

(b) PHASE FUNDING.-To the extent pro
vided in legislation pursuant to subsection of 
(c)(l)(B) of section 809 of the National De
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 
(10 U.S.C. 2430 note) and to the extent pro
vided in appropriations Acts, the Secretary 
of Defense is authorized to expend for a de
fense acquisition program participating in 
the Defense Acquisition Pilot Program such 
sums as are necessary to carry out a phase of 
the acquisition program cycle after the Sec
retary determines that objective quantifi
able performance expectations relating to 
the execution of that phase have been identi
fied. 

(C) MAJOR PROGRAM DECISION.-It is the 
sense of the Congress that the Secretary of 
Defense should establish for one or more de
fense acquisition programs participating in 
the Defense Acquisition Pilot Program an 
approval process having one major decision 
point. 
SEC. 836. PROGRAM WORK FORCE POLICIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Defense 
shall review the incentives and personnel ac
tions available to the Secretary for encour
aging excellence in the acquisition 
workforce of the Department of Defense and 
may provide an enhanced system of incen
tives, in accordance with applicable law, for 
the encouragement of excellence in the work 
force of a participating acquisition program. 

(b) ENHANCED SYSTEM OF INCENTIVES.-The 
Secretary of Defense should consider provid
ing for program executive officers, program 
managers, and other acquisition personnel of 
defense acquisition programs participating 
in the Defense Acquisition Pilot Program an 
enhanced system of incentives which-

(1) in accordance with applicable law, re
lates pay to performance; and 

(2) provides for consideration of the extent 
to which the performance of such personnel 
contributes to the achievement of cost goals, 
schedule goals, and performance goals estab
lished for such programs. 
SEC. 837. EFFICIENT CONTRACTING PROCESSES. 

It is the sense of the Congress that the 
Secretary of Defense, in exercising the au
thority provided in section 809 of the Na
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1991 (10 U.S.C. 2430 note), should seek to 
simplify the procurement process, stream
line the period for entering into contracts, 
and simplify specifications and require
ments. 
SEC. 838. CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION: PER· 

FORMANCE BASED CONTRACT MAN
AGEMENT. 

It is the sense of the Congress that the 
Secretary of Defense should propose under 

section 809 of the National Defense Author
ization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 (10 U.S.C. 
2430 note) that, for one or more defense ac
quisition programs participating in the De
fense Acquisition Pilot Program, payments 
under section 2307(a) of title 10, United 
States Code, be made on any of the following 
bases: 

(1) Performance measured by statistical 
process controls. 

(2) Event accomplishment. 
(3) Other quantifiable measures of results. 

SEC. 839. CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE ASSESS
MENT. 

(a) COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS OF PERFORM
ANCE INFORMATION.-The Secretary of De
fense shall collect and analyze information 
on contractor performance under the Defense 
Acquisition Pilot Program. 

(b) INFORMATION To BE INCLUDED.-Infor
mation collected under subsection (a) shall 
include the history of the performance of 
each contractor under the Defense Acquisi
tion Pilot Program contracts and, for each 
such contract performed by the contractor, a 
technical evaluation of the contractor's per
formance prepared by the program manager 
responsible for the contract. 

McCAIN AMENDMENT NO. 868 
Mr. WARNER (for Mr. McCAIN) pro

posed an amendment to the bill S. 1298, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 242, below line 19, add the follow
ing: 
SEC. 1067. TERMINATION OF CERTAIN DEPART

MENT OF DEFENSE REPORTING RE· 
QUIREMENTS. 

Not later than April 30, 1994, the Secretary 
of Defense shall submit to the Armed Serv
ices Committees of the Senate and House of 
Representatives a list of the reports required 
of the Department of Defense by law on that 
date that the Secretary determines are un
necessary or incompatible with the efficient 
management of the Department of Defense. 
Unless otherwise provided by a law enacted 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the requirement for the submittal to Con
gress of any report included in the list sub
mitted under this section shall expire on Oc
tober 30, 1995. 

BOXER AMENDMENT NO. 869 

Mr. NUNN (for Mrs. BOXER) proposed 
an amendment to the bill S. 1298, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 323, between lines 19 and 20, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 2816. EMPLOYMENT OF DEPARTMENT OF 

DEFENSE CIVILIAN PERSONNEL TO 
CARRY OUT ENVIRONMENTAL RES
TORATION AT MILITARY INSTALLA
TIONS TO BE CLOSED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-(1) The Secretary of De
fense may, in keeping with the cost saving 
and cleanup schedule goals of the Depart
ment of Defense with respect to the closure 
of military installations-

(A) provide such training to the personnel 
described in paragraph (2) as the Secretary 
determines necessary in order to qualify 
such personnel to carry out environmental 
assessment, remediation, and restoration ac
tivities (including asbestos abatement) at 
military installations closed or to be closed 
pursuant to a base closure law; and 

(B) employ such personnel to carry out 
such activities, or require contractors en
gaged in carrying out such activities to em
ploy such personnel. 
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(2) The personnel referred to in paragraph 

(1) are Department of Defense civilian per
sonnel whose employment would be termi
nated (except for the employment of such 
personnel under paragraph (1)) by reason of 
the closure of a military installation pursu
ant to a base closure law. 

(3) This subsection shall not be construed 
to revise or modify any requirement estab
lished under Federal or State law relating to 
environmental assessment, remediation, or 
restoration activities at military installa
tions referred to in paragraph (l)(A). 

(b) PRIORITY IN TRAINING AND EMPLOY
MENT.-The Secretary shall give priority in 
providing training and employment under 
subsection (a) to persons employed at any 
military installation whose closure pursuant 
to a base closure law will directly result in 
the termination of the employment of at 
least 1,000 Department of Defense civilian 
employees. 

(c) FUNDING.-Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary may carry 
out the training and employment referred to 
in subsection (a) using funds available for en
vironmental training in addition to funds in 
the following accounts: 

(1) The Department of Defense Base Clo
sure Account established under section 207 of 
the Defense Authorization Amendments and 
Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public 
Law 100-526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 

(2) The Department of Defense Base Clo
sure Account 1990 established under section 
2906 of the Defense Base Closure and Realign
ment Act of 1990 (part A of title XXIX of 
Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 

(d) DEFINITION.-In this section, the term 
" base closure law" means the following: 

(1) The provisions of title II of the Defense 
Authorization Amendments and Base Clo
sure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100--
526; 10 U.S.C . 2687 note). 

(2) The Defense Base Closure and Realign
ment Act of 1990 (part A of title XXIX of 
Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 

MITCHELL (AND WARNER) 
AMENDMENT NO. 870 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. MITCHELL for him
self and Mr. WARNER) proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 1298, supra; as 
follows: 

On page 180, after line 24, insert the follow
ing: 
SEC. 804. SMALL BUSINESS PARTICIPATION. 

(a) DUAL-USE CRITICAL TECHNOLOGY PART
NERSHIPS.-(!) Section 2511 of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended-

(A) by redesignating subsection (g) as sub
section (h); and 

(B) by inserting after subsection (f) the fol
lowing new subsection (g): 

"(g) SMALL BUSINESS PARTICIPATION.-(!) 
The Secretary shall ensure that small busi
nesses and consortia involving one or more 
small businesses are afforded an opportunity 
to participate in the partnerships program. 

"(2) The Secretary shall conduct seminars 
or similar programs for small businesses in 
order to disseminate information regarding 
the partnerships program widely to small 
businesses. 

"(3) The Secretary shall establish a goal 
that at least 15 percent of the total amount 
appropriated for a fiscal year for partner
ships under this section be expended for part
nerships that involve small businesses or 
consortia involving one or more small busi
nesses. 

"(4) In this section, the term 'small busi
ness' has the meaning given the term 'small 

business concern' pursuant to section 3 of 
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632).". 

(2) Not later than the date on which the 
President submits to Congress the budget for 
fiscal year 1995 pursuant to section 1105 of 
title 31, United States Code, the Secretary of 
Defense shall submit to Congress a plan for 
achieving the goal requir~ by subsection 
(g)(3) of section 2511 of title 10, United States 
Code, as added by paragraph (l)(B). 

(b) SBA MEMBERSHIP ON THE NATIONAL DE
FENSE TECHNOLOGY AND INDUSTRIAL BASE 
COUNCIL.-Section 2502(b) of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended-

(1) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para
graph (6); and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol
lowing new paragraph (5): 

"(5) The Administrator of the Small Busi
ness Administration.''. 

DOLE (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 871 

Mr. WARNER (for Mr. DOLE for him
self, Mr. WARNER, and Mr. LUGAR) pro
posed an amendment to the bill S. 1298, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 242, below line 19, insert the fol
lowing: 
SEC. 1067. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FOOD 

STOCKS FOR ASSISTANCE IN 
BOSNIA-HERCEGOVINA AND ARME
NIA. 

Beginning not later than 10 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec
retary of Defense. should make available to 
the Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance of 
the Agency for International Development, 
out of stocks for which there exists appro
priations, of the Department of Defense, 
500,000 cases of meals ready to eat for dis
tribution over next four months, as humani
tarian relief, in Bosnia-Hercegovina and Ar
menia. To the extent possible, these supplies 
should come from surplus stocks. 

DOLE AMENDMENT NO. 872 
Mr. WARNER (for Mr. DOLE) pro

posed an amendment to the bill S. 1298, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 101, between lines 20 and 21, insert 
the following: 

(e) NOTIFICATION AND DISBURSAL.-(1) The 
Secretary shall notify on or before June 30, 
1994, each local educational agency eligible 
for assistance under subsections (b) and (d) 
of section 386 of Public Law 102-484 for fiscal 
year 1994 of such agency's eligibility for such 
assistance and the amount of such assist
ance. 

(2) The Secretary shall disburse the funds 
made available pursuant to subsection (d) no 
later than 30 days after notification to eligi
ble local education agencies. 

MITCHELL (AND THURMOND) 
AMENDMENT NO. 873 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. MITCHELL for him
self and Mr. THURMOND) proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 1298, supra; as 
follows: 

After section 2918 (as added by amendment 
No. 828) insert the following: 
SEC. 2919. AUTHORITY TO CONTRACT FOR CER

TAIN SERVICES AT INSTALLATIONS 
BEING CLOSED OR REALIGNED. 

(a) SECTION NOT To TAKE EFFECT.-Section 
2916 shall not take effect. 

(b) BASE CLOSURES UNDER 1988 ACT.-Sec
tion 204(b) of the Defense Authorization 

Amendments and Base Closure and Realign
ment Act (title II of Public Law 100--526; 10 
U.S.C. 2687 note) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

" (5)(A) Subject to subparagraph (0), the 
Secretary may contract with local govern
ments for the provision of police services, 
fire protection services, airfield operation 
services, or other community services by 
such governments at military installations 
to be closed under this title if the Secretary 
determines that the provision of such serv
ices under such contracts is in the best inter
ests of the Department of Defense. 

"(B) The Secretary may exercise the au
thority provided under this paragraph with
out regard to the provisions of chapter 146 of 
title 10, United States Code. 

"(C) The Secretary may not exercise the 
authority under subparagraph (A) with re
spect to a military installation earlier than 
180 days before the date on which the instal
lation is to be closed. 

"(D) The Secretary shall include in a 
contract for services entered into with a 
local government under this subsection a 
clause that requires the use of professionals 
to furnish the services to the extent that 
professionals are available in the area under 
the jurisdiction of such government.". 

(c) BASE CLOSURES UNDER 1990 ACT.-Sec
tion 2905(b) of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 (part A of title 
XXIX of Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 
note) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: ' 

"(4)(A) Subject to subparagraph (C), the 
Secretary may contract with local govern
ments for the provision of police services, 
fire protection services, airfield operation 
services, or other community services by 
such governments at military installations 
to be closed under this part if the Secretary 
determines that the provision of such serv
ices under such contracts is in the best inter
ests of the Department of Defense. 

"(B) The Secretary may exercise the au
thority provided under this paragraph with
out regard to the provisions of chapter 146 of 
title 10, United States Code. 

"(C) The Secretary may not exercise the 
authority under subparagraph (A) with re
spect to a military installation earlier than 
180 days before the date on which the instal
lation is to be closed. 

"(D) The Secretary shall include in a 
contract for services entered into with a 
local government under this subsection a 
clause that requires the use of professionals 
to furnish the services to the extent that 
professionals are available in the area under 
the jurisdiction of such government.''. 

NUNN AMENDMENT NO. 874 

Mr. NUNN (for himself and Mr. THUR
MOND) proposed an amendment to the 
bill S . 1298, supra; as follows: 

On page 37, strike out lines 9 through 11, 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(b) LEVEL FUNDING.-Of the amounts au
thorized to be appropriated in this title, 
$10,000,000 shall be available for fiscal year 
1994 for engineering development under the 
program. 

On page 65, line 19, strike out "or devices" 
and insert in lieu thereof ", or devices,". 

On page 72, line 19, strike out "Amounts" 
and insert in lieu thereof "To the extent pro
vided in appropriations Acts, amounts". 

On page 152, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following: 

(k) ARMY ENLISTMENT BONUS.- (1) Section 
308f(c) of title 37, United States Code, is 
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amended by striking out "September 30, 
1992" and inserting in lieu thereof "Septem
ber 30, 1995". 

(2) The amendment made by paragraph (1) 
shall take effect as of September 30, 1992. 

On page 192, strike out line 9 and all that 
follows through page 193, line 3. 

On page 242, after line 19, insert the follow
ing: 
SEC. 1067. TECHNICAL AND CLERICAL AMEND· 

MENTS. 
(a) MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 

10, UNITED STATES CODE.-Title 10, United 
States Code, is amended as follows: 

(1) Section 401 is amended by striking out 
subsection (f). . 

(2) Section 1408 is amended-
(A) in subsections (b)(l)(A), (f)(l), and (f)(2), 

by striking out "subsection (h)" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "subsection (i)"; and 

(B) in subsection (h)(4)(B), by inserting 
"of" after "of that termination". 

(3) Section 1605(a) is amended by striking 
out "(50 U.S.C. 403 note)" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "(50 U.S.C. 2153)". 

(4) Section 1804(b)(l) is amended by strik
ing out "his or her" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "the volunteer's" . 

(5) Section 2031(a)(l) is amended in the sec
ond sentence by striking out "Not more than 
200 units may be established by all of the 
military departments each year, and the" 
and by inserting in lieu thereof "The". 

(6) Section 2305(b)(4)(A) is amended by re
aligning clauses (i) and (ii) so that they are 
indented two ems from the left margin. 

(7) Subsections (a), (e), and (g) of section 
2371 are amended by striking out "Defense 
Advanced Research Projects Agency" and in
serting in lieu thereof "Advanced Research 
Projects Agency". 

(8) Section 2469 is amended by striking out 
",prior to any such change,". 

(9)(A) Section 2490a is transferred to the 
end of chapter 165, redesignated as section 
2783, and amended-

(i) in subsection (b)(2)--
(l) by striking out "title 10, United States 

Code" and inserting in lieu thereof "this 
title"; 

(II) by striking out the comma after "Jus
tice)"; and 

(Ill) by striking out "of such title" and in
serting in lieu thereof "of this title"; and 

(ii) in subsection (c)(l), by striking out 
"Armed Forces" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"armed forces". 

(B) The table of sections at the beginning 
of chapter 147 is amended by striking out the 
item relating to section 2490a. 

(C) The table of sections at the beginning 
of chapter 165 is amended by adding at the 
end the following new item: 
"2783. Nonappropriated fund instrumental

ities: financial management 
and use of nonappropriated 
funds.''. 

(10) Section 2491 is amended-
(A) in paragraph (2), by striking out "non

military application" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "nonmilitary applications"; and 

(B) in paragraph (8), by striking out "sub
section (f)" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"subsection (b)(4)". 

(11) Section 2501(b)(2) is amended by strik
ing out "and thereby free up capital" and in
serting in lieu thereof "that, by reducing the 
public sector demand for capital, increases 
the amount of capital available". 

(12) Section 2513 is amended-
(A) in subsection (b), by striking out "ELI

GIBLE CENTERS.-" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "ELIGIBLE ALLIANCES.-"; and 

(B) in subsection (c)(2)(B)--

(i) by striking out "two" in clause (ii) and 
inserting in lieu thereof " one"; and 

(ii) by redesignating the clause (iii) added 
by section 4223(d) of Public Law 102-484 (106 
Stat. 2681) as clause (iv); and 

(iii) by striking out "an" in clause (iv), as 
so redesignated, and inserting in lieu thereof 
"An". 

(13) section 2771 is amended-
(A) in subsection (a), by striking out "who 

dies after December 31, 1955"; and 
(B) in subsection (b), by striking out "for 

the" and all that follows and inserting in 
lieu thereof " for the uniformed services.". 

(14) Section 9315 is amended-
(A) in subsection (b), by striking out "Air 

Training Command" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "Air Education and Training Com
mand"; and 

(B) in subsection (c), by striking out "Air 
Force Training Command'' and inserting in 
lieu thereof "Air Education and Training 
Command of the Air Force". 

(b) SUBSECTION HEADINGS.-
(1) Section 2507 of title 10, United States 

Code, is amended-
(A) in subsection (a), by inserting "AU

THORITY.-" after "(a)"; 
(B) in subsection (b), by inserting "CONDI

TION FOR USE OF AUTHORITY.-" after "(b)"; 
(C) in subsection (c), by inserting "PEN

ALTY FOR NONCOMPLIANCE.-" after "(c)"; 
(D) in subsection (d), by inserting "LIMITA

TIONS ON DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION.-" 
after "(d)"; 

(E) in subsection (e), by inserting "REGU
LATIONS.-" after "(e)"; and 

(F) in subsection (f), by inserting "DEFINI
TIONS.-" after "(f)". 

(2) Section 2523 of such title is amended
(A) in subsection (a), by inserting "IN GEN

ERAL.-" after "(a)"; and 
(B) in subsection (b), by striking out 

"(b)(l)" and inserting in lieu thereof "(b) 
PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.-(1)". 

(C) AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAW 102-484.
Public Law 102-484 is amended as follows: 

(1) Section 1051(b)(2) (106 Stat. 2498) is 
amended-

(A) by striking out" 'section 101(47) of title 
10,' " and inserting in lieu thereof " 'section 
101(47) of title 10' ";and 

(B) by striking out "'section 101 of title 
10,' " and inserting in lieu thereof " 'section 
101 of title 10' ". 

(2) Section 1313(2) (106 Stat. 2548) is amend
ed, effective as of October 23, 1992, by strik
ing out "'structure and'" and inserting in 
lieu thereof" 'structure, and'". 

(3) Section 1365 (106 Stat. 2561) is amended 
by striking out "(e) DEFINITION.-" and in
serting in lieu thereof "(d) DEFINITION.-". 

(4) Section 1441 (106 Stat. 2566) is amended 
in the matter preceding paragraph (1) by 
striking out "the FREEDOM Support Act of 
1992" and inserting in lieu thereof "the Free
dom for Russia and Emerging Eurasian De
mocracies and Open Markets Support Act of 
1992 (Public Law 102-511; 106 Stat. 3345; 22 
u.s.c. 5861)". 

(5) Section 1505(e)(2) (106 Stat. 2571) is 
amended by striking out "(d)(2)" in the mat
ter preceding subparagraph (A) and inserting 
in lieu thereof "(d)(4)". 

(6) Section 1828 (106 Stat. 2585; 36 U.S.C. 
5108) is amended by striking out "board of 
the directors" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"board of directors". 

(d) CROSS REFERENCE AMENDMENTS IN 
OTHER LAWS.-

(1) Effective as of December 19, 1991, sec
tion 12 of the Coast Guard Authorization Act 
of 1991 (Public Law 102-241; 105 Stat. 2213) is 
amended by striking out "Section 

406(b)(2)(E) of title 37," and inserting in lieu 
thereof "Section 406(b)(l)(E) of title 37,". 

(2) Section 3(c)(2) of Public Law 101-533 (22 
U.S.C. 3142) is amended by striking out "sec
tion 2522 of title 10" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "section 2506 of title 10". 

(3) Section 109(17) of the Ethics in Govern
ment Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.) is amended 
by striking out "section 101(8) of title 10" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "section 
101(a)(9) of title 10". 

(4) Section 179(a)(2)(B) of the National and 
Community Service Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
12639(a)(4)) is amended by striking out "sec
tion 101(4) of title 10," and inserting in lieu 
thereof "section 101(a)(4) of title 10,". 

On page 266, line 7, strike out "1208)" and 
insert in lieu thereof "1207)". 

On page 275, in the table below line 16, 
strike out the item relating to Land Acquisi
tion, Various Locations, and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

Land Acquisition ............................... ...... $2,140,000 

On page 347, line 25, strike out "Maricopa 
County, Arizona," and insert in lieu thereof 
"the Flood Control District of Maricopa 
County, Arizona (in this section referred to 
as 'the Flood Control District'),". 

On page 348, line 1, strike out "Maricopa 
County" and insert in lieu thereof "the 
Flood Control District". 

On page 348, line 3, strike out "Maricopa 
County" and insert in lieu thereof "the 
Flood Control District". 

On page 348, beginning on line 15, strike 
out "Maricopa County" and insert in lieu 
thereof "the Flood Control District". 

On page 348, line 17, strike out "Maricopa 
County" and insert in lieu thereof "the 
Flood Control District". 

On page 348, line 18, strike out "Maricopa 
County" and insert in lieu thereof "the 
Flood Control District" . 

On page 348, line 24, strike out "Maricopa 
County" and insert in lieu thereof "the 
Flood Control District" . 

On page 349, line 1, strike out "Maricopa 
County" and insert in lieu thereof "the 
Flood Control District". 

On page 349, line 4, strike out "Maricopa 
County" and insert in lieu thereof "the 
Flood Control District". 

On page 349, line 9, strike out "Maricopa 
County" and insert in lieu thereof "the 
Flood Control District". 

On page 349, line 12, strike out "Maricopa 
County" and insert in lieu thereof "the 
Flood Control District". 

On page 349, beginning on line 16, strike 
out "Maricopa County" and insert in lieu 
thereof "the Flood Control District". 

On page 392, line 3, strike out 
"chlorofluorocarbons" and insert in lieu 
thereof "substances". 

On page 412, beginning on line 24, strike 
out "the congressional defense committees" 
and insert in lieu thereof "Congress". 

On page 431, line 5, insert "(a) ADDITIONAL 
USES.-" before "Section". 

On page 431, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following: 

"(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 9 
of such Act is amended by striking out para
graph (4)." 

On page 431, line 17, strike out "'total mo
bilization'" and insert in lieu thereof "' 
based upon' ". 

REID AMENDMENT NO. 875 
Mr. NUNN (for Mr. REID) proposed an 

amendment to the bill S. 1298, supra; as 
follows: 
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At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following new sections: 
SEC. • PROHIBmON ON MILITARY ACTIVITIES, 

DUCK VALLEY RESERVATION, NE
VADA/IDAHO. 

(a) MILITARY OVERFLIGHTS.-Notwithstand
ing any other provision of law, aircraft under 
the jurisdiction of the military departments 
may not carry out flights for military pur
poses in the airspace that is less than 15,000 
feet above ground level of the Duck Valley 
Reservation of the Shoshone-Paiute Tribes, 
Nevada/Idaho. 

(b) OTHER ACTIVITIES.- Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the restriction 
referred to in subsection (a) applies to the 
area that extends 15 miles from the boundary 
of such reservation. 

(c) DEFINITION.-In this section, the term 
"military departments" has the meaning 
given such term in section lOl(a) of title 10, 
United States Code. 
SEC. . PROHIBmON ON ESTABLISHMENT OF 

THE IDAHO TRAINING RANGE, 
MOUNTAIN HOME AIR FORCE BASE, 
IDAHO. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary of the Air Force may not 
carry out any activities with respect to the 
development or establishment of the Idaho 
Training Range. 

KEMPTHORNE AMENDMENT NO. 876 

Mr. WARNER (for Mr. KEMPTHORNE) 
proposed an amendment to amendment 
No. 875 proposed by Mr. REID to the bill 
S. 1298, supra; as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in
serted, insert the following: 
SEC. 2854. STUDY OF EFFECTS OF AIR FORCE AC

TIVITIES ON DUCK VALLEY RE~ 
ERVATION. 

(a) STUDY.-The Secretary of the Air Force 
shall carry out a study to determine--

(1) the effects on Air Force operations of a 
requirement that overflights of the Duck 
Valley Reservation of the Shoshone-Paiute 
Tribes occur no lower than 15,000 feet above 
ground level of such reservation; 

(2) the effects on such operations of a re
quirement that no military activities occur 
within such reservation or the area within 15 
miles of the boundary of such reservation; 
and 

(3) whether such operations can be carried 
out within the areas referred to in paragraph 
(2) in accordance with the following: 

(A) The provisions of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.). 

(B) The provisions of the Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (25 
U.S.C. 3001 et seq.). 

(b) REPORT.-The Secretary shall submit to 
Congress the report required under sub
section (a) not later than 120 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

LEVIN (AND WARNER) 
AMENDMENT NO. 877 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. LEVIN and Mr. 
WARNER) proposed an amendment to 
the bill S. 1298, supra; as follows; 

At the end of title XX, insert the following 
section: 
SEC. . AVAILABILITY OF SURPLUS MILITARY 

EQUIPMENT. 
The Secretary of Defense shall make his 

best effort to make available surplus mili
tary equipment scheduled for retirement or 
disposal owing to military downsizing, base 
closure or realignment to communities suf-

fering economic hardships from the closure 
of a military base, if such equipment is im
portant to the economic development efforts 
of those communities, and if such equipment 
does not have an alternative military use. 

BREAUX AMENDMENT NO. 878 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. BREAUX) proposed 
an amendment to the bill S. 1298, 
supra; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title I (page 26, 
after line 16), insert the following new sec
tion: 
SEC. • LONG-TERM LEASE AUTHORITY FOR CER.. 

TAIN ROLL-ON/ROLL-OFF VESSELS. 
(a) AUTHORITY.- The Secretary of the Navy 

may enter into a long-term lease or charter 
for not more than five vessels described in 
subsection (b) without regard to the provi
sions of section 2401 of title 10, United States 
Code, or section 9081 of the Department of 
Defense Appropriations Act, 1990 (10 U.S.C. 
2401 note). 

(b) COVERED VESSELS.-Subsection (a) ap
plies to roll-on/roll-off (RO/RO) vessels which 
are required by the Department of Defense 
for prepositioning or related point-to-point 
service and which, in the case of vessels for 
which work is required to make the vessel el
igible for such service and for documentation 
under the laws of the United States, have 
such work performed in a United States ship
yard. 

(c) LIMITATION ON SOURCE OF FUNDS.-The 
Secretary may not use funds appropriated 
for the National Defense Sealift program 
that are available for construction of vessels 
to enter into a contract for a lease or charter 
pursuant to subsection (a). 

(d) CONDITIONS ON OBLIGATION OF FUNDS.
The Secretary may not enter into a contract 
for a lease or charter pursuant to subsection 
(a) unless the contract includes the following 
provisions: 

(1) A statement that the obligation of the 
United States to make payments under the 
contract in any fiscal year is subject to ap
propriations being provided specifically for 
that fiscal year and specifically for that 
lease or charter. 

(2) A commitment to obligate the nec
essary amount for each fiscal year covered 
by the contract when and to the extent that 
funds are appropriated for that lease or char
ter for that fiscal year. 

(3) A statement that such a commitment 
given under paragraph (2) does not con
stitute an obligation of the United States. 

(e) DEFINITION.-For purposes of subsection 
(a), the term "long-term lease or charter" 
has the meaning given that term in section 
2401(d)(l)(A) of title 10, United States Code 
(without regard to subparagraph (B) of that 
section). 

BYRD AMENDMENT NO. 879 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. BYRD) proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 1298, supra; as 
follows 

On page 242, after line 19, insert the follow
ing: 
SEC. I067. REPORTS RELATING TO CERTAIN SPE

CIAL ACCESS PROGRAMS AND SIMI
LAR PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-(1) Not later than Feb
ruary 1 of each year, the head of each cov
ered department or agency shall submit to 
the appropriate oversight committees a re
port on each special access program carried 
out in the department or agency. 

(2) Each such report shall set forth-

(A) the total amount requested by the de
partment or agency for special access pro
grams within the budget submitted under 
section 1105 of title 31 , United States Code, 
for the fiscal year following the fiscal year 
in which the report is submitted; and 

(B) for each program in such budget that is 
a special access program-

(i) a brief description of the program; 
(ii) in the case of a procurement program, 

a brief discussion of the major milestones es
tablished for the program; 

(iii) the actual cost of the program for each 
fiscal year during which the program has 
been conducted before the fiscal year during 
which that budget is submitted; and 

(iv) the estimated total cost of the pro
gram and the estimated cost of the program 
for (I) the current fiscal year, (II) the fiscal 
year for which the budget is submitted, and 
(III) each of the four succeeding fiscal years 
during which the program is expected to be 
conducted. 

(b) NEWLY DESIGNATED PROGRAMS.-(1) Not 
later than February 1 of each year, the head 
of each covered department or agency shall 
submit to the appropriate oversight commit
tees a report that, with respect to each new 
special access program provides--

(A) notice of the designation of the pro
gram as a special access program; 

(B) justification for such designation; and 
(C) the current estimate of the total pro

gram cost for the program. 
(2) In this subsection, the term "new spe

cial access program" means a special access 
program that has not previously been cov
ered in a notice and justification under this 
subsection. 

(C) REVISION IN CLASSIFICATION OF PRO
GRAMS.-(1) Whenever a change in the classi
fication of a special access program of a cov
ered department or agency is planned to be 
made or whenever classified information 
concerning a special access program of a cov
ered department or agency is to be declas
sified and made public, the head of the de
partment or agency shall submit to the ap
propriate oversight committees a report con
taining a description of the proposed change 
or the information to be declassified, the 
reasons for the proposed change or declas
sification, and notice of any public an
nouncement planned to be made with respect 
to the proposed change or declassification. 

(2) Except as provided in paragraph (3), a 
report referred to in paragraph (1) shall be 
submitted not less than 14 days before the 
date on which the proposed change, declas
sification, or public announcement is to 
occur. 

(3) If the head of the department or agency 
determines that because of exceptional cir
cumstances the requirement of paragraph (2) 
cannot be met with respect to a proposed 
change, declassification, or public announce
ment concerning a special access program of 
the department or agency, the head of the 
department or agency may submit the report 
required by paragraph (1) regarding the pro
posed change, declassification, or public an
nouncement at any time before the proposed 
change, declassification, or public announce
ment is made and shall include in the report 
an explanation of the exceptional cir
cumstances. 

(d) REVISION OF CRITERIA FOR DESIGNATING 
PROGRAMS.-Whenever there is a modifica
tion or termination of the policy and criteria 
used for designating a program of a covered 
department or agency as a special access 
program, the head of the department or 
agency shall promptly notify the appropriate 
oversight committees of such modification 
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or termination. Any such notification shall 
contain the reasons for the modification or 
termination and, in the case of a modifica
tion, the provisions of the policy as modified. 

(e) WAIVER OF REPORTING REQUffiEMENT.
(1) The head of a covered department or 
agency may waive any requirement under 
subsection (a), (b), or (c) that certain infor
mation be included in a report under that 
subsection if the head of the department or 
agency determines that inclusion of that in
formation in the report would adversely af
fect the national security. Any such waiver 
shall be made on a case-by-case basis. 

(2) If the head of a department or agency 
exercises the authority provided under para
graph (1), the head of the department or 
agency shall provide the information de
scribed in that subsection with respect to 
the special access program concerned, and 
the justification for the waiver, jointly to 
the chairman and ranking minority member 
of each of the appropriate oversight commit
tees. 

(f) INITIATION OF PROGRAMS.-A special ac
cess program may not be initiated until-

(1) the appropriate oversight committees 
are notified of the program; and 

(2) a period of 30 days elapses after such no
tification is received. 

(g) DEFINITIONS.-In this Act: 
(1) The term "appropriate oversight com

mittees", in the case of a special access pro
gram carried out in a covered department or 
agency, means-

(A) each committee of the Senate and the 
committee of the house of Representatives 
having jurisdiction over legislation that au
thorizes the program, as determined under 
the Standing Rules of the Senate and the 
Rules of the House of Representatives, re
spectively; and 

(B) the Committees on Appropriations of 
the Senate and House of Representatives. 

(2) The term "covered department or agen
cy" means any department or agency of the 
Federal Government that carries out a spe
cial access program (other than the Depart
ment of Defense or an agency in the Intel
ligence Community (as defined in section 3(4) 
of the National Security Act of 1947 (50 
U.S.C. 401a))) . 

(3) The term "special access program" 
means any program that, under the author
ity of Executive Order 12356 (or any succes
sor Executive order), is established by the 
head of a department or agency whom the 
President has designated in the Federal Reg
ister as an original "top secret" classifica
tion authority that imposes "need-to-know" 
controls or access controls beyond those con
trols normally required (by regulations ap
plicable to such department or agency) for 
access to · information classified as "con
fidential", "secret", or "top secret". 

DASCHLE AMENDMENT NO. 880 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. DASCHLE) pro
posed an amendment to the bill S. 1298, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 356, between lines 19 and 20, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 2854. DISPOSITION OF REAL PROPERTY AT 

MISSILE SITES TO ADJACENT LAND· 
OWNERS. 

Section 9781 of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended-

(1) in subsection (a)(l), by substituting 
"Administrator of General Services" for 
"Secretary of the Air Force"; 

(2) in subsection (a)(2), by striking out sub
paragraph (D) and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: 

"(D) is surrounded by lands that are adja
cent to such tract and that-

"(i) are owned in fee simple by one owner, 
either individually or by more than one per
son jointly, in common, or by the entirety; 
or 

"(ii) are owned separately by two or more 
owners.''; and 

(3) in subsection (b)---
(A) by inserting "(i)" after "(b)"; and re

vising the single paragraph thereof to read 
as follows: 

"(b)(l) the Administrator shall convey, for 
fair market value, the interest of the United 
States in any tract of land referred to in sub
section (a) or in any easement in connection 
with any such tract of land to any person or 
persons described in paragraph (a)(2)(D)(i) 
who, with respect to such land, are ready, 
willing, and able to purchase such interest 
for the fair market value of such interest. 
Whenever such interest of the United States 
is available for purchase under this section, 
the Administrator shall transmit a notice of 
the availability of such interest to each such 
person or persons." 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(2)(A) In the case of a tract of land sur
rounded by lands that are adjacent to such 
tract and are owned separately by two or 
more owners, the Administrator shall dis
pose of that tract of land in accordance with 
this paragraph. 

"(B) The Administrator shall conduct a 
sealed bid competitive sale at which all of 
such owners are afforded the opportunity to 
compete to acquire the interest of the United 
States in such tract. The Administrator 
shall restrict to the owners of the adjacent 
lands the opportunity to compete in the 
sealed bid competitive sale. 

"(C) Subject to paragraph (C), the Admin
istrator shall convey the interest of the 
United States in the tract to the highest bid
der. 

"(D) The Administrator shall satisfy the 
requirements of paragraph (1) regarding no
tice, fair market value, and the qualifica
tions of the purchaser in disposing of the 
tract in accordance with the results of the 
sealed bid competitive sale. 

"(E) If all bids received by the Adminis
trator pursuant to subparagraph (A) are less 
than the fair market value of the tract of 
land, the tract of land shall be disposed of in 
accordance with the provisions of title II of 
the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 481 et seq.).". 

(4) In subsection (c), by substituting "Ad
ministrator" for "Secretary;" 

(5) In subsection (e), by substituting "Sec
retary of the Air Force" for "Secretary" as 
it first appears in the subsection and by sub
stituting "Administrator" for "Secretary" 
as it last appears in the subsection; and 

(6) In subsection (f), by substituting "Ad
ministrator" for "Secretary." 

HUTCHISON AMENDMENT NO. 881 
Mr. WARNER (for Mrs. HUTCHISON) 

proposed an amendment to the bill S. 
1298, supra; as follows: 

On page 33, after line 24, insert the follow
ing: 
SEC. 136. OPERATIONAL SUPPORT AIRCRAFT. 

None of the funds appropriated for the De
partment of Defense for fiscal year 1994 may 
be obligated for a procurement of any oper
ational support aircraft without full and 
open competition (as defined in section 
2302(3) of title 10, United States Code), un
less-

(1) the procurement is within an exception 
set forth in section 2304(c) of title 10, United 
States Code; 

(2) the justification and certification re
quirements of section 2304(f) of such title are 
satisfied; and 

(3) the Under Secretary of Defense for Ac
quisition certifies to the congressional de
fense committees that the procurement is 
within an exception set forth in section 
2304(c) of such title. 

SPECTER AMENDMENT NOS. 882-883 
Mr. WARNER (for Mr. SPECTER) pro

posed two amendments to the bill S. 
1298, supra; as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 882 
On page 323, between lines 19 and 20, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 2816. REPORTS ON COSTS OF THE CLOSURE 

OR REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY JN. 
STALLATIONS. 

(a) ESTIMATED COSTS OF CLOSURES AND RE
ALIGNMENTS.-(!) The Secretary of Defense 
shall submit to the congressional defense 
committees a report on the costs (other than 
costs related to environmental restoration 
and remediation) estimated at the time of 
the report of the closure or realignment of 
any military installation referred to in para
graph (2) under the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 (part A of title 
XXIX of Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 
note) as follows: 

(A) Not later than 6 months after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, in the case of 
such installations approved for closure or re
alignment under such Act in 1991 and not 
closed or realigned on such date. 

(B) Not later than January 1, 1995, in the 
case of such installations approved for clo
sure or realignment under such Act in 1993. 

(2) A military installation referred to in 
paragraph (1) is an installation whose clo
sure or realignment results in the termi
nation of employment at the installation of 
not less than 1,000 Department of Defense ci
vilian employees. 

(b) EXCESS COSTS.-If the costs (other than 
costs related to environmental restoration 
and remediation) to be incurred by the Sec
retary in carrying out the closure or realign
ment under a base closure law of a military 
installation referred to in subsection (a) ex
ceeds by more than 50 percent the costs esti
mated for such closure or realignment in the 
cost estimate prepared by the Secretary in 
recommending the installation for closure or 
realignment---

(1) the Secretary shall notify the Comp
troller General that the costs of such closure 
or realignment will exceed such estimated 
costs; and 

(2) not later than 6 months after the date 
of such notification, the Comptroller Gen
eral shall submit to such committees a de
tailed audit of the costs to be incurred by 
the Secretary in carrying out such closure or 
realignment, including an assessment of the 
reasons that such costs differed from the 
cost estimated for such closure or realign
ment in such costs estimate. 

(c) ANNUAL REPORT ON EXCESS COSTS.-(1) 
The Secretary shall submit to the congres
sional defense committees an annual report 
on the estimated costs of activities related 
to the closure or realignment, as the case 
may be, of each installation for which the 
Secretary makes the determination referred 
to in subsection (b). 

(2) Each report under paragraph (1) shall 
include-

(A) an estimate of the costs to be incurred 
by the Secretary in completing the closure 
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or realignment, as the case may be, of the in
stallation; and 

(B) if the amount of such costs exceed the 
amount of estimated costs for such comple
tion in the report on the installation submit
ted under this section in the previous year, 
an explanation of such excess. 

(3) The Secretary shall submit the report 
required under paragraph (1) at the same 
time as the President submits to Congress 
the budget for the Department of Defense 
under section 1105 of title 31 , United States 
Code. The Secretary shall submit a report 
for each installation referred to in that para
graph until the completion of the closure or 
realignment. as the case may be, of such in
stallation. 

(d) REQUIREMENT RELATING TO REPORTS.
Costs shall be expressed in each report re
quired under this section in constant fiscal 
year 1993 dollars. 

(e) DEFINITION.-ln this section, the term 
" base closure law" means the following: 

(1) The provisions of title II of the Defense 
Authorization Amendments and Base Clo
sure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-
526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 

(2) The Defense Base Closure and Realign
ment Act of 1990 (part A of title XXIX of 
Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S .C. 2687 note). 

AMENDMENT NO. 883 
After section 2818 (as added by amendment 

No. 828), insert the following: 
SEC. 2819. CONSULTATION REQUIREMENT FOR 

LOCAL REUSE AUTHORITIES AND 
GOVERNMENTS. 

Section 2905(b)(2) of the Defense Base Clo
sure and Realignment Act of 1990 (title XXIX 
of Public Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note), as 
amended by section 2907, is further amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub
paragraphs (I) and (J): 

"(I) Subject to subparagraph (J), the local 
reuse authority with respect to a military 
installation closed under this part, or the 
local government in whose jurisdiction the 
installation is wholly located, as the case 
may be, shall certify to the Secretary that 
such authority or government, as the case 
may be, has consulted in the efforts of such 
authority or government on such plan and, 
to the maximum extent practicable, included 
in such efforts the following: 

"(i) The civilian employees of the Depart
ment of Defense at such installation. 

"(ii) The regional and local chambers of 
commerce, if any, in such vicinity of the in
stallation. 

"(iii) Appropriate representatives of any 
governmental entity in the region in which 
such installation is located, if the number of 
employees of such installation on the date of 
the approval of closure of such installation 
constitutes more than 5 percent of the total 
civilian workforce of the area under the ju
risdiction of such governmental entity. 

" (J)(i) The certification required under 
subparagraph (I) shall be submitted, in the 
case of installations approved for closure 
under this part for which no reutilization 
and redevelopment plan has been submitted 
to the Secretary on or before the date of the 
enactment of this Act, before the submittal 
of such plans for such installations. 

"(ii) Each local reuse authority or local 
government, as the case may be, that has 
submitted an interim reutilization and rede
velopment plan to the Secretary under this 
part on or before the date of the enactment 
of this Act shall submit a certification to the 
Secretary under subparagraph (I) before the 
submittal of its final reutilization and rede
velopment plan." . 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 

FORESTRY 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would 

like to announce that the Senate Com
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry will hold a hearing on propos
als to reorganize the Department of 
Agriculture. The hearing will be held 
on Tuesday, September 28, 1993 at 9:30 
a.m. in SR-332. 

On Wednesday, October 6, 1993 at 9:30 
a.m. in SR-332 the committee will 
mark up legislation that would reorga
nize and reform the Department of Ag
riculture. 

For further information, please con
tact Mike Fernandez of the committee 
staff at 224-5207. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I would 

like to announce that the Committee 
on Indian Affairs will be holding an 
oversight joint hearing with the Senate 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources, Subcommittee on Employ
ment and Productivity, beginning at 3 
p.m. in 485 Russell Senate Office build
ing on the JTP A Program and Imple
mentation of the Indian Employment 
Training and Services Demonstration 
Act. 

Those wishing additional information 
should contact the Committee on In
dian Affairs at 224-2251. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON JUVENILE JUSTICE 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Juvenile 
Justice Subcommittee of the Commit
tee on the Judiciary, be authorized to 
meet during the session on the Senate 
on Monday, September 13, 1993 at 8:30 
a.m., in Milwaukee, WI, to hold a field 
hearing on "Kids and Guns, a Wiscon
sin Perspective." · 

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

TRIBUTE TO UNITED BLOOD 
SERVICES 

• Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I rise 
today to commend and thank United 
Blood Services for 50 years of dedicated 
service to our country. Their motto is 
"to provide lifesaving blood to people 
in need" and United Blood Services has 
demonstrated that this motto is indeed 
their guide. 

In 1942, Katherine "Kitty" Baldwin 
and Opal Davis recognized the need for 
a dependable blood supply in the Phoe
nix, AZ, area. In March 1943, with the 
assistance of Mrs. Baldwin's husband, 
Louis B. Baldwin, they were able to 
convince the Maricopa County Medical 
Society to adopt a resolution to spon
sor a community blood program. In Oc
tober 1943, the new community blood 
program known as the Salt River Val-

ley Blood Bank opened its doors. From 
this humble start 50 years ago, United 
Blood Services has become one of the 
premier blood suppliers in the Nation. 

Today, United Blood Services man
ages 21 blood donation centers in 14 dif
ferent States, aiding nearly 20 million 
Americans. They collect 158,000 blood 
donations annually to meet the needs 
of patients in 61 area medical facilities. 
These donations come from caring peo
ple willing to donate their blood to 
those in need. 

I want to congratulate United Blood 
Services, the excellent staff, and those 
individuals who volunteer their time 
and service. Not only has United Blood 
Services saved individual lives, they 
have saved someone's father, mother, 
brother, and sister. They have provided 
a critical assistance not just to Ari
zona, but to the entire country. Thank 
you, United Blood Services, for your 50 
years of dedication, caring, and serv
ice.• · 

HEALTH CARE COSTS 
• Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a Texas 
House concurrent resolution. 

The concurrent resolution follows: 
"HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 145 

"Whereas, Rapidly rising health care costs, 
which now consume 14 percent of the gross 
national product, threaten to destroy our na
tion's employment base and economic secu
rity; and 

"Whereas, American workers have shown a 
genuine willingness to cooperate with busi
ness owners in efforts to confront the prob
lems that are at the root of rising medical 
costs and health care spending; and 

" Whereas, In recognition of the coopera
tive spirit that characterizes America's ap
proach to the problem of health care, mem
bers of the 102nd Congress have sponsored 
legislation that would create medical sav
ings accounts; and 

"Whereas, Built up by contributions from 
employees and employers, these medical sav
ings accounts would allow complete freedom 
in choices of routine health care while offer
ing protection against the costs of cata
strophic illnesses; and 

"Whereas, By giving American workers 
true control over their medical finances, ad
ministrative costs would be substantially re
duced, and normal market incentives would 
apply to decisions in health care spending; 
now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved, That the 73rd Legislature of the 
State of Texas hereby requests the Congress 
of the United States to enact the appropriate 
changes in the Internal Revenue Code to 
allow employers to set up tax-free medical 
savings accounts that would enable consum
ers to control medical care spending; and, be 
it further 

"Resolved , That medical savings accounts 
be included as a part of the national health 
care initiative being developed by the Con
gress; and, be it further 

"Resolved, That the Texas secretary of 
state forward official copies of this resolu
tion to the President of the United States, to 
the speaker of the house of representatives 
of the United States Congress, to the presi
dent of the Senate of the United States Con
gress. and to all members of the Texas dele
gation to the Congress, with the request that 
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this resolution be officially entered in the 
Congressional Record as a memorial to the 
Congress of the United States."• 

AN INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL 
COURT 

• Mr. DODD. Mr. President, on Janu
ary 28, 1993, I introduced Senate Joint 
Resolution 32, a joint resolution calling 
on the United States to support efforts 
of the United Nations to establish a 
permanent international criminal 
court. I am pleased to report that this 
measure h"1.s made steady progress 
through the legislative process. On 
July 23 the Foreign Relations Commit
tee reported to the Senate a State De
partment authorization bill containing 
language virtually identical to that 
contained in Senate Joint Resolution 
32. As a result the full Senate should 
have the opportunity to vote on this 
measure some time in the very near fu
ture. 

I introduced this measure, Mr. Presi
dent, because I support the idea of an 
international criminal court, and I 
want to encourage debate in this coun
try over this very important issue. 
Ever since the end of the Nuremberg 
trials after World War II, the inter
national community has recognized 
that it is possible to enforce the rule of 
law on an evenhanded, multilateral 
basis. However, past efforts to develop 
a permanent structure to adjudicate 
crimes against the international order 
have not borne fruit, primarily due to 
the difficulties of reaching agreement 
on such a structure during the cold 
war. 

Today, with the cold war over, the 
United Nations has embarked on this 
task once again. In fact, a U.N. body 
known as the International Law Com
mission has been examining the issue 
of the international criminal court at 
every one of its annual meetings since 
1990, seeking to promote a consensus 
on the many issues that must be re
solved before such a court can come 
into being. However, the debate on this 
issue has been hampered by the fact 
that most members of the general pub
lic are unaware of the work of the 
Commission or the importance of this 
issue. 

Accordingly, in an effort to build a 
more comprehensive public record on 
this matter, it is my intention to sub
mit for the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on 
a regular basis materials and docu
ments that are relevant to the consid
eration of this issue. The purpose of 
this effort is simple: to allow Members 
of Congress and their staff-as well as 
any individuals with an interest in 
public affairs-to see for themselves 
the extensive and groundbreaking work 
that has recently been done on this 
issue by the international community. 

One particular item that I want to 
call to the attention of my colleagues 
today, Mr. President, is a report that 

was issued last year by a blue ribbon 
task force of the American Bar Asso
ciation. This task force, composed of 
several prominent members of the aca
demic community and headed by 
former Attorney General Benjamin R. 
Civiletti, examined the arguments for 
and against an international criminal 
court and explored some of the many 
issues that must be resolved before 
such a court can come into existence. 
Acting on the basis of the information 
contained in this report, the ABA lent 
its formal endorsement to the concept 
of the international criminal court at 
its 1992 annual meeting. 

One of the more important sections 
of this report, Mr. President, is the sec
tion entitled "Nature and Scope of the 
Court's Jurisdiction." In this section, 
the task force discusses the types of 
crimes the international criminal 
court might cover and the manner in 
which individuals would be brought 
under its jurisdiction. These are some 
of the more difficult questions that 
must be resolved before such a court 
can be established, since they go to the 
heart of the court's manner of oper
ations. 

Mr. President, the blue ribbon task 
force has been continuing its work and 
in the next several months will be re
leasing an update to its 1992 report. In 
the intervening time, however, I will 
enter this particular section into the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD so that those 
who have an interest in the concept of 
an international criminal court can 
have the benefit of the ABA's discus
sion of how such a court might operate. 
I look forward to working with my col
leagues in support of this very impor
tant proposal in the future. 

I ask that a copy of Section III, Na
ture and Scope of the Court's Jurisdic
tion from the report of the American 
Bar Association Task Force on an 
International Criminal Court be placed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at this 
point. 

The material follows: 
REPORT OF THE AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION 

TASK FORCE ON AN INTERNATIONAL CRIMI
NAL COURT 

III. NATURE AND SCOPE OF THE COURT'S 
JURISDICTION 

The issue of the appropriate nature and 
scope of jurisdiction for an international 
criminal court raises complex questions de
serving of extensive consideration, and the 
International Law Commission has spent 
considerable time on this issue. Concerning 
the nature of an international criminal 
court's jurisdiction, there would appear to be 
four possibilities: (1) exclusive; (2) concur
rent; (3) transfer of proceedings, i.e., the 
state with original jurisdiction would not 
lose jurisdiction but merely transfer the 
criminal proceedings to the court, which 
would apply the substantive law of the trans
ferring state, including its provisions on pen
alties; or (4) appellate review jurisdiction. 

Under the exclusive jurisdiction approach, 
states would relinquish their jurisdiction 
over crimes coming within the jurisdiction 
of the international criminal court. State 

would agree that their national courts would 
not exercise jurisdiction regarding crimes 
over which the international criminal court 
has jurisdiction. The primary argument in 
favor of such an approach is that, at least in 
theory, "a single court with exclusive juris
diction would [be] conduc[ive] to the devel
opment of a coherent and consistent body of 
law . ... " 1 Few countries, however, would be 
willing to relinquish, in advance, their au
thority to undertake domestic prosecutions 
concerning certain categories of crimes. 

Among the many difficulties it would 
raise, a transfer of proceedings approach 
would probably violate Article III, Section I 
of the U.S. Constitution, which provides: 

The judicial Power of the United States, 
shall be vested in one supreme Court, and in 
such inferior Courts as the Congress may 
from time to time ordain and establish. The 
Judges, both of the supreme and inferior 
courts, shall hold their Offices during good 
behavior, and shall, at stated Times, receive 
for their Services, a Compensation, which 
shall not be diminished during their Con
tinuance in Office. 

Under a transfer of proceedings approach 
the international criminal court would exer
cise the judicial power of the United States 
and apply U.S. law, although it would not be 
a tribunal established by Congress, its judges 
would not be appointed by the President 
with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
and they would not be assured of life tenure 
and undiminished compensation. 

Appellate review jurisdiction by an inter
national criminal court would raise similar 
constitutional difficulties for the United 
States and presumably for other states as 
well. Further, except for perhaps contribut
ing to the development of a coherent and 
consistent body of law, it would not afford 
any of the benefits that an international 
criminal court might provide. 

The Task Force would favor a system of 
concurrent jurisdiction between the court 
and nation states. As suggested by our rec
ommendations, the court's jurisdiction 
should depend upon the consent of both the 
state where the crime is alleged to have been 
committed and the state of which the ac
cused is a national. Other states might have 
jurisdiction under international law to try 
the accused, but the state where the crime is 
committed and the state of nationality 
would appear to be the states with the 
strongest interest in the crime and only 
their consent should be required for the 
court to exercise jurisdiction. In some cases 
the crime may be committed in more than 
one state. For example, narcotic offenses in
volving Colombians have often been commit
ted in Colombia but the effects of these 
crimes have been felt in the United States 
and have constituted crimes under United 
States law. In such instances the United 
States may have the greater interest in the 
prosecution of the crime, especially if the 
crime did not cause much injury in Colom
bia. As a practical matter, it would also be 
necessary to obtain the consent of the state 
where the alleged offender was apprehended, 
if that was a state other than the territorial 
state or the state of nationality, since the 
state with custody would be the one that 
would transfer the alleged offender to the 
court's jurisdiction. 

One member of the Task Force disagrees 
with the proposal that the court's jurisdic
tion should depend upon the consent of both 
the state where the crime is alleged to have 
been committed and the state of which the 

i Footnotes follow at end of article. 



21138 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 13, 1993 
accused is a national. In that member's view, 
if the state where the offense is committed is 
willing to punish the offender, then it should 
do so. If not, then the offender should be ren
dered to somebody else. As to the state of 
nationality the member points out that 
there are many regimes who not only con
done but encourage international lawless
ness by their nationals, and suggests that 
one purpose of an international court is to 
deal with such situations. Examples cited in
clude the Letellier/Moffitt murders spon
sored by Chile and the sabotage by French 
agents against Greenpeace that resulted in a 
death. One might add, as a further example, 
Libya, which currently is refusing to extra
dite two Libyan intelligence agents who al
legedly were responsible for the bombing of 
Pan Am Flight 103 and a French airliner to 
Britain, France, or the United States. 

The majority of the Task Force members 
disagrees with this reasoning. With respect 
to the state where the offense is committed, 
it is correct that, if it is willing to punish 
the offender, then it should do so. In many 
instances, however, it may be unable to do so 
because it lacks custody of the offender. The 
state which has custody, moreover, may be 
unable (because of lack of an extradition 
treaty, for example) or unwilling to extra
dite or otherwise render the offender to the 
state where the crime was committed. Under 
such circumstances, the state where the 
crime was committed might be willing to 
allow an international criminal court to ex
ercise jurisdiction, especially if the state of 
custody was unable or unwilling to pros
ecute. 

As to the state of nationality, the Task 
Force would suggest that an international 
criminal court is not an appropriate mecha
nism for dealing with the problem of state 
sponsorship of international crimes. In such 
cases the primary problem is not the inabil
ity to prosecute and punish the alleged indi
vidual offenders. Rather, the problem is how 
to deal with the state sponsoring lawless
ness, to induce it to cease and to hold it re
sponsible for such sponsorship.2 

Moreover, the Task Force would suggest 
that few, if any, states would be willing to 
agree to the jurisdiction of an international 
criminal court with the authority to try 
their nationals without their consent. The 
proposal that the court's jurisdiction should 
depend on the consent of both the state 
where the crime is committed and the state 
of nationality of the accused is based on pro
visions found in the United Nations draft 
statute of 1953.3 Our reading of the recent de
bates in the International Law Commission 
and the Sixth Committee lead us to conclude 
that most states would still demand these 
limitations on the court's jurisdiction. 

It should be noted that it would be highly 
unlikely that the United States would be 
willing to allow an international criminal 
court to have jurisdiction in a situation 
where it was the state in whose territory the 
crime was alleged to have been committed 
and it had custody of the alleged offender. 
For the United States to cede jurisdiction to 
an international criminal court under these 
circumstances would raise profound and per
haps insurmountable constitutional issues 
(such as the right to a jury trial). However, 
in a situation where the accused was a U.S. 
national who allegedly had committed the 
crime abroad, the United States, depending 
upon circumstances, might greatly prefer 
that he be tried before an international 
criminal court rather than by the courts of 
the territory in which the crime was com
mitted. Also, in a situation where the United 

States was seeking extradition of an accused 
and the state where he was apprehended was 
resisting extradition, an international crimi
nal court might present a compromise alter
native. 

It is debatable whether there would be U.S. 
constitutional objections tp such an ap
proach. In the situation where the U.S. na
tional had committed the crime abroad and 
the United States agreed to his prosecution 
before an international criminal court sit
ting 'outside the United States and imposing 
punishment outside of the United States in
stead of prosecution before the courts of the 
country where he committed the crime, ar
guably there would be no grounds for con
stitutional objection merely because the 
United States might cooperate in the pros
ecutorial effort-such cooperation also 
might occur if he were tried before the 
courts of the territorial state. There might 
be a closer question in the situation where 
the United States was seeking extradition of 
a U.S. national, the requested country re
fused to extradite and instead proposed 
transferring the alleged offender to the juris
diction of an international crime court. Here 
the United States would be giving up juris
diction it was entitled to exercise over the 
accused. Unlike the transfer of proceedings 
situation, however, it would not have the ac
cused in custody in the United States, and it 
would have made a determination that it 
would not be able to obtain such custody. 
Under these circumstances the choice might 
be between no prosecution of the alleged of
fender or prosecution before an international 
criminal court. It is possible but by no 
means certain that it would be within the 
foreign affairs powers of the President to opt 
for the latter alternative.4 This is an issue 
that requires further analysis. 

Another key aspect of the jurisdiction of 
an international criminal court would be its 
appropriate scope. Here, at least four alter
natives appear to present themselves. First, 
the jurisdiction of the court might include 
all crimes listed in an international criminal 
code, perhaps along the lines of the code that 
the International Law Commission has 
sought to develop for some time now. This 
would seem to be an exceedingly ambitious 
and questionable enterprise, especially since 
it has so far proven impossible to reach 
agreement on such a code, and we would 
·counsel against it. 

Second, the court's jurisdiction might be 
limited, at least in the first instance, to 
international drug trafficking. This is the 
approach favored in the 1990 resolution and 
report adopted by the Section of Inter
national Law and Practice. Upon reflection 
some members of the Task Force concluded 
that this "modest initiative" is too modest. 
In their view, a court whose jurisdiction was 
limited to international drug trafficking 
would focus on a crime of surpassing concern 
to the United States but would have nothing 
to do with the prosecution and punishment 
of a wide range of equally significant inter
national crimes also of great concern to the 
United States as well as other countries. 
Moreover, it is quite possible that an inter
national court whose jurisdiction was so lim
ited would find itself with little or nothing 
to do. 

Other members of the Task Force would 
continue to favor the establishment of a 
court on a regional basis with its jurisdic
tion limited to international drug traffick
ing. They point out that a number of Carib
bean and Latin American countries, which 
have been unable or unwilling to prosecute 
or extradite major drug traffickers, have in-

dicated interest in establishing an inter
national criminal court as a third option to 
prosecution or extradition. In their view, 
many of the more thorny problems of a full
blown international criminal court with ex
pansive jurisdiction would be lessened or 
avoided in a scaled-down regional court with 
jurisdiction limited to offenses defined in the 
1988 Convention Against Illicit Traffic in 
Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Sub
stances. They contend that, if a full-blown 
court is ever to be feasible, it makes sense 
first to experiment with a more limited 
international criminal court of this type. 

Third, the jurisdiction of the court might 
be somewhat more expansive and include 
drug trafficking plus few crimes as to which 
there seems to be widespread agreement on 
the need for their prosecution and punish
ment. Trinidad and Tobago, for example, has 
suggested that the court's jurisdiction cover 
genocide, torture, crimes against diplomats 
and international trafficking in illicit and 
narcotic drugs.s This approach might meet 
some of the arguments raised against the 
proposal that the court's jurisdiction be lim
ited to drug trafficking. 

Other members of the Task Force would 
favor the so-called "accordion or Chinese 
menu" approach to jurisdiction. That is, 
State A might agree to the court's jurisdic
tion over one crime, say, drug trafficking. In 
contrast, State B might agree that the court 
could exercise jurisdiction over a lengthy 
list of international crimes. This is the ap
proach long favored by the Foundation for 
an International Criminal Court, and might 
allow for maximum flexibility and for room 
to experiment. The "Chinese menu" from 
which states would select might be quite 
lengthy but would be limited to crimes al
ready covered by widely ratified inter
national conventions. 

Supporters of this approach admit that it 
would allow the court to exercise jurisdic
tion-at least if the territorial state and the 
state of nationality gave their consent over 
some politically charged crimes, for exam
ple, genocide, torture, war crimes, and such 
manifestations of "terrorism" as hijacking 
of or attacks against aircraft, attacks 
against internationally protected persons, 
including diplomats, and international hos
tage taking. However, they contend, there is 
now a strong international consensus that 
such crimes should be punished regardless of 
the motivation or affiliation of the perpetra
tor, and a strong argument can be made that 
they should be central to the role of an 
international criminal court. 

Opponents of the "Chinese menu" ap
proach point out that it differs little from 
any blanket recognition of jurisdiction, 
since the consent of the states of nationality 
and of offense are required to proceed in that 
context as well. 

FOOTNOTES 

1 Statement of Patrick Robinson, Representative 
of Jamaica to the UN Sixth Committee, on Novem
ber 7, 1990, at 13-14, quoted and cited in Sharf, supra, 
note 16, at 160. 

2see Report to the Special Working Committee on 
Responses to State-Sponsored Terrorism, in Non
violent Responses to Violence-Prone Problems 9--05 
(B.H. Oxman and J.F. Murphy, Chairs, 1991). 

3 Revised Draft Statute for an International Crimi
nal Court, supra, note 3. Article 27 of the Draft Stat
ute provided: No person shall be tried before the 
Court unless jurisdiction has been conferred upon 
the Court by the State or States of which he is a na
tional and by the State or States in which the crime 
is alleged to have been committed. 

4 For a brief discussion of some of these issues, see 
L . Henkin, Foreign Affairs and the Constitution 193-
201 (1972). 

s Statement of Ms. Marjorie R. Thorpe, The Per
manent Representative of the Republic of Trinidad 
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and Tobago, in the Sixth Committee, November 19, 
1989, at 1 (copy on file with the Task Force's Re
porter) .• 

ACADEMIC SUPPORT FOR RISK 
ANALYSIS AMENDMENT 

• Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
want to share with my colleagues the 
September newsletter of the Harvard 
Center for Risk Analysis. The news
letter is entitled "Risk Analysis and 
the EPA Cabinet-Level Bill," and is de
voted entirely to the risk analysis 
amendment that was added here in the 
Senate to the EPA elevation bill. 

The lead author of the newsletter is 
John D. Graham, Ph.D., the director of 
the Harvard Center for Risk Analysis. 
Dr. Graham provides some very 
thoughtful comments on the amend
ment. He begins by stressing the im
portance of employing good science, 
saying that: 

The Johnston amendment's provisions re
quiring risk estimates based on the best 
available science is likely to strengthen the 
hands of professionals within EPA who be
lieve that agency policy should be responsive 
to scientific progress. It will also strengthen 
the hand of the Agency's Science Advisory 
Board in discussions with the Secretary of 
the Environment and key program offices. 
While it may seem obvious that EPA should 
use good science, students of the Agency 
have documented that the Agency's leader
ship, when preoccupied with public fears and 
legal pressures, has sometimes allowed good 
science to be neglected. 

At the same time, Dr. Graham ac
knowledges the concern, expressed by 
some, that the amendment may cause 
EPA to devote too much time and re
sources to the required analyses. To al
leviate this concern, he suggests that: 

Congress should make clear that the Sec
retary of the Environment is authorized to 
tailor the intensity of each risk analysis to 
the overall importance of the rule in ques
tion. There is no need to produce the Cad
illac version of risk analysis when something 
less will do the job. The current language al
lows EPA to decide how detailed each analy
sis must be, but it is important for Congress 
to emphasize that "paralysis by analysis" is 
not intended. 

I completely agree, and will stress 
this important point when this bill 
reaches conference. 

Dr. Graham concludes by identifying 
the long-term benefit of the amend
ment. 

In the long run, implementation of the 
Johnston amendment will generate a knowl
edge base about risks, benefits and costs that 
will inform the Congress and the public as 
new environmental laws are written and ex
isting ones refined. 

Although the amendment does not in 
any way change existing environ
mental statutes, I share Dr. Graham's 
hope that the EPA certifications re
sulting from the amendment will 
produce a body of environme'ntal risk 
analyses that will be useful when envi
ronmental statutes are reviewed and 
revised by the Congress. 

It should be noted that Dr. Graham is 
eminently qualified in the field of risk 

analysis. He is the author of four books 
on the subject, including "In Search of 
Safety: Chemicals and Cancer Risk," 
Harvard University Press, as well as 
dozens of scientific articles. He has 
also served on several committees of 
the National Academy of Sciences, and 
is a national councilor in the Society 
for Risk Analysis. 

I ask that a copy of the newsletter 
appear in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
at this point. 

The newsletter follows: 
[From Risk in Perspective, September 1993) 

RISK ANALYSIS AND THE EPA CABINET
ELEVATION BILL 

(By the Harvard Center for Risk Analysis) 
Congress is considering legislation that 

would elevate the Administrator of the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to 
Cabinet status. In the Senate, an elevation 
bill was passed with a floor amendment at
tached that requires the new Secretary of 
the Environment to publish a formal risk 
analysis with any final regulation relating 
to human health, safety, or the environment. 
The House may consider a similar amend
ment this fall. In this issue of Risk in Per
spective, we examine the case for this 
amendment to the EPA Cabinet bill. 

nical arguments about what information is 
best can be complex. The Johnston Amend
ment permits EPA scientists, in collabora
tion with the larger scientific community, to 
define this phrase on a case-by-case basis. 

COMP ARING RISKS 
The specific requirement for comparative 

risk analysis, if implemented creatively, 
should assist regulators, Congress, and the 
public understand the magnitudes of risks 
addressed by EPA rules. While ill-considered 
risk comparisons can be misleading or eso
teric, a growing body of scientific research 
on risk comparison provides guidance to 
EPA on how to implement this provision in
telligently. Risk comparison are a useful 
tool when employed to offer citizens a sense 
of perspective about the magnitude of target 
risks. When risk comparisons are used to 
imply acceptability of risks, they are likely 
to be controversial. 

REPORTING THE COSTS OF RULES 
Under current executive orders, EPA is re

quired to report the cost of "major" rules 
(e.g., those that cost more than $100 million 
per year). The Johnston amendment, which 
requires cost estimates for all final rules, re
flects growing public concern about the eco
nomic impacts of environmental regulation 
on both states and localities and the private 
sector. For example, several environmental 
ballot initiatives at the state level were de-

THE JOHNSTON AMENDMENT feated in 1990 and 1992, in part because of 
The risk-analysis amendment passed by voter uneasiness about the state of the econ

the Senate was introduced by Senator Ben- omy and the potential costs of stringent reg
nett Johnston (D-LA). It requires each final ulatory requirements. 
rule to be accompanied by a risk analysis Vice President Al Gore has written that 
containing the following information: the most attractive policies are those that 

1. an estimate of the human health or eco- simultaneously promote environmental pro
logical risk to be addressed by the rule and tection and economic growth. If a final rule 
the rule's anticipated impact on the target is not accompanied by some form of eco
risk: nomic impact analysis, it is difficult to un-

2. a comparative analysis of the risk ad- derstand how the public will be able to dis
dressed by the rule compared to other risks cern whether the rule meets the criteria that 
to which the public is exposed; and Vice President Gore has advanced. In the 

3. an estimate of the costs associated with long run, the President, Congress and the 
implementation of, and compliance with, the public need economic information on regu
rule. latory costs to steer environmental policy in 

When publishing the risk analysis, the Sec- a direction that is consistent with economic 
retary is required to certify that the best policy and vice versa. 
available scientific data have been used, that DUBIOUS OBJECTIONS 
the rule will substantially reduce the risk Although the Johnston Amendment is in-
that is to be addressed, and that the rule will tended as an informational mechanism, some 
produce benefits to health or the environ- skeptics have interpreted it as a drastic 
ment that will justify the cost of the rule. If move to rewrite the decision making criteria 
such an analysis cannot be performed, the contained in all existing environmental 
Secretary of EPA may still promulgate a de- laws. If true, the Amendment would cer
sired rule but a statement of reasons for not tainly justify far more scrutiny than it has 
performing such an analysis must be pro- received to date. However, the plain lan
vided. The amendment does not modify or guage of the Amendment makes clear that 
alter any existing statute implemented by the risk-analysis requirement is an informa
EP A and does not create any new grounds for tional mechanism that does not modify ex-
judicial review. isting environmental laws. 

RISK ESTIMATES USING THE BEST AVAILABLE Some have interpreted the Johnston 
SCIENCE Amendment to mean that each rule must be 

The Johnston Amendment's provision re- accompanied by a precise cost-benefit analy
quiring risk estimates based on the best sis showing that the dollar benefits of the 
available science is likely to strengthen the rule exceed its costs. If true, this would be 
hands of professionals within EPA who be- troubling since it is difficult to place a dol
lieve that agency policy should be responsive lar value on many important health and eco
to scientific progress. It will also strengthen logical benefits. Yet the Amendment does 
the hand of the Agency's Science Advisory not require a strict cost-benefit analysis, 
Board in discussions with the Secretary of does not require all consequences to be ex
the Environment and key program offices. pressed in dollar units, and does not require 
While it may seem obvious that EPA should net benefits (benefits minus costs) to be 
use good science, students of the Agency greater than zero. The Amendment simply 
have documented that the Agency's leader- requires the Secretary of the Environment 
ship, when preoccupied with public fears and to certify that "the regulation will produce 
legal pressures, has sometimes allowed good benefits to human health and safety or the 
science to be neglected. environment that will justify the cost to the 

The phrase "best available science" should Government and the public of implementa
not be overinterpreted. The newest scientific tion of and compliance with the regulation." 
information is not always the best. Tech- · While a net benefit calculation is one form of 
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ORDERS FOR TOMORROW justification, the Amendment does not rule 

out other justifications based on ethical, 
practical, public health or ecological reason
ing. 
WAYS TO IMPROVE THE JOHNSTON AMENDMENT 

A legitimate concern is that the Amend
ment requires EPA to estimate the risks ad
dressed by the rule but does not require EPA 
to estimate any health or ecological risks 
that may be created by the final rule. Rather 
than reduce risks, some environmental poli
cies simply shift risks from air to water, 
from one chemical to another, or from one 
region of the country to another. Congress 
should require that any risks caused by the 
rule be estimated and reported to the public. 

Some environmentalists are concerned 
that poor quality cost information may dis
courage adoption of promising environ
mental rules. Historical experience suggests 
that the actual costs of EPA rules often 
prove to be larger or smaller than what EPA 
projects. It is important that the quality of 
cost information be scrutinized, perhaps 
with an external review process similar to 
that applied to risk information. 

Another concern about the Johnston 
Amendment is that EPA may devote too 
much time and ;resources to producing the 
required analyses. To alleviate this concern, 
Congress should make clear that the Sec
retary of the Environment is authorized to 
tailor the intensity of each risk analysis to 
the overall importance of the rule in ques
tion. There is no need to produce the Cad
illac version of risk analysis when something 
less will do the job. The current language al
lows EPA to decide how detailed each analy
sis must be, but it is important for Congress 
to emphasize that " paralysis by analysis" is 
not intended. 

Finally, some have expressed concern that 
risk analysis will not promote the welfare of 
low-income and minority populations. To the 
contrary, risk analysis is likely to assign 
high priority to risks (e.g. , childhood lead 
poisoning) that place disproportionate bur
dens on minority populations. 

CONCLUSION 

The new Secretary for the Environment 
should be an active player in broad national 
policy debates, including economic policy. 
To participate in these debates credibly and 
intelligently, the Secretary certainly needs 
to know the risks, costs and benefits of her 
Agency's policies. Risk analysis is a crucial 
tool for environmental policy makers that 
fosters analytical thinking about how scarce 
resources and public attention should be al
located. Moreover, the results of EPA's risk 
analyses should provide state and local gov
ernments and businesses with the facts they 
need to justify spending their scarce re
sources. In the long run, implementation of 
the Johnston Amendment will generate a 
knowledge base about risks, benefits and 
costs that will inform Congress and the pub
lic as new environmental laws are written 
and existing ones refined.• 

HAITI'S FUTURE 
• Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, while all 
the world's attention is on the historic 
peace agreement signed today by Is
raeli President Rabin and Yasser 
Arafat in Washington, few people may 
have noticed what happened in Haiti 
over the weekend. 

With President Aristide's return 
home set for October 30, those who 
stand the most to lose have stepped up 

their efforts to initiate him and his 
supporters, and sabotage the Gov
ernor's Island accords. 

The most recent atrocity occurred 
this past Saturday, when a squad of 
armed men, almost certainly plain
clothes police, walked brazenly into a 
church where a Mass was being held in 
memory of those killed in an army at
tack 5 years ago. They grabbed Antoine 
Izmery, a prominent Haitian business
man and a strong supporter and close 
friend of President Aristide, and 
dragged him outside where they shot 
him in the head. He died in the street. 

This cold blooded act of defiance 
graphically shows the fragility of the 
Governor's Island accords, and the 
grave danger facing Prime Minister 
Robert Malval who is in Port-Au
Prince, and President Artistide when 
he arrives there next month. 

Prime Minister Malval, who has cou
rageously risked his life for democracy 
in Haiti, is a crucial link in the suc
cessful implementation of the accords. 
If he becomes the next victim of the 
Haitian police's murderous campaign, 
the Clinton administration's policy to
ward Haiti will collapse and President 
Aristide's hopes of returning will be 
dashed. 

The last chance for a peaceful return 
to constitutional government in Haiti 
hangs in the balance. Immediate action 
by the United States in needed. The ad
ministration should immediately: 

Do whatever is required to assure 
Prime Minister Malval's safety. If this 
requires providing the assistance of the 
embassy's security personnel, that 
should be done. 

Send a high level United States mili
tary delegation to Haiti, preferably led 
by General Colin Powell as one of his 
last acts as Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs. He should convey to the leaders 
of the Haitian military and police that 
the United States will hold them and 
their institutions accountable for the 
safety of Prime Minister Malval, Presi
dent Aristide, and other officials in his 
government. If the Haitian military 
and police hope to have any future at 
all, they had better make sure that no 
harm comes to these people. 

Additionally, other United States of
ficials and leaders from other countries 
should travel to Haiti to demonstrate 
visible support for the Prime Minister, 
President Aristide, and his govern
ment. 

Mr. President, I cannot overempha
size the precariousness of the situation 
in Haiti. The Governor's Island accords 
were a triumph for the Haitian people, 
the Clinton administration, and the 
United Nations. Today, all that is in 
danger of being lost. The administra
tion should act forcefully to prevent 
any further tragic loss of life in Haiti, 
and to protect the Governor's Island 
accords.• 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the majority leader, I ask unani
mous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today it stand in 
recess until 9:30 a.m., Tuesday, Sep
tember 14; that following the prayer, 
the Journal of proceedings be deemed 
approved to date; that the time for the 
majority leader be reserved and the 
time for the Republican leader avail
able for his use during the period re
served for the two leaders; that at 9:40 
a.m., the Senate proceed to the consid
eration of H.R. 2520, the Department of 
the Interior appropriations bill; that 
on Tuesday, the Senate stand in recess 
from 12:30 p.m. to 2:15 p.m., in order to 
accommodate the respective party con
ferences. 

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

PROGRAM 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, on behalf 

of the majority leader, Senator MITCH
ELL, I would like to announce for the 
information of the Senate, that on 
Tuesday rollcall votes are possible on 
Tuesday morning relative to amend
ments to the Interior appropriations 
bill, and that as I have indicated begin
ning at 2:15 p.m. there will be at least 
11 rollcall votes on amendments, and a 
rollcall vote on final passage. 

So there will be at least 12 rollcall 
votes relative to the DOD bill occur
ring back to back with all votes after 
the first vote being 10 minutes in dura
tion. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
ofa quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate today. I now ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate stand in recess 
as previously ordered. 

COMMENDATION OF THE 
CHAIRMAN AND STAFF 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, prior to 
the close of the Senate, I want to say 
what a pleasure it has been for me to 
work with the distinguished chairman 
of the committee and the staffs of both 
sides. I think the committee has put 
together an excellent bill under leader
ship of the Senator from Georgia and 
leadership of the Senator from South 
Carolina. I am very pleased with the 
final outcome. I think the wisdom of 
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the majority leader and the Republican 
leader in allowing us to deal with the 
bill today in the manner we have, in 
stacking the votes for tomorrow, not 
only facilitated the work of the Senate 
as a whole, but it did personally ac
commodate a number of Senators. 

I am confident that the work of those 
Senators was adequately handled today 
should they have not been here. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank my friend from 
Virginia. It is always a pleasure to 
work with him. We have done it for 
many years and we will many years in . 
the future. 

The Senator from South Carolina, 
Senator THURMOND, has done an excel-

lent job. He has been on our committee 
for a long number of years. This is his 
first year as ranking member. I .am 
grateful to him and his very capable 
staff. They have done a superb job. I 
believe we have, as the Senator from 
Virginia has said, put together a good 
bill. 

I also want to really express my ap
preciation to the majority leader, Sen
ator MITCHELL, for basically coming up 
with the procedure that allowed us to 
facilitate this bill and its final passage, 
and also to accommodate Senators in 
handling their amendments in a logical 
way. I thank Sena tor DOLE for being a 

part of that agreement, and all Sen
ators for allowing us to proceed as we 
have. I appreciate the work of the ca
pable staff. I thank the majority staff 
for a superb job on the floor. 

RECESS UNTIL TUESDAY, 
SEPTEMBER 14, 1993, AT 9:30 A.M. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 9:30 on Tuesday. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 10:06 p.m., recessed until Tuesday, 
September 14, at 9:30 a.m. 



21142 EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
September 13, 1993 

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

HON. HAROLD E. FORD 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I re
quested that Mr. Craven Crowell and Mr. 
Johnny Hayes respond to some questions dur
ing the Senate hearings on their confirmation 
to the Tennessee Valley Authority Board of Di
rectors in order to have both the questions 
and the responses included in the record for 
June 29, 1993, the day of the hearings. Unfor
tunately, the responses were not provided until 
after the record was closed. 

I feel that the issues raised in this discus
sion are extremely important and under the 
leave to extend my remarks in the RECORD, I 
include the following question and answer dia
log: 

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY, 
Knoxville, TN, July 27, 1993. 

Hon. HAROLD E. FORD, 
House of Representatives, Rayburn House Office 

Building, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. FORD: We are pleased to respond 

to questions you have submitted to us. We 
have attempted to be as specific as possible. 
However, we will be in a better position to 
provide details once we complete our current 
reviews of TVA programs and activities. 

We look forward to working very closely 
with you and your staff in the years ahead, 
and we want to assure you that we are com
mitted to having a workforce that mirrors 
the diversity of the Valley. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure. 

CRAVEN CROWELL, 
Chairman. 

JOHNNY H. HAYES, 
Director. 

CONGRESSMAN HAROLD FORD'S QUESTIONS DI
RECTED TO CRAVEN CROWELL AND JOHNNY H. 
HAYES RELATING TO THEIR CONFIRMATION 
TO THE TV A BOARD 
I. The TVA Mandate. 
A. Question: What is your interpretation of 

the TV A charter with regard to economic de
velopment for African-Americans who are 98 
percent of the racial minorities in the Ten
nessee Valley Authority service area? 

Answer: The historic purpose of TV A is to 
promote the economic well-being of all of 
the citizens of the Tennessee Valley, regard
less of race. 

B. Question: What are your views and opin
ions concerning the track records of TV A in 
the employment of racial minorities; and the 
appointment of racial minorities and women 
to senior management positions? 

Answer: Our goal is to establish a TV A 
workforce which mirrors the diversity of the 
population we serve and to foster an environ
ment in TVA where the positive benefits of 
diversity are recognized and valued. TVA has 
already made significant progress in promot
ing diversity at the vice president level, but 

we believe there is substantial room for im
provement at all levels. Meeting our goal 
will require continuing that progress at the 
officer level and extend it to all levels in the 
organization. We plan to accomplish this 
through proactive efforts including training 
programs, active recruitment efforts, and ca
reer development programs and top manage
ment attention to our progress to ensure the 
desired result. 

C. Question: What specific knowledge do 
you have concerning the incidence of pov
erty, economic disadvantage, and economic 
disparities of African-Americans in compari
son with the majority white population in 
the Valley? 

Answer: Fourteen percent of the Valley's 
population is African-American-more than 
1.1 million people. As 1990 census illustrates, 
the Valley's African-American population 
lags behind the white population in key eco
nomic indicators. The African-American 
poverty rate is 34 percent as compared to 13 
percent of the white population. African
American unemployment is more than dou
ble white unemployment, 12.3 percent as 
compared to 5 percent. Those African-Ameri
cans who are employed are heavily over
represented in low-paying service and la
borer jobs and severely underrepresented in 
managerial and professional jobs (10 percent 
African-Americans versus 20 percent whites). 
Over the next two months, we will be exam
ining this problem. 

D. Question: What should the role of TVA 
be in eliminating the causes of poverty, eco
nomic disadvantage, and economic disparity 
that exists in African-American commu
nities in the TVA service area? 

Answer: Again, TV A's mandate is to be the 
catalyst for economic development to im
prove the quality of life in the Tennessee 
Valley region for all of its citizens. Specifi
cally, one of TVA's strategic goals include a 
commitment to "achieve economic progress 
by minorities and other socially and eco
nomically disadvantaged groups that is 10 
percent greater than national indexes." 
While TVA cannot cure all of the Valley's 
ills, we are committed to helping the region 
achieve this goal. 

1. Question: How should TV A use the eco
nomic resources and economic leverage gen
erated by its multi-billion dollar per year 
earnings from the sale of electrical power? 

Answer: TV A has begun implementation of 
the Large Contractor Compliance Plan, a 
partnership between TVA and its large con
tractors to ensure subcontracting goals are 
met and that minority firms receive an ap
propriate share of procurement. TVA estab
lished a mentor protege initiative to assist 
miriori ty-owned businesses seeking to do 
business not only with TVA, but with other 
businesses as well. TV A has also established 
a $15 million Valley Investment Fund with 
power dollars designed to promote the 
growth of Valley minority businesses. This is 
an area where we intend to learn more about 
and will concentrate on in greater detail. 

2. Question: What changes would you make 
in the priorities for the allocation of TV A's 
appropriated funds (historically over $200 
million per year and now in the $150 million 
per year range) in addressing the needs of 
minority development? 

Answer: TVA's appropriations from Con
gress have remained essentially frozen at the 
$135 million level over the past few years. We 
intend to carefully review the expenditures 
of our appropriated monies. We will be in a 
better position to assess this situation after 
a thorough review of TV A programs and op
erations. However, it is our intention to en
sure significant minority participation in all 
projects funded by Congress. 

3. Question: Do you support the commit
ment in the current TV A Strategic Plan to 
achieve economic progress by minorities at 
the rate that is 10 percent greater than the 
growth rate of the U.S. national economy? 

Answer: Yes, we do agree with that goal. 
However, we must say that we are in the 
process of beginning a thorough review of 
TVA programs and operations, of which the 
goals set by TV A will be a part of this re
view. We will be in a better position to assess 
all of TV A's goals, and how we intend to 
meet them, following this review. 

4. Question: How would you accomplish 
this? 

Answer: After the review, we will be in a 
better position to assess ways of meeting 
goals. 

II. Organization and Management 
A. Question: Considering the persistent 

and pervasive nature of poverty and eco
nomic disadvantage among African-Ameri
cans, what changes would you make in the 
organizational structure of TVA, and in the 
composition of the TV A senior management 
team to address those issues? 

Answer: As noted earlier, we intend to es
tablish a TVA workforce which mirrors the 
diversity of the population we serve and to 
foster an environment in TV A where the 
positive benefits of diversity are recognized 
and valued. Again, we must emphasize that 
we will be better prepared to address this fol
lowing our review. We do hope to enhance 
TVA's efforts in the hiring and promotion of 
African-Americans. 

B. Question: TV A has never had a African
American president responsible solely for 
minority economic development. Do you 
support creation of such a position? 

Answer: TV A has a corporate level vice 
president responsible for functions relating 
to minority economic development. This per
son reports directly to the Board of Direc
tors. Again, this and other organizational 
questions will be reviewed. 

C. Question: TV A has entered into many 
partnerships and cooperative alliances with 
the majority partnerships and cooperative 
alliances with the minority private sector in 
the Valley to stimulate and promote break
through in the field of minority economic 
development? 

Answer: TVA currently does have ongoing 
partnerships not only with minority busi
nesses but with Valley communities as well, 
to promote and identify opportunities for 
minority-owned businesses. This, too, will be 
an area we will want to review in greater de
tail to see what opportunities exist for im
provement. 

D. Question: The TVA Board created a Mi
nority Economic Development Advisory 
Council to inform and advise the Board on 
ma.tters pertaining to minority economic de
velopment. Would you continue this ap
proach? If not, what mechanism? 

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

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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Answer: We support TVA's commitment to 

customer-focused service. Although we will 
assess the role of the Council during our re
view, it seems clear that we will need to con
tinue to seek out the views of the Valley's 
African-American community in some sys
tematic way. 

Ill. MINORITY BUSINESS 

A. Question: TV A has one of the worst 
records among federal agencies in the award
ing of contracts to minority-owned firms. 
What would you do to significantly raise the 
level of utilization of these firms as suppliers 
of the goods and services purchased by TV A 
at an annual expenditure of several billion 
dollars? 

Answer: As noted above, we have been told 
that TVA has begun implementation of the 
Large Contractor Compliance Plan, a part
nership between TVA and its large contrac
tors to ensure subcontracting goals are met. 
TV A has also established a 7-step process for 
increasing the use of minority suppliers in 
direct purchase of goods and services. One 
step in this process is the mentor/protege 
initiative to assist minority-owned busi
nesses seeking to do business not only with 
TVA, but with other businesses as well. TVA 
has also begun the process of setting new mi
nority procurement goals for each major line 
organization. We are committed to full par
ticipation by female and minority-owned en
terprises in TVA's business opportunities, 
and we will actively promote business and 
developmental opportunities for such busi
nesses. Our ultimate goal would be for our 
level of purchases from minority suppliers to 
equal or exceed their proportion among the 
Valley's population. This is an area in which 
we intend to learn more about and will con
centrate on in greater detail. 

B. Question: Lack of access to capital, 
credit, insurance, and bonding are docu
mented structural barriers to the economic 
growth and . job creation capacity of small 
minority business concerns. What actions 
would you propose that TV A take to address 
these issues, considering that the resulting 
business expansion and job creation would 
have a positive impact on TV A's power? 

Answer: We understand that these are con
cerns of the minority business community 
and agree that job creation and expansion 
would have a positive impact on the TV A 
power system. However, it would be pre
mature to propose specific solutions to these 
problems at this time without having addi
tional knowledge and a thorough review of 
what actions TVA is currently taking to ad
dress these issues. 

C. Question: TV A has recently invested $15 
million in a minority business venture cap
ital fund. How would you strengthen and in
crease the capital base of this program? 

Answer: We intend to give this project ad
ditional study before we feel additional rec
ommendations can be made. 

IV. PROGRAM INNOVATIONS 

A. Question: TV A has been viewed as a na
tional experiment in regional economic, in
dustrial, and economic development; yet its 
track record in promoting innovations in mi
nority economic development is extremely 
poor. What would you do to support and pro
mote innovations by the minority private 
sector to advance the state-of-the-art in mi
nority economic development? 

Answer: We will want to give a great deal 
of attention to what specific programs TVA 
has in place before we can recommend any 
changes. In addition, we would be happy to 
review any state-of-the-art innovations that 
you feel would advance minority economic 
development. 
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B. Question: Research and development is 

necessary to create a knowledge base and to 
produce new insights regarding the causal 
relationships that generate poverty, eco
nomic disadvantage, and economic dispari
ties. Would you promote and support the cre
ation of a Center for Sustainable Minority 
Economic Development in the minority pri
vate sector in the Valley to promote such 
R&D? 

Answer: This is a subject we would need to 
review before any commitment can be made 
to support such a center. 

PEACE IN THE MIDDLE EAST 

HON. DEAN A. GAILO 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Speaker, the word "his
toric" is perhaps one of the most over-used 
words in Washington. But today's events at 
the White House are both historic and mo
mentous. The possibilities that were set free 
this morning were like a flock of doves, rising 
into the beautiful, blue, late summer sky. The 
chance for peace in the Middle East-a peace 
that comes with healing in its wings-has 
never been more real and more attainable. 

I was impressed by the determination of all 
who spoke this morning-but most especially 
by that of Prime Minister Rabin and of Chair
man Arafat-to fully realize the promise of this 
beginning and bring to their people the full 
blossom of peace. As these two men stood 
there-firm, resolute, confident, and hopeful-
1 was reminded of the words of the prophet 
Isaiah: "How beautiful upon the mountains are 
the feet of him that brings good tidings, that 
publishes peace." 

Among both Israelis and Palestinians there 
are those who accept this agreement on its 
face and already are celebrating the arrival of 
peace. 

Among both Israelis and Palestinians there 
are those who are hopeful, yet apprehensive, 
and will not let themselves proclaim the good 
news of peace until deeds match words. 

And, among both Israelis and Palestinians 
there are those who reject the thought of any 
peace that is not the result of outright victory, 
one over the other. 

The challenge that faces the leaders who 
stood together today is to resist the temptation 
to believe that their hard work is over, to 
produce the results that will convince their 
people that they are serious, and to stand firm 
against those who would undermine their work 
through violence that leads to recrimination. 

The United States, of course, has an impor
tant role to play in promoting this process and 
solidifying its results. As a Member of Con
gress, I stand ready to do my part to make 
certain that this Government lives up to its ob
ligation to support and uphold the bold, brave 
beginning that I today witnessed at the White 
House. 
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IN HONOR OF WILLIAM E. 

IOVANNE, SR. 

HON. ROSA L DeLAURO 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, on Sunday the 
Italian American Historical Society of Greater 
New Haven will present its annual Distin
guished Service Award to William E. lovanne, 
Sr. I am pleased to pay tribute to this extraor
dinary man. 

A lifelong resident of the Wooster Square 
neighborhood, Bill has been a leading member 
of our community for many years. He entered 
the family business that his father started dec
ades ago, and directed the lovanne Funeral 
Home with the kind of compassion and profes
sional skill that has earned him the respect 
and friendship of us all. But Bill is much more 
than an accomplished businessman. An active 
participant in New Haven, he has always de
voted a great deal of time and effort to helping 
others. From his years as softball coach to his 
tenure on the board of trustees, he has made 
Sacred Heart Academy a primary focus. His 
commitment to education is well-known, and 
he has clearly done a great deal for young 
people. He has also lent his talents to preserv
ing Italian-American heritage in Wooster 
Square. As president of the Alpha Club, he 
has cultivated our cherished traditions while 
thoughtfully and successfully nurturing ties 
among different generations. 

William E. lovanne, Sr., is an outstanding in
dividual who has always placed his family and 
his community first. A loving father and a gift
ed leader, he continues to make a real impact 
on our lives. I commend the Italian American 
Historical Society for recognizing his contribu
tions, and I congratulate him for receiving this 
well-deserved award. 

TRIBUTE TO PEACE OFFICERS 
WHO GA VE THEffi LIVES FOR 
THEffi COMMUNITY 

HON. JAMF.S A. TRAFlCANT, JR. 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I rise here 
today to honor those peace officers who gave 
their lives to their community. Recently, the 
newly rebuilt South Avenue Bridge in Youngs
town. OH was dedicated to these men of the 
Mahoning Valley. 

The Peace Officers Memorial Bridge opened 
on August 26, 1993, after a long delay in con
struction. The span rejoins the downtown 
Youngstown area with the merchants along 
South Avenue. 

Mr. Speaker, the Peace Officers Memorial 
Bridge is a tribute to these men for their sac
rifice. Their families and their community can 
be proud of their roles in protecting the com
munity. As a former sheriff, I know the dan
gers the peace officer faces on a day-to-day 
basis. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to take this time to read 
the final rollcall: 
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William Freed, May 15, 1891, Youngstown 

Police Department. 
Alfred Evans, November 5, 1911, Youngs

town Police Department. 
Samuel Banks, October 4, 1919, Youngs

town Police Department. 
John Costantino, May 11, 1920, Campbell 

Police Department. 
Alexander Warren, May 3, 1921, Youngs

town Police Department. 
Joe Ruby, November 11, 1923, Campbell Po

lice Department. 
George Leonard, March 29, 1924, Youngs

town Police Department. 
Ben Yeaden, February 4, 1925, Youngstown 

Police Department. 
Henry Clemons, December 4, 1927, Youngs

town Police Department. 
John Harkins, November 16, 1952, Struthers 

Police Department. 
Raymond Darwich, November 16, 1952, 

Struthers Police Department. 
Frank Cichon, December 21, 1963, Youngs

town Police Department. 
Albert Masi, February 12, 1973, Campbell 

Police Department. 
John " Sonny" Litch, October 22, 1981, 

Mahoning County Sheriff. 
Richard Becker, November 6, 1983, Poland 

Township Police Department. 
Ralph DeSalle, June 13, 1984, Youngstown 

Police Department. 
Paul Durkin, September 22, 1987, Youngs

town Police Department. 
Millard Williams, April 14, 1992, Youngs

town Police Department. 

STATEMENT ON THE NATIONAL 
SERVICE TRUST ACT OF 1993 

HON. MATI'HEW G. MARTINFZ 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, as I rise in 
support, I want to make it very clear that I am 
not attempting to justify any aspect of this bill. 
I think this bill justifies itself. I would rather let 
the opponents of the bill justify their reasons 
for opposing the bill. 

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, in many cases 
we get very isolated here and do not recog
nize that all people who serve at any level of 
government are serving the greater needs of 
our constituencies, and those constituencies 
are all alike, the same people. There are 
many great people out there in the Nation that 
have never even thought of community serv
ice. This bill provides them the opportunity to 
do that, but, more importantly, it meets com
munity unmet needs. That is something that 
some of our colleagues cannot seem to grasp, 
that on the local level of government, with the 
austere budgets they must work under, that 
they have a lot of unmet needs in those com
munities and there are people there with the 
incentive of education who would provide 
those communities with those services for 
those unmet needs. 

More than that, Mr. Speaker, they would 
provide the young person with an opportunity 
to obtain an education through working for that 
credit that he might not otherwise be able to 
obtain. And, therefore, if we look at this bill as 
it is and as it is really represented, without 
going into any infinite details about it, it is an 
investment. As many of my colleagues on the 
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other side have said for years, government 
ought to work like business. They ignore the 
fact that, in any business, in order for some
one to make a profit, they have got to make 
an investment. We look at the programs, like 
the Job Corps, that for every dollar invested 
returns to the Federal Government $1.40. 

Mr. Speaker, I can envision in the commu
nity service provided to those communities by 
these community participants that we will see 
like figures, and, Mr. Speaker, I urge my col
leagues to look deeper than just these spuri
ous arguments that are made against this bill 
and vote for it. 

What are those arguments? I'd like to take 
a few minutes to review each of them and 
comment on each of them. 

The ranking member of the Education and 
Labor Committee, Mr. GOODLING, calls this a 
new spending program that contemplates over 
$1.5 billion in new spending and the establish
ment of a new Government entity with offices 
in each State. It is true that the authorization 
levels for the 3 years for which the legislation 
provides is $1.5 billion. The President sought 
to have the level set at $389 million for the 
first year and such sums for the ensuing 2 
years. That was the figure that was used in 
the House-passed version. It was the minority 
on the Senate side that insisted on setting the 
specific levels for the 3 years, and it was the 
Republicans who insisted that the House re
cede to those levels. And those are the au
thorized levels. This House and the Senate, in 
the appropriations process, will have three 
chances each, not counting the inevitable con
ferences over appropriations bills over the 
next 3 years, to refine those numbers and re
port out appropriations lower than the author
ized amounts. Thus, the authorized levels are 
but a guide against which appropriators can 
measure the needs of the country and the 
benefits of the programs. The Education and 
Labor Committee in the House and the Labor 
and Human Resources Committee in the Sen
ate will each maintain a vigilant oversight of 
this program to ensure that the investment 
that is being made is paying off. 

Mr. GOODLING decries the significant ex
pense of this program on a per participant 
basis. I would point out that the payback for 
that investment is such that we cannot afford 
to delay the investment. Every participant will 
be engaged in meaningful service-restoring 
communities' infrastructure through the various 
Youth Corps programs. Reducing the level of 
hopelessness through working directly with 
children in the schools and in the streets will 
lead to less graffiti, less gang involvement and 
less need to place youngsters into juvenile de
tention facilities. As my friend, Congressman 
ROBERT Scon of Virginia, has pointed out, it 
costs $30,000 to incarcerate a youth for a 
year and only a few dollars to keep him in 
school. That kind of payback is immediate and 
long lasting. 

Participants working in conjunction with reg
ular public safety organizations will enable our 
hard-pressed police to better deal with crime 
in the streets. If national service participants 
can work as community outreach officers, or 
can perform many of the indirect police sup
port activities, we can put more sworn officers 
on the streets and can, as the saying goes, 
"take a real bite out of crime" and save our 
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citizens, towns and cities, States and Nation 
many dollars many times over. 

National service participants who are able to 
work in concert with the health care profes
sionals will provide much-needed nonmedical 
assistance to those who need it and who, 
without such assistance, would be forced into 
expensive hospitals or nursing facilities. For 
every day that a national service participant 
can provide basic needs assistance to an el
derly person whose sole problem is that he or 
she is too feeble to manage day to day, we 
will spend less than $100, and save as much 
as $1,000 of our burgeoning health care costs. 
This is a pretty good return on an investment 
in anyone's book. 

Mr. GOODLING bases part of his argument 
on the fact that the services contemplated by 
this bill are already being performed in pro
grams administered by the Commission on 
National and Community Service and the AC
TION Agency. Yes, of course that is true. And 
that is why those activities are being folded 
into the new corporation for national and com
munity service. We are not creating a new 
agency, we are combining several agencies 
into a more effective approach under this leg
islation. A total of nine existing service pro
grams are consolidated or eliminated under 
this legislation, for a savings of upwards of 
$100 million per year. Yet this new program 
will enable those current programs that are 
worthy of additional support to expand and 
provide greater opportunities to more people 
to perform those services. 

Finally, Mr. GOODLING again pushes for his 
"means testing" of the educational award. I 
would point out that we have provided post
service stipends for participants in the Peace 
Corps and Vista for a generation now, and 
those programs do not even have restrictions 
on what the stipend is used for. In this case, 
the participant can only use the stipend for 
one purpose-additional education. And the 
participant must include certain other sources 
of educational support before determining how 
much of an award he or she may get. And this 
award, under the bill as passed by the House 
and Senate, will be taxable. So some partici
pants will not get the benefit of the entire 
award, some will not even claim the benefit in 
the 7 years (increased from 5 years under Mr. 
GOODLING's amendment) after the service is 
completed. And, when the stipend is drawn 
down for education, the recipient will have to 
pay taxes on the amount of the award. 

Ms. MOLINARI continues to decry the pro
gram as not a volunteer program. I believe 
this is a paper tiger. No one is forced into this 
program. The fact that one is to be paid mini
mum wage certainly is no real incentive for a 
college graduate who can earn many times 
that amount in a "real job" to elect to take a 
year or two to provide service. Even the addi
tion of an education stipend that might add as 
much as $2.79 per hour to that minimum 
wage but that can only be collected in the 
form of tuition at a time when the increase in 
cost of attending school over the year of serv
ice might be more than the award, is not a 
real incentive. I maintain that people will vol
unteer to do this because it is right and be
cause the lifetime rewards are far greater than 
the few dollars that one might receive in the 
stipend or the educational award. Webster's 
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Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary defines volun
teer differently than does the gentle lady from 
New York. "One who enters into or offers him
self for a service of his own free will: as (A): 
one who enters into military service volun
tarily." 

I doubt that the gentlelady would require 
that those who serve in America's all-volunteer 
Army should serve without a stipend, or 
should not receive the Montgomery GI bill 
benefits that accrue from such service. Why 
should it be different for those who serve in 
this volunteer force for good in our commu
nities? 

Mr. THOMAS Of Wyoming speaks of the 
problem of a large Federal bureaucracy that 
will be created by this bill. Frankly, one of the 
reasons that I sponsored this bill and one of 
the best aspects of this bill is that it is bottom 
up. It is the local non-profit and the local gov
ernment that will hire and train and put the 
participants in national service to work-with 
youngsters on the streets and playgrounds, 
with the elderly in their homes or in board and 
care facilities; on our sadly ravaged rural pub
lic lands, in inner city neighborhoods with de
pleted housing stock, on the local neighbor
hood streets assisting the police in fighting 
crime and gangs. All of those programs re
quire the maximum participation of local busi
ness, non-profits, elected officials and resi
dents. The Federal establishment will be there 
to provide oversight and assistance, not to 
perform these jobs. And, believe me, oversight 
will be needed. We worked closely with our 
Senate colleagues to fashion oversight re
sponsibilities on the Federal level, and a pres
ence for (not in) each State that will allow the 
chief financial officer and the inspector general 
to ensure that the Federal funds, and the local 
and State matching tax dollars that will be 
needed, are not wasted and are used in ac
cordance with the best practices that can be 
devised. 

My colleague from Florida, Mr. Goss, and 
the gentlelady from New Jersey, Mrs. Rou
KEMA, both refer to this as an entitlement pro
gram. How that interpretation can come from 
a bill that limits participation to 20,000 the first 
year and, perhaps, 100,000 over the first 3 to 
5 years, is a mystery to me. Entitlement 
means just that-that any one who fits the 
mold for a program has a right to participate 
in that program. Since there is no mold de
vised in this program, since virtually any citi
zen or national in the United States is allowed 
to try to take part, the limiting factor is money. 
We have been quite careful to limit that aspect 
of the program, and cap the funding in a 
meaningful way. This is not an entitlement, 
pure and simple, and I believe that those who 
make that argument know that. 

Mr. HEFLEY of Colorado raises the specter 
of mandates for local government, and decries 
the fact that this bill requires a match on the 
part of local governments that wish to partici
pate. I agree-if they wish to sign on, they 
must match Federal dollars to do so. No pain, 
no gain. But, even this argument fails to sway 
when one considers that the National Gov
ernor's Conference wholeheartedly and in a 
bi-partisan fashion, supported this bill. In my 
discussions with local policy makers in my dis
trict, I found no one who felt that the request 
for shared burden under this legislation was 
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bad. Why? Because they recognize that this is 
an investment that makes sense. 

The funds plowed into these projects, 
whether Federal, local or private, will pay very 
significant and almost immediate dividends. 
Local properties that are restored and rehabili
tated are added to local tax rolls and produce 
funds for local governments. Local efforts that 
reduce crime also reduce the costs of local 
government. Kids who are given a new 
chance as a result of the efforts of national 
service participation will spray less graffiti, end 
will cause less public destruction-further re
ducing the costs of local government. Where 
a national participant can provide an elderly 
patient with home-based services that enable 
that person to live at home rather than in an 
expensive boarding facility, State Medicare 
costs are reduced. Every able bodied worker 
who is taught to read by a national service 
participant will produce increased earnings as 
an employee, reducing public welfare and in
creasing the amount of his or her contributions 
to the tax base of the locality, the State and · 
the Nation. 

This bill will not, as Mrs. ROUKEMA charges, 
increases the deficit-it will result in more civic 
pride, better housing, better citizens and a bet
ter America. We cannot afford to wait on this 
program-the time to make President Clinton's 
vision of hope and investment in our most pre
cious resources-our people of all ages-is 
now and I gladly vote for this bill and for the 
future of America. 

Thank you Mr. Speaker. 

lOOTH ANNIVERSARY OF ST. THOM
AS PARISH IN WEST WARREN, 
MA 

HON. RICHARD E. NEAL 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to announce to my fellow Mem
bers the 1 OOth anniversary of the St. Thomas 
parish in West Warren, MA. In entering their 
second century, St. Thomas has had a long 
lasting record of invaluaole community and 
spiritual service. The evolution of St. Thomas 
parish is an inspirational story, rich in history. 

In 1893, after several affiliations with other 
Catholic institutions in Ware, MA, St. Thomas 
became an independent parish. Under the 
leadership of Rev. Humphrey Wren, the first 
resident pastor, St. Thomas began their leg
acy in Massachusetts. A rectory was con
structed in 1899 which has not only served as 
a place of worship for many years, but also as 
the sisters' home. 

By 1904, St. Thomas expanded their con
tributions to both their parishioners and the 
community with the beginning of the St. Thom
as Parochial School. Fleeing from religious 
persecution during the reign of Louis XIV of 
France, the Daughters of the Holy Spirit were 
welcomed to St. Thomas', where they served 
as teachers in the parochial schools. 

The St. Thomas parish, parochial school, 
and convent have worked together throughout 
the history of the parish in order to maintain 
their legacy of commitment and dedication to. 
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religious instruction and community service in 
West Warren, MA. St. Thomas parish, under 
the present leadership of Father Gerard 
Branconnier, has set their sights on continued 
prosperity and success as they enter their 
second century. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me 
in congratulating the St. Thomas parish as 
they celebrate their centennial and wish them 
continued success in their next 100 years. 

TRIBUTE TO GUS ARRIOLA 

HON. SAM FARR 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, it is with heartfelt 
pleasure and pride that I rise today to pay trib
ute to cartoonist and artist, Mr. Gus Arriola, on 
the occasion of his 76th birthday. 

For 43 years, Mr. Arriola's classic comic 
strip, "Gordo," appeared in hundreds of daily 
and Sunday newspapers. Among the best in 
his field, Mr. Arriola's c.omic strip exposed a 
largely ignorant, 1940's American audience to 
Mexican heritage; it's culture, history, and 
beauty. 

Just as profoundly, Mr. Arriola used his 
comic strip's collection of humans and menag
erie of talking animals and bug philosophers to 
humorously comment on human shortcomings 
and current issues. 

Mr. Arriola was born in Mexico and raised in 
the United States since he was 8 years old. 
Truly a Mexican-American, he is a man who is 
at home in both cultures. 

The strength of the family has always been 
central to Mr. Arriola. His wife of more than 50 
years, Mary Frances, has been his partner 
and inspiration since the days he courted her 
on the back lots of MGM. For the past several 
years, they have made their home on the pic
turesque Monterey Peninsula. 

Further inspiration came from his son and 
only child, Carlin. As the bright and venture
some Carlin grew up and collected pets and 
creatures of all kinds, some of Mr. Arriola's 
observations of Carlin's activities showed up in 
his strip. In 1980, Carlin tragically died at the 
young age of 35 in an auto accident. 

In 1984, Mr. Arriola distributed a seven 
panel remake of an earlier strip honoring, Ra
chel Carson, the distinguished biologist and 
writer of "Silent Spring." The panels depicted 
birds and insects accumulating flowers and 
disbursing them over the late Carson's grave. 
Without a word of dialogue and with exquisite 
artistry, the panel's poignant symbolism not 
only honored Ms. Carson, but also reminded 
the world of the dangers of pesticides. 

Recently, Mr. Arriola received his newest 
honor. The Smithsonian Institution announced 
that the Carson strip will become part of a per
manent, 12,000 square foot exhibit titled 
"Science in American Life." The exhibit will 
focus on the way in which science affects so
ciety and how society affects the way science 
is conducted. 

Mr. Arriola has been called "a weaver of 
strip legend and a creator of comic character 
in the best tradition." Although he retired in 
1985, I am proud Mr. Arriola's splendid legacy 
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and colorful family of animals will be immor
talized in the Smithsonian Institution for all 
families to appreciate. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me 
now in honoring Mr. Arriola on the occasion of 
his 76th birthday. It is with great pride and re
spect that I pay tribute to Mr. Arriola's out
standing accomplishments. 

REUNION AT ARTS HIGH SCHOOL 

HON. DONAIDM. PAYNE 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, 
next weekend will be a special weekend in the 
1 Oth Congressional District of New Jersey. 
The Arts High School Alumni Committee will 
host an All Classes Reunion Dinner-Dance at 
the Sheraton Meadowlands Hotel. Out of the 
500 people who will be attending the reunion, 
22 States are represented from as far west as 
California, as far south as Florida, and as far 
north as Vermont. The year of graduation of 
the attendees vary from a young of 1934 to an 
attendee who graduated in 1990. Many of the 
students who will be attending the reunion met 
at Arts High School and were married soon 
after graduation. 

Arts High School was, and still is a premier 
high school in Newark specializing in fine art 
and music which is open to Newark residents 
tuition free after passing a qualifying examina
tion in academics and their chosen field of art 
or music. In addition, Arts High was and is ac
cessible to the handicapped, therefore, it was 
a place which could accommodate those per
sons who are physically challenged. Not only 
was the focus of Arts High School on music 
and art, the students also excelled academi
cally with a high percentage continuing on to 
higher education in medicine and in the field 
of academia. 

The reunion committee made up of students 
from the 1950's, the 1960's, the 1970's, and 
the 1980's was formed in the winter of 1992 
to provide moral support for a high school in 
which all of the alumni had such fond memo
ries. The committee hopes to continue after 
the dinner-dance to lend support to Arts High 
School by the formulation of an alumni asso
ciation to support the efforts of the students by 
offering scholarships to the student body. 

Mr. Speaker, I know my colleagues join me 
in saluting the Arts High School alumni who 
are coming together this weekend to share the 
memories of their shared pasts, but more im
portantly, they have agreed to help their soon 
to be alumni counterparts college career a lit
tle easier to take. I know my colleagues join 
me in thanking the alumni for continuing to 
care about your high school-the premier per
forming arts school in the 10th Congressional 
District-Arts High School. 
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TRIBUTE TO ABATE OF OHIO INC. 

HON. JAMFS A. TRAACANT, JR. 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in honor of the American Bikers Aimed To
wards Education [ABATE] of Ohio, Inc. for its 
efforts on behalf of not only motorcyclists, but 
all motorists. 

Mr. Speaker, ABATE's region zero is in my 
17th Congressional District in Ohio, and I have 
had the pleasure of witnessing up close the 
good words of ABATE. The organization de
mands that its members operate their bikes in 
a safe, courteous fashion while encouraging 
others to do the same. A points program has 
been established to certify a member's willing
ness to educate his or herself. Members can 
accumulate points, for example, by passing or 
teaching a rider education course, learning 
CPR and taking Red Cross First Air courses. 

On an even larger scale, ABATE continually 
works to ensure all bikers are covered by in
surance and that those who ride receive fair 
treatment when attempting to acquire it. The 
organization also serves as a watchdog for 
biker discrimination and antimotorcycle legisla
tion at all levels of government. 

ABATE's region zero now boasts over 700 
members, who meet monthly to discuss the 
month's events and legislation. County direc
tors in my 17th district are Jim Stoughton, 
Mahoning County; Bob "Bummer" Baldwin, 
Trumbull County; and Rod Bentley, 
Columbiana County. 

Mr. Speaker, I join the safety-conscious citi
zens of my district in honoring ABATE of Ohio 
Inc. Their efforts to educate and assist motor
cyclists in my district are both worthwhile and 
necessary. 

CLINTON ADMINISTRATION PLAY
ING FAST AND LOOSE WITH BU
REAUCRACY IT VOWS TO RE
FORM 

HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I am placing 
in today's RECORD a recent Washington Post 
article headlined "Hill Inquiry Finds Clinton 
White House Careless in Personnel and Pay 
Practices." 

It's a little ironic that the Gore National Per
formance Review group recommended lighten
ing up on Government personnel regulations, 
procedures and practices in light of this rev
elation that the Clinton administration is al
ready playing too loose with existing rules. 

While there is certainly a good case to be 
made that the Government has itself too tied 
in red tape over its management of the bu
reaucracy, one wonders how many more 
abuses will occur if it goes in the opposite di
rection. 

According to my best source, this prelimi
nary GAO report was apparently leaked by the 
White House to preempt formal release next 
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week by JIM LIGHTFOOT. However, no matter 
what spin the White House tries to put on it, 
they only confirm what has already come out 
in "travelgate", and that is that they are in
competent at best. 

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 5, 1993] 
HILL INQUIRY FINDS CLINTON WHITE HOUSE 

CARELESS IN PERSONNEL AND PAY PRACTICES 

(By Ann Devroy) 
A congressional inquiry has found a pat

tern of irregular, sloppy business practices in 
Clinton White House operations, including 
backdating of some employee pay raises and 
paying 25 workers out of both the transition 
and White House accounts during the first 
three weeks of the administration, according 
to a draft copy of the findings. 

The inquiry into White House personnel 
practices by the General Accounting Office 
is to be released later this month. A draft 
copy, the result of negotiations between the 
White House and the GAO last week, was ob
tained by The Washington Post. 

The finding of White House failures to keep 
its house in order comes at a particularly 
impolitic time for President Clinton, who on 
Tuesday will announce a major initiative to 
reform government practices overall. 

White House Press Secretary Dee Dee 
Myers said yesterday that the "double dip
ping" by employees-which totaled about 
$17,000 in overlapping payments from the 
campaign and the White House-"was wrong 
and is being corrected." Overall, she said the 
GAO findings were "relatively minor" and 
reflected the "rough patches" the Clinton 
team went through as it entered office. 

She said it "should not be surprising or un
expected" for a new administration to have 
some start-up problems, but neither The 
Washington Post nor congressional sub
committee workers could find any record of 
earlier transitions displaying this range of 
personnel and pay irregularities. 

This is the third report criticizing the 
Clinton administration's management of the 
White House. 

Earlier this year, the GAO, which is the in
vestigative arm of Congress, found that the 
White House had failed to follow normal pro
curement procedures in obtaining a new 
computer system. In addition, an internal 
White House review of the firing of travel of
fice workers, in which the administration of
fice and its director, David Watkins, played 
a major role, highlighted a number of fail
ures in that operation. 

The latest inquiry was sought by Repub
licans on the House subcommittee that over
sees the White House budget after career em
ployees complained privately that they were 
being asked to engage in questionable per
sonnel practices, including processing of ret
roactive pay actions, according to Rep. Jim 
Lightfoot of Iowa, the senior Republican on 
the subcommittee. 

Lightfoot said in an interview that the re
port documents a "pattern of incompetence 
and a tremendous inability by the Clinton 
people to understand the scope of the job 
they were undertaking." He said he con
cluded from the study and other information 
gleaned by his subcommittee that problems 
at the White House are the result not of 
wrongdoing but of "incompetence* * *They 
just constantly say they are too busy and 
too behind to follow proper procedures and 
rules." 

The key findings of the report include: 
Double dipping. The report documents 25 

employees of the Executive Office of the 
President who for a time received pay from 
both the White House and the General Serv
ices Administration, which processes pay for 
presidential transition employees. 
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The White House, in the report, acknowl

edges such double pay was an error, and says 
10 of the 25 employees have reimbursed the 
government in part for the double payments. 

Retroactive pay actions. Of the 611 people 
named to jobs between Inauguration Day and 
April 24, the period covered by the review, 
230 were "retroactive appointments." In ef
fect, the workers received lump sum pay 
checks for between one and nine pay periods 
after they formally were appointed to jobs 
and their papers processed. The total pay
ments were $335,800. 

The White House submitted statements 
from supervisors avowing that the employees 
had been working for the weeks covered by 
retroactive pay and said the pay was re
quired because the White House was unable 
to have the paperwork completed and proc
essed on time. Officials " told us [they] were 
too busy to take care of these personnel mat
ters," the GAO report states. 

Government rules discourage retroactive 
pay because of the difficulty in proving that 
an employee actually worked and because of 
the potential for abuse. 

Retroactive salary adjustment. Twenty
two new appointees received salary increases 
retroactively, and eight received salary re
ductions. The increases ranged from $1,000 to 
$25,000 per year and the GAO found that in 
the case of some employees, their work had 
been performed at an approved salary rate 
when the superviser made the decision to ex
tend the raise retroactively. 

The GAO questioned the legality of some 
of the retroactive raises, but accepted Jus
tice Department justifications in response. It 
noted in its report, however, that retroactive 
pay adjustments are "usually prohibited by 
law unless specifically authorized by stat
ute" and are inconsistent with "generally 
applicable federal personnel rules." 

The GAO said the Clinton legal team has 
asserted very " broad authority" to make 
retroactive pay adjustments and questioned 
whether such a claim could " be used in un
reasonable or abusive ways." The GAO sug
gested that the White House be asked to 
offer Congress some "clarification" of how it 
intends to use the broad new pay authority 
it is claiming. 

Financial disclosures. The GAO found that 
14 of 147 senior administration officials re
quired by law to file public financial disclo
sure reports had failed to do so. The White 
House has requested waivers of penalties for 
11 of those workers on the basis that they did 
not know such forms were required. Two em
ployees have paid $200 late filing penalties 
and the case of another is pending, the re
port states. 

Asked yesterday if any consideration is 
being given to replacing the Watkins team, 
Deputy Chief of Staff Roy Neel, who now 
oversees administrative functions, said, "We 
are always trying to improve our operations. 
We are satisfied the Office of Administration 
is running an effective and competent oper
ation now." Neel said new procedures and 
rules have been put in place to ensure no re
peat of what he called start-up "sloppiness" 
in the White House. 

But Lightfoot had a different view. " Every 
time we find one problem, they have the 
same answer, 'It was a mistake, we are going 
to get it under control.' It's more incom
petence than anything else, and total dis
organization. " 
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NATIONAL TECHNICAL INSTITUTE 
FOR THE DEAF 25TH ANNIVER
SARY 

HON. WUISE McINTOSH SLAUGHTER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, as the con
gressional Representative of the 28th District 
of New York, I am proud to ask my colleagues 
in the House of Representatives to join with 
me in celebrating an important event in my 
community of Rochester, NY. 

The National Technical Institute for the Deaf 
[NTID], a college of Rochester Institute of 
Technology, is celebrating its 25th year of 
educating deaf students. During that time, 
more than 3,000 young deaf adults have grad
uated from NTID's technical programs in busi
ness, science and engineering, and visual 
communications, and the more than 200 pro
fessional programs at RIT, and have gone on 
to successful careers nationwide. 

What started out to be an experiment has 
become a proven success. Twenty-five years 
after NTID's fledging programs began, the in
stitute's innovative approach to educating deaf 
students has become a model of technical 
education for deaf students, one that is emu
lated worldwide. 

NTID has transformed the legislation that 
Congress enacted in 1965 into a living entity. 

Preparing deaf students to excel in techno
logical fields has been at the heart of NTI D's 
operation for the past 25 years. Today, rough
ly 95 percent of deaf RIT graduates who enter 
the work force find technical or professional 
jobs in their areas of NTID of specialization. 

NTID has flourished and matured through 
the wisdom and guidance of devoted facility 
and staff members, who strongly support the 
institute missions and demonstrate their dedi
cation to teaching. 

This special college is celebrating, and I join 
the celebration, together with my colleagues in 
the U.S. Congress, by commending all those 
people affiliated with this world class post
secondary institution and wishing NTID contin
ued success and prosperity. 

IN HONOR OF THE HAGAMAN 
MEMORIAL LIBRARY 

HON. ROSA L DeLAURO 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, next week the 
Hagaman Memorial Library will celebrate its 
65th anniversary in East Haven, CT. I am 
pleased to pay tribute to this cherished local 
institution-an important part of the community 
for many years. 

East Haven's library dates to 1909, when a 
woman named Lottie Street established a col
lection of books in a cloakroom upstairs in the 
town hall. Rapidly outgrowing that space and 
then two other locations, the library captured 
the attention of Isaac Hagaman, a bachelor 
who had earned a comfortable fortune in New 
York's hotel trade. Upon his death in· 1925, 
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Hagaman left much of his estate to the town 
of East Haven, for the purpose of constructing 
and maintaining a library. The new building 
was completed in 1928 and opened that Sep
tember. 

In the more than six decades since, the li
brary has prospered and assumed an increas
ingly significant role in East Haven. Indeed, all 
members of the community have benefited 
from this vital cultural and educational re
source, which has changed with the times to 
reflect new developments in technology. From 
audio and video tapes to a computerized card 
catalog and a range of children's materials, 
the Hagaman Library consists of much more 
than books. It is truly a central part of East 
Haven, a place where friends and neighbors 
come not only to read and learn but also to 
visit. 

The library has always depended on peo
ple-on the citizens who frequent it, on the 
volunteers who support it, and on the librar
ians who skillfully monitor a circulation that 
now exceeds 100,000 items annually. The vi
sion of Lottie Street and Isaac Hagaman has 
been realized only through the commitment of 
those whose efforts and inspiration have made 
East Haven such a thriving community for so 
many years. I congratulate that entire commu
nity on this special occasion; happy anniver
sary to the Hagaman Library, and best wishes 
for a wonderful, well-deserved celebration. 

RECOVER CONFISCATED 
!CAN PROPERTIES IN 
RAGUA 

AMER
NICA-

HON. ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, the 
speech by Deborah De Moss at a dinner in 
her honor given by the Committee to Recover 
Confiscated American Properties in Nicaragua 
on Thursday, September 9, 1993, follows: 

THE CONTINUED STRUGGLE FOR A FREE AND 
PROSPEROUS NICARAGUA 

Congresswoman Rose-Lehtinen, Congress
man Diaz-Balart, Members of the Committee 
to Recover Confiscated American Properties 
in Nicaragua, representatives of the Com
mittee in Nicaragua, and distinguished 
guests. 

I wish to dedicate this very special evening 
in memory of a true Nicaraguan Freedom 
Fighter Aristides Sanchez. Aristides passed 
away three nights ago but for him, 
"la causa" never died. The consolation we 
have is that he is now celebrating his new 
life with Jesus Christ. Each one of us owes a 
debt of gratitude to Aristides and Cecilia. 
For twelve years they gave up their private 
and professional lives to fight for liberties in 
Nicaragua. I was motivated and challenged 
by Aristides and Cecilia every day these past 
twelve years. 

Aristides is a true hero and a champion in 
the struggle for a new Nicaragua. His life 
should serve as an example to all of us. 
Artistides continued His struggle up to the 
last moments of his life. During the last days 
he asked me that all of us continue the fight 
in Nicaragua. Aristides will remain in our 
hearts forever. Men like Aristides never die. 
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I ask you to pray for the Sanchez family in 

this difficult time. Let us express our grati
tude to Aristides Sanchez for everything he 
has done in defense of freedom in Nicaragua. 

I extend a very special welcome to all 
those people who traveled here tonight from 
Nicaragua, and from across the United 
States. I particularly welcome Congressman 
Humberto Castilla from Nicaragua, who is 
here tonight, and who has fought so hard for 
freedom in Nicaragua. 

It is a great honor to receive these awards 
tonight, and to share this evening with so 
many special friends. I do not deserve any 
special recognition because everything we 
have done in this struggle has been done 
with team work. I have worked hand in hand 
with many of you in this room, and with 
many in Nicaragua. 

Most of all, I wish to recognize the work of 
the rest of Senator Helms team at the For
eign Relations Committee in Washington. 
Admiral Nance steers the ship, and keeps the 
State Department on its toes. Unfortu
nately, he is unable to be with us tonight due 
to the fact that the Foreign Relations Com
mittee is in the midst of considering the For
eign Aid Bill. I give a big thank you to Gar
rett Grigsby, Randy Scheuneumann and Tom 
Klein, who work on Latin American issues 
with me at the Committee , and who have 
been involved in every aspect of the Nica
ragua issue. And a special thank you to my 
sister Elisabeth. for her hard work and dedi
cation to recover confiscated properties for 
American citizens. 

Now, I wish to express my personal thanks 
to the leaders of the Committee to Recover 
Confiscated American Properties In Nica
ragua. It is my belief that without the work 
of the Committee, and its sister committee 
in Nicaragua, not one property would have 
yet been returned to an American or a Nica
raguan unless, of course, your last name hap
pens to be Chamorro or Lacayo. Let's give a 
round of applause for both Committees. 

Tonight we are here to celebrate some ac
complishments in our battle for property 
rights in Nicaragua. In 1864, Abraham Lin
coln said, "Property is the fruit of labor
property is desirable-it is a positive good in 
the world. That some should be rich, shows 
that others may become rich, and is just en
couragement to industry and enterprise. Let 
not him who is houseless pull down the house 
of another; but let him labor diligently and 
build one for himself, thus by example assur
ing that his own shall be safe from violence 
when built.* * *" 

I guess the Sandinistas are too lazy and 
shameless to follow the advice of Abe Lin
coln! 

I think the famous English wriget G.K. 
Chesterton best described the Sandinistas at
titude about private property he just didn't 
know he was describing the Sandinistas! In 
1908, he said: "Thieves respect property. 
They merely wish the property to become 
their property that they may more perfectly 
respect it." 

When I spoke here in Miami at the dinner 
in September of last year, I could not tell 
you anything positive as to our fight to re
cover confiscated properties in Nicaragua. 
Now, one year later thanks to God and the 
committees to recover confiscated prop
erties, we can speak of several success sto
ries. 

(1) The Sandinistas have less money be
cause they have been forced to pay several 
legitimate property owners. 

(2) We convinced the Department of State 
to create a new post in our Embassy in Ma
nagua to handle property claims. Carlos Gar-
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cia is going to dedicate full time to the prob
lems of confiscated property owners. Carlos 
is doing a great job. In only six weeks he has 
the Sandinista property thieves in turmoil. 

(3) We have confirmed a new Ambassador 
who is very aware of the realities in Nica
ragua. Ambassador Maisto is an excellent ca
reer diplomat. You have to give Ambassador 
Maisto and Carlos Garcia the information 
they need and all your support. 

We also have a few specific successes in the 
resolution of property claims: 

(1) We forced the Attorney General to 
move his offices from the home of Aristides 
and Cecilia Sanchez. The Sanchez's now have 
possession of their home. Unfortunately, the 
Attorney General has moved to another sto
len home! 

(2) We forced the Nicaraguan Government 
to pay the legitimate owners of Rosario 
Mines. 

(3) We forced the Sandinista Army to pay 
$70,000 to Sandra Leets de Montenegro for 
her home which was confiscated by 
Humberto Ortega. 

(4) We forced somebody (we don't know ex
actly who) to pay $85,000 to Mangui and 
Peter Sengelmann for their home which is 
occupied by Ricardo Wheelock. The 
Senglemanns saw the fruit of their labor 
after a tireless struggle. The Sandinistas had 
to resolve this case, because they knew that 
Mangui would never let them rest in peace. 

You cannot imagine how women like 
Cecilia Sanchez, Mangui Sengelmann, San
dra Leets and Edith Cohen have fought to re
cover their properties. These women have 
motivated us to be allies in their cause. I as
sure you that, with more men and women 
fighting like these ladies, we are going to 
win, not only one or two battles, but the en
tire war. 

These success stories would have never 
happen had we not worked together day after 
day. We have achieved much, but there is 
much more to be done. The fight has hardly 
begun. 

Until this day, September 9, I can only tell 
you of four Americans who have had all their 
claims resolved. And we estimate that there 
are more than 700 confiscated Americans. 

We need to send a very clear message to 
the Nicaraguan government: We will not be 
satisfied with the fact that the government 
has resolved a couple of what I call "high 
profile" cases, or cases of people who are 
well known or who have made a lot of noise. 
They have only resolved a few cases that 
were greatly irritating to Antonio Lacayo 
and to the Sandinistas. But they cannot fool 
us. 

We are committed to this struggle for a 
free Nicaragua. We will not throw in the 
towel until every property of every citizen 
(from any country) has been returned or fair 
compensation paid. 

I would like to give you some suggestions 
for your negotiations with the Nicaraguan 
government. 

(1) If you want the return of your property, 
don 't accept anything less; 

(2) Tell the government that you want 
your home or dollars, and to give the govern
ment bonds to the Sandinista property 
thieves; 

(3) Don' t sign any document before you re
ceive your property or fair compensation; 
and 

(4) Don' t sign anything afterwards unless it 
is the whole truth. Ask for a copy of each 
document that you sign. 

Ladies and gentlemen, we have the Nica
raguan government and the Sandinistas wor
ried. But we have much more work before us. 
We have to achieve the following goals: 
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(1) Remove the terrorists and weapons 

caches from the properties of many people, 
including that of Aristides Sanchez and his 
sister, Ernestina Arana; 

(2) Remove the Libians from the farm of 
Haydee Marin; 

(3) Remove General Ortega from the home 
of Guillermo and Gloria Cano; 

(4) Remove Joaquin Cuadra from the home 
of Bruce Cuthbertson; 

(5) Remove Daniel Ortega from the home of 
Jaime and Amparo Morales; 

(6) Remove the Cuban Ambassador from 
the home of Nestor Teran; 

(7) Remove the PLO Embassy from the 
home of Patricia Mora; 

(8) Remove the Chief of Police of Managua, 
Alvaro Guzman, from the home of Fatima 
Saenz (after all, he is supposed to be the first 
law enforcement officer in Managua); 

(9) Remove Minister Emilio Rappacciolli 
from the home of Maria Lourdes Teran, and 
all other government officials and govern
ment offices occupying confiscated homes; 
and finally, 

(10) Remove Supreme Court Justice Ramon 
Romero Alonso from the home of Raul 
Alberto Rios. 

Respect for private property is essential if 
we hope to live to see a truly free and demo
cratic Nicaragua. Respect for private prop
erty is essential if the people hope to achieve 
prosperity and economic stability. 

Emeline Pankhurst, the radical English 
leader in 1912 said: "There is something that 
Governments care far more for than human 
life, and that is the security of property, and 
so it is through property that we shall strike 
the enemy." 

The Nicaraguan government needs to make 
concrete changes and take concrete actions, 
not just make announcements and promises; 
but it is not like Daniel Ortega is saying, 
that Senator Helms is pressuring President 
Chamorro. It is the people of Nicaragua who 
are demanding democratic reforms. 

To close, I would like to emphasize that 
the right to property, human rights, reli
gious liberty and political freedom are all 
necessary for a free and democratic Nica
ragua. It is useless to achieve one without 
the others. 

We shall not forget the struggle of the Nic
araguan Resistance and Enrique Bermudez. 
First they killed him, the military head of 
the Nicaraguan Resistance, and now they are 
eliminating one by one all those who fought 
to free their country. We are going to de
nounce the assassination of more than 300 
freedom fighters. 

According to the OAS, Sandinista military 
and paramilitary forces are responsible for 
these assassinations. I do not know of any 
other place in Latin America where an army 
is at the service of a political party. 

We are going to demand that the govern
ment of Nicaragua respect the lives of the 
boys who fought to see a free Nicaragua. I 
am going to insist that the Nicaraguan gov
ernment provide guarantees for these ex
combatants and their families. 

Finally, we are going to demand that the 
government of Violeta Chamorro return to 
the principles of the UNO platform, the coa
lition which elected her, and that she govern 
with them, not with the Sandinistas nor 
with Lacayo; and if she does return to the 
principles for which she was elected, Senator 
Helms and I will be the first to congratulate 
and support her. 

Let us remember the lives and the strug
gles of Aristides Sanchez, Arges Sequeira, 
Enrique Bermudez, and the thousands of 
Freedom Fighters of the Nicaraguan Resist
ance. Let us all leave here tonight united, 
with a new vision and a new motivation. 
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Let us ask God to guide us in this struggle 

for a truly free Nicaragua. Thank you for 
this great honor. I love you all. May God 
bless you and bless Nicaragua! 

TRIBUTE TO THE YOUNGSTOWN 
DISTRICT PURCHASING MANAGE
MENT ASSOCIATION 

HON. JAMFS A. TRAACANT, JR. 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in honor of the Youngstown District Purchas
ing Management Association [YDPMA] located 
in my 17th Congressional District in Ohio. 

Mr. Speaker, since 1986 the YDPMA has 
served to better local purchasing managers 
through educational opportunities, updates 
and informative symposiums, and seminars. 
Its purchasing management certification pro
gram gives both knowledge and credibility to 
the purchasing manager. 

The YDPMA is also deeply involved in the 
Youngstown community. Students are encour
aged to attend its meetings and functions, 
thereby familiarizing themselves with the pro
fession. The YDPMA also encourages stu
dents by providing an annual scholarship to 
Youngstown University. 

Currently the YDPMA boasts a membership 
of 120. Its growing numbers are a reflection of 
its outstanding leadership. The officers are 
president Sandy Vuksanovic, vice president 
Robert A. Guthrie, secretary Edward Cutler, 
Jr., C.P.M. and treasurer William J. Ferguson. 

Mr. Speaker, I join the citizens of the 17th 
District of Ohio in saluting this fine organiza
tion. It is groups such as the YDPMA that 
maintain the levels of professionalism nec
essary to guide us through these rough eco
nomic times. 

HONORING WAYNE T. ALDERSON 

HON. RICK SANTORUM 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Speaker, today, 
have submitted the cosponsorship of two fel
low Pennsylvania colleagues for legislation I 
introduced, House Concurrent Resolution 127 
and H.R. 2745. I wanted to offer a brief expla
nation to accompany those cosponsorships. 

Both House Concurrent Resolution 127 and 
H.R. 2745 honor the life and services of 
Wayne T. Alderson in awarding him the Con
gressional Medal of Honor. Representatives 
TOM RIDGE and RON KLINK joined me as origi
nal sponsors of the legislation, and their 
names were supposed to appear with mine on 
the official bill prints. Due to a clerical error, 
when the bills were submitted, Mr. RIDGE and 
Mr. KLINK were not credited to the legislation. 

With resubmitting their names today, I would 
like the RECORD to accurately reflect their gen
uine support and work as original sponsors of 
both House Concurrent Resolution 127 and 
H.R. 2745. 
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IN MEMORY OF MARION MURPHY 

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is with deep 
regret that I inform our colleagues of the pass
ing of one of my constituents, a remarkable 
public servant and humanitarian. 

Marion Murphy spent nearly a quarter cen
tury in public life, serving for nearly 1 O years 
as town clerk of the town of Newburgh and, 
since 1980, serving as county clerk of Orange 
County, NY. In both capacities, Marion was 
the epitome of an outstanding public servant, 
whose watchword was always service to the 
people above all else. 

Her devotion to her job was duly recognized 
by her peers who awarded her the prestigious 
Clerk of the Year Award for 1990 as the out
standing county clerk of New York State. 

Marion also served on the Orange County 
Heritage Commission, on the Orange County 
Citizen's Foundation, and the county's land 
use committee. 

Marion was also known as one who gave 
her all to worthwhile charit~ble pursuits. The 
United Way of Orange County, the Newburgh 
Day Nursery, and Sacred Heart Church are 
among her many concerns which received the 
benefits of her energies and her devotion. 

Marion Schultz Murphy was a lifelong resi
dent of the Newburgh, NY, area. She attended 
the Newburgh public schools, and was a grad
uate of Orange County Community College 
and Mount St. Mary College. 

I invite my colleagues to join in extending 
our condolences to her widower, Joseph, her 
two sons, Timothy and Thomas, to her two 
daughters-in-law, and to her grandchildren. 
Marion was a giant of a person who will long 
be missed. 

FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH CELE
BRATES 200TH YEAR IN SARA
TOGA SPRINGS, NY 

HON. GERAID B.H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the 22d Con
gressional District of New York is rich in his
tory. Our churches, in many cases the oldest 
buildings in their communities, are virtual de
positories of that rich history. 

I'd like to bring to your attention one of 
those fine old churches, the First Baptist 
Church in Saratoga Springs. 

The First Baptist is one of the oldest church
es in Saratoga, and will be celebrating its 
200th anniversary this year. My hometown 
newspaper, the Post-Star, recently published 
an account of that 200-year history, and I 
proudly enter it in today's RECORD. 

FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH PREPARES TO 
CELEBRATE ITS 200TH ANNIVERSARY 

(By Betty French) 
SARATOGA SPRINGS.-One of the earliest 

churches in Saratoga Springs, the First Bap
tist Church, will be celebrating its 200th an
niversary in 1993. 
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Church members are now planning a year

long celebration to commemorate the move 
by 10 members of the Kayderosseras area 
Baptist Church in Beemis Heights, Still
water, to form a branch in Saratoga Springs 
in 1793. 

Don Mercer, a member of the church's Pas
tor Relations Committee and a director of 
the Saratoga Springs Preservation Founda
tion, has delved into the history of the 
church. 

Mercer said though 12 more members 
joined that early congregation, the original 
group continued to meet in homes and a 
local schoolhouse for a few years. For the 
first 10 years, the church had lay preachers. 

The Rev. M. de Forest Lowen is a retired 
pastor who was raised in Saratoga Springs. 
He also has become very involved in the his
tory of the First Baptist Church. 

By 1795, Lowen said, the First Baptist con
gregation members had decided they needed 
to build a church. 

Every third week of the month, the mem
bers took up a special collection to raise 
money. According to early records, Lowen 
said, it was called a " liquor collection. " 

In those days, church members and their 
friends would gather to build the church. 
Each would be assigned a special job, and the 
group would continue to work until the 
structure was complete. 

When the church was finished , they could 
all celebrate by drinking liquor bought with 
the liquor collection, Mercer said. 

It evidently took them time to raise 
enough money to purchase the land near 
Geyser Park, since the church was not built 
until 1808. 

In 1820, Saratoga Springs leader Gideon 
Putnam died without a will , but it was 
known that he had expressed a willingness to 
donate land for a religious building. 

Learning this, the parishioners voted to in
corporate as the Baptist church meeting 
house. William Waterbury was trustee, Dea
con John Waterbury was president and 
Francis Wayland was pastor. 

All this prepared them to get the land from 
the Putnam estate. The congregation then 
sold the Geyser Park meeting house and 
agreed to build a 50-foot by 38-foot building 

The Geyser Park meeting house was moved 
and became part of the old United States 
Hotel on Broadway. 

This first two-story church was built for 
$2,500, but by 1844 it was too small, and it 
was demolished to make way for the larger 
present structure. A parsonage building con
structed in 1844 burned down in 1886. 

The present church, built in 1855, could 
seat 1,000 people and cost $18,000. Lowen said 
it also had a clock tower and a bell. That 
clock was the official timekeeper for the 
town until the present city hall was built in 
1870 with a clock. 

The church is especially notable because it 
is a purely American construction, wrote 
James Kettlewell , a Skidmore College pro
fessor whose book "Saratoga Springs-An 
Architectural History" will be released soon. 
The church does not follow the traditional 
English style of church design like almost 
all other churches do. 

The main worship center of the church is 
on the second floor, which is unusual. The 
interior is trim, almost severe, with tall 
stained glass windows. A Tiffany-style win
dow faces worshipers, while another is above 
the front entrance. The church presently 
seats 600 p~ople and the congregation now 
totals 275. 

The church has had its share of histori
cally notable people. Back in 1820, a son, of 
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pastor Wayland, Francis Wayland Jr. , be
came president of Brown University, Lowen 
said. 

Another, more contemporary Wayland, 
George Wayland Carpenter, who died 12 years 
ago, graduated from Union College as an en
gineer, but decided to become a missionary. 

Carpenter helped build a hydroelectric dam 
and other plants in the Belgian Congo. Even
tually he became director of all Baptist mis
sionaries in Leopoldville during World War II 
and executive secretary of the World Council 
of Churches for Africa. He was also a con
sultant to the United Nations and American 
presidents during those years, Lowen said. 

The Waterbury name was also closely in
volved with the church. Norman Waterbury 
was very active in the Baptist missionary ef
forts and served in India during the 1890s: 
Another family member, Etta Waterbury, 
also wanted to be a missionary, but she had 
poor health. After her death, the family do
nated funds in her name to construct the 
Etta Waterbury Memorial Hospital in 
Nellore province, southern India, which is 
still run by the Baptist Churches in the 
U.S.A. 

The pastor hired when the present building 
was completed also had a famous name. The 
Rev. Luther Beecher, who had been serving 
in Albany, was a relative of Henry Ward Bee
cher, a famous reformist in those days, and 
Henry's sister Harriet Beecher Stowe, who 
wrote "Uncle Tom's Cabin," the anti-slavery 
booklet that helped start the Civil War. 

Luther Beecher was a very important asset 
to the church, Lowen said, and the congrega
tion grew to almost 1,000 members. But Bee
cher didn't stay at the church for long. He 
retired in 1861 to pursue a longtime goal. He 
founded a school for girls called Temple 
Grove Seminary, at Circular and Spring 
streets. That main building became known 
as Skidmore Hall. 

The seminary was not successful, though, 
and after Beecher died, the school was sold 
to Charles Dowd. It continued until 1898. 
Then, in 1902, the place was purchased by 
Lucy Scribner Skidmore for her Young Wom
en's Industrial Club, which eventually be
came Skidmore College. 

The present pastor, Jim Sinclair, said the 
church today draws many first-time worship
ers, in addition to its regular members. 

"We seem to fill the congregation's needs 
with a middle-of-the-road philosophy," Sin
clair said. 

The church council will soon meet to talk 
about goals for the future , which will then be 
presented, to the members for their input, 
Sinclair said. The church also supports inter
national and national missions. 

Locally, the church holds a Thursday 
m orning thrift shop, which is open to the 
public. And, among other activities, it has a 
theater group, The First Baptist Players, 
who offer about three plays a year free to the 
public. 

Sinclair said his private goal is to encour
age continued growth in the congregation 
and to help parishioners develop ministry 
skills that could be used in other aspects of 
their daily life. 
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THE lST INFANTRY DIVISION'S IM
PACT ON THE KANSAS ECONOMY 
AND THE SHAPING OF FUTURE 
MILITARY POLICY 

HON. JIM SLAITERY 
OF KANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize the impact of the 1st Infantry Divi
sion on the Kansas economy. Located at Fort 
Rirey since 1955, the Big Red One continues 
to play an active role in our State by employ
ing over 18,000 persons with a total payroll 
exceeding $560 million. Kansas products and 
services purchased by Fort Riley in fiscal year 
1992 totaled more than $88 million, including 
101 contracts awarded to Kansas firms. North
east. Kansas and the 1st Infantry Division are 
good neighbors. They support each other well. 
Citizens are well aware of the job opportuni
ties, retail sales, and events which would not 
be possible without the Big Red One. The 
community strongly supports the soldiers and 
their families as evidenced by the programs 
available during the Persian Gulf war. Fort 
Riley is the ideal. location for the 1st Infantry 
Division with over 67 ,000 acres of land avail
able for maneuver training. 

The defense authorization bill currently 
being considered in this Chamber represents 
a four percent decrease from that which was 
appropriated in fiscal year 1993. I realize that 
we will probably cut defense spending further 
in the coming years. But we must be careful. 
I believe it would be counterproductive to cut 
defense spending so quickly that it would de
stroy the readiness of our military while laying 
thousands of military personnel off at a time 
when jobs are not available. I urge my fellow 
Members' cautious and thorough evaluation of 
the Department of Defense's bottom-up re
view. 

Mr. Speaker, I am reminded of the 1st In
fantry Division's motto, "No Mission Too Dif
ficult, No Sacrifice Too Great, Duty First." We 
must all work together, with the able leader
ship of Armed Services Committee Chairman 
DELLUMS, to shape our Nation's future military 
policy. 

A TRIBUTE TO CHIEF ROBERT 
KLINT OF THE EAST JOLIET 
FIBE PROTECTION DISTRICT 

HON. GEORGE E. SANGMEISTER 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Mr. SANGMEISTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor a dedicated firefighter who has 
been protecting lives and property in my Con
gressional District for 50 years. 

On September 25, the family and many 
friends and admirers of Chief Robert Klint will 
honor him for his half century of service to the 
East Joliet Fire Protection District, 30 of those 
years as chief. 

When Bob Klint started as a 21-year-old 
firefighter in 1943, the volunteer fire depart
ment that served the unincorporated areas of 
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East Joliet relied on pancake breakfasts, door
to-door solicitation and hand-me-down and 
government surplus equipment to keep going. 
In 1959, the fire protection district was formed, 
allowing the department to levy taxes; 4 years 
later, Bob Klint became chief. Under Chief 
Klint's leadership the department and the serv
ices it provides have grown steadily. The dis
trict now employs full-time firefighters and has 
a budget of nearly $500,000 a year. 

Mr. Speaker, I congratulate Chief Bob Klint 
on his 50 years of service to his community, 
and I wish him many more years of protecting 
East Joliet. 

TRIBUTE TO ANDREW SPISAK 

HON. JAMES A. TRAFICANT, JR. 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in honor of Andrew Spisak, a man of excep
tional bravery from my 17th Congressional 
District in Ohio. 

Mr. Spisak was a corporal in Company C, 
30th Infantry during the Second World War. 
On November 8, 1943, the Germans launched 
a counterattack on his company's position at 
Cannavinelle Hill, near Casino, Italy. Corporal 
Spisak, an assistant rifle squad leader, was 1 
of 42 men holding the key position. Soon after 
the seige began, he took over a light machine 
gun left unmanned by its fallen crew. As the 
bullets and mortar shells rained down, regu
larly falling within a few yards of him, Corporal 
Spisak fought off the enemy for more than 2 
hours. Col. Don E. Carleton writes in his ac
count of the battle that Corporal Spisak "not 
only fired the machine gun, but also carried 
out his assistant squad leader duties efficiently 
and aggressively throughout the counter
attack." 

But, Mr. Speaker, Cannavinelle Hill wasn't 
the only venue for Corporal Spisak's bravery. 
He was nominated for the Distinguished Serv
ice Cross at Volturno River. He also received 
several other awards for his bravery and serv
ice, including 6 Spearheads, Silver Star, 
Bronze Star, Purple Heart and Cluster, Sol
diers Medal, Combat Infantry Badge, French 
Croix de Guerre with Palm, Oak Leaf Cluster, 
European African Middle Eastern Ribbon, 
Good Conduct Medal, American Defense Rib
bon, and Five Bronze Stars-Battle. 

Mr. Speaker, I join all Americans in a long 
overdue salute to Corporal Spisak for his 
countless acts of bravery during World War II. 
I am especially proud of the last line in Colo
nel Carleton's written account: "Residence at 
enlistment: Youngstown, Ohio." 

CUBANS REP ATRIA TED 

HON. PETER DEUTSCH 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to 
recognize the bravery of eight Cubans who 
survived a shipwreck off the coast of Mexico 
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only to be deported and returned to Cuba. In 
a spectacular reversal of policy, these coura
geous individuals were picked up from Cuba 
by Mexican authorities and taken to Mexico 
where they were later given United States 
visas. 

These Cubans left Castro's oppressive re
gime bound for the freedom of south Florida 
only to have their boat diverted by gulf cur
rents and shipwrecked off the Mexican coast. 
The prompt return of these individuals to Cuba 
sparked days of raucous protest by the Cuban 
community in front of the Mexican Consulate 
in Miami, FL. It is for the sheer will of the 
Cuban community and the hard work of the 
Cuban-American National Foundation that the 
Mexican Government reversed itself. In an un
precedented display, Mexican authorities se
cured an agreement with the Castro regime 
for the return of the eight freedom seekers. 

Once returned to Mexico, the fate of the Cu
bans was still unsure when the United States 
did not immediately issue visas. While the is
suance of the visas was being negotiated, the 
Cubans feared they would be stranded in 
Mexico, apart from their families and unable to 
reach the United States. Finally however, the 
United States Government recognized the 
plight of these Cubans caught in a political 
limbo and issued visas for all eight asylum 
seekers who were then transported to Miami. 
I was overjoyed to be among those lucky 
enough to greet these eight Cuban heroes 
upon their arrival in the United States. 

I celebrate the heart and spirit of these eight 
Cubans who risked their lives and their fami
ly's lives in order for the chance to be free. 
They are our reminder of the simple pleasures 
that liberty provides us as Americans and the 
abusive, unlivable situation that exists in 
Cuba, just 90 miles off of United States 
shores. The situation was best summed up by 
Hilda Perez as the Mexican authorities forcibly 
placed her back on a plane to Cuba. "Please 
don't take us there," she cried. 

THE PAN AFRICAN SOCIETY
FORGING A NEW FUTURE 

HON. LUCIEN E. BLACKWEil 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Mr. BLACKWELL. Mr. Speaker, on Tues
day, September 14, at 5 p.m., the Pan African 
Society will host a reception in honor of Chief 
Moshood K.O. Abiola, President-elect of the 
Federal Republic of Nigeria and Bangaly 
Cumara, Director General of the Republic of 
Guinea. The reception will be held in the foyer 
of the Rayburn House Office Building, and I 
encourage Members of the House and Senate 
to attend to meet and greet these important 
guests of the United States. 

The reception will be followed by a con
ference of major significance, planned by the 
Pan African Society and scheduled to take 
place from October 20-23, 1993. The con
ference will be held on the campus of the 
Richard Stockton College in Pomona, NJ. The 
purpose of the conference, according to Jesse 
Woods, distinguished president of the Pan Af
rican Society, is to develop and support a pol-
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icy framework regarding Africa and the Dias
pora. From the conference, a policy statement 
will be developed, centering on political, eco
nomic and social development for Africa and 
people of African descent. 

The Pan African Society was founded in 
1991 and is based in the United States. Its vi
sion is reflected in the inspirational words of 
Jesse Woods who has stated that: "We seek 
to bring strength where there is weakness, 
bounty where there is scarcity and unity where 
there is confusion." That is a timely and pro
lific vision. The continent of Africa is fertile 
ground for emerging democracies and for the 
possibility of expanded trade, investment and 
economic exchange with the United States. 
Africa has an annual population growth of 
about 3 percent, the highest of any region in 
the world. The continent's population is ex
pected to more than double, from 648 million 
in 1990 to 1.6 billion by 2025. Now is the time 
for the United States to encourage commu
nication between Africans and African-Ameri
cans and to bolster its financial support to Afri
ca. The noble goals of the Pan African Society 
can best be achieved through enterprise and 
business cooperation between people of Afri
can descent worldwide. 

With the restructuring of the Soviet Union, 
the United States has a golden opportunity to 
restructure and realign its foreign aid con
centration towards nations interested in de
mocracy and economic reform. Direct assist
ance to Africa from the United States rep
resents just 10-percent of its total foreign aid 
budget. The United States ranks fifth among 
the leading donors of bilateral economic devel
opment aid to the continent. If the United 
States is to remain the world's democratic and 
economic superpower, we must remain a 
major force in the world community, particu
larly in Africa. 

The Pan African Society has the vision to 
forge a new future for people of African de
scent. I encourage members to attend its re
ception as well as its planned conference. We 
are in the midst of unfolding and historic 
events. The Pan African Society is at the cen
ter of this history-in-the-making. I am pleased 
and honored to be associated with them. 
Thank you. 

BOSNIA-WHAT PEACE 

HON. WIUJAM J. HUGH~ 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, Saturday's New 
York Times reported that "Mideast Peace 
Gains Momentum". We hail today's fulfillment 
of this extraordinary headline and rejoice in 
the possibility of genuine peace in the Middle 
East. That same day the New York Times also 
reported that Alija lzetbegovic, Moslem Presi
dent of Bosnia and Herzegovina announced 
he will accept land concessions in an attempt 
to secure a peace pact with Croatia and Ser
bia. Mr. Speaker, I have greater hopes for the 
peace process in the Middle East than I do for 
the war ravaged former Yugoslavia. 

The most recent breakdown of the Geneva 
peace talks casts a long shadow of doubt 
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upon the prospects of a conclusion to the con
tinuing crisis. The coming winter looms ahead 
for the former Yugoslavia, and it looks terribly 
grim. Despite international efforts to implement 
various peace proposals, little genuine 
progress has occurred, and the people keep 
dying in Mostar, Jabianica, Konjic, and the list 
goes on. Even in Sarajevo, which is supposed 
to be demilitarized, sniper fire claims lives 
every day. Now Sarajevo is bracing for what 
appears to be an imminent resumption of 
deadly fighting in its surrounding mountains. 

The findings by the International Committee 
of the Red Cross of grisly Croatian run deten
tion camps in which Moslem prisoners, some 
of whom are mere children, are tortured and 
starved to death is a haunting reminder of the 
international community's failure to forge a so
lution to this enormous urgent crisis. 

President Clinton recently underscored his 
commitment to obtaining congressional ap
proval before he would send American troops 
to act as peacekeepers in the former Yugo
slavia. The Congress must address this issue 
in a full forum, and be prepared to respond to 
the President's request for this authorization. 

But perhaps, Mr. Speaker, Congress should 
do more than this. Perhaps we need to reex
amine the value of pledging to send support 
when the fighting subsides, and the peace is 
negotiated. Instead, the United States must 
exercise its leadership now and work with our 
NATO partners in order that a time will come 
when peacekeeping forces are needed. 

I am hopeful that President lzetbegovic's ef
forts to renegotiate a peace will yield concrete 
results. I fear however, that every day that 
passes increases the possibility that the Mos
lems will soon surrender all hope, and the bru
tal aggression of the Serbians will be re
warded with greater parcels of Moslem land. I 
urge the President to seek anew, cooperation 
with our allies in order to bring the force of the 
international community's will to bear to end 
this slaughter. 

SAVE JOBS: SUPPORT THE C-17 

HON. WIUJAM (Bill) CI.A Y 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I support the con

tinued procurement of the C-17. Today, we 
are at a crossroads in history. For the greater 
part of this century, the United States was a 
world superpower, permanently poised on the 
verge of a major military confrontation. Now, 
America is emerging from the darkness and 
insanity of our past war mongering and as
suming a more compassionate role as a lead
er in humanitarian efforts around the world. 

As a senior Member of the House, I partici
pated as this body endeavored to address the 
many, tremendous, and overwhelming 
changes which have transpired in our Nation's 
defense policies over the past two decades. 
From this Chamber I have witnessed a tech
nological revolution that has reshaped our 
world and our thinking about national security. 
Shifting opinions and perceptions about our 
defense needs have diffused some of the real 
issues we must address if we are to reorder 
our defense systems. 
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I did not support the Carter-Bush-Reagan 

era defense buildup and I often spoke against 
the perils of an economy dependent on the 
military-industrial complex. I have anticipated 
the great many difficulties our society would 
face when we finally moved to disengage our 
economy from its economic dependence on 
military procurement. I believe we must tread 
carefully through this economic transition. We 
must act wisely to protect and preserve Amer
ican jobs as we build the defense systems 
that will most benefit our new global role. 

Mr. Speaker, the C-17 will enable us to 
succeed in our new mission. Our Nation's 
long-established role in lending assistance to 
our less fortunate neighbors has taken on new 
meaning and a special emphasis in the last 
few years. Earthquakes, oilspills, floods, fam
ines, and other catastrophes are among the 
most important battles facing us in the future. 
With this realization, I believe we must ac
knowledge the importance of the C-17. The 
C-17 aircraft is a valuable resource that we 
should develop to help meet the humanitarian 
challenges of the future. 

The cost effectiveness, versatility, and flexi
bility of the C-17 make it a uniquely valuable 
aircraft. The C-17 is less expensive to oper
ate-requiring fewer aircrew members and 
maintenance personnel than the comparable 
C-141 or C-5. And, unlike similar aircraft, it 
can transport injured victims and deliver heavy 
equipment and cargo loads directly to small 
fields or primitive landing areas. 

Mr. Speaker, when the cold war ended, we 
were engulfed in debate and rhetoric about 
the new world order. In the best of times, the 
notion of a world order is ever elusive and 
fleeting and the only constant continues to be 
change. Today we are in the throes of a mili
tary reorganization and an economic trans
formation. As we reshape our defense sys
tems we must be mindful to protect our econ
omy and preserve American jobs. The C-17 
offers an ideal opportunity to achieve our de
fense policy objectives while safeguarding 
more than 13,000 American jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, I applaud this administration's 
efforts to restructure the U.S. military for the 
new era. I believe the C-17 is an excellent air
craft which is very well suited to our Nation's 
future security needs. 

TRIBUTE TO THOMAS J. PILECKI, 
PARTICIPANT IN SYMPOSIUM 
"CREATING AN ART RENAIS
SANCE IN AMERICA" 

HON. JOSE E. SERRANO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to Thomas J. Pilecki, principal of 
the South Bronx's renowned St. Augustine 
School of the Arts, who will be a panelist in a 
symposium taking place tomorrow in the Sen
ate caucus room entitled "Creating an Art 
Renaissance in America." 

This important discussion of the need for 
apprenticeship education in America is being 
held in conjunction with "Birth By Fire: A Ren
aissance in Bronze," an exhibition of works 
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from the studio of sculptor and teacher Greg 
Wyatt that is being held in the rotunda of the 
Russell Senate Office Building through next 
Friday, September 24. As many of our col
leagues will recall from a similar exhibit he 
held last year in the rotunda of the Cannon 
Building, Greg Wyatt is sculptor-in-residence 
of the Cathedral Church of St. John the Divine 
in New York City and president of the Fantasy 
Fountain Fund. For more than 1 O years Mr. 
Wyatt has labored in his Renaissance style 
studio in the crypt of the world's largest gothic 
cathedral to produce magnificent works in 
bronze and, with financial support from the 
Fantasy Fountain Fund, to train his appren
tices-high school and college artists aged 16 
to 25 from New York's tri-State area. 

Working side-by-side over the past year, 
Greg Wyatt and his apprentices have planned 
and created a whole new exhibition to dem
onstrate the teaching and creative processes 
of his studio. In addition to works of bronze 
sculpture, the exhibition features two- and 
three-dimensional models of monuments, 
plexiglass architectural models, and numerous 
computer rendered images, bas-relief 
sketches, and anatomical studies. Mr. Wyatt's 
apprentices will participate in the youth sym
posium he will moderate tomorrow afternoon 
on the value of art apprenticeship programs. 

The other participants in "Creating an Art 
Renaissance in America," which will take 
place tomorrow evening, include Carrie 
Rebora, director of the Henry R. Luce Center 
at the Metropolitan Museum of Art; Ivonne A
Baki, artist-in-residence at Dudley House on 
the Harvard University campus; and David W. 
Heleniak, immediate past president of the 
MacDowell Colony, Inc., an artist colony in 
Peterborough, NH. 

Mr. Speaker, under Thomas Pilecki's leader
ship the St. Augustine School of the Arts, 
which has been featured admiringly on "60 
Minutes," "The McNeil/Lehrer Newshour" 
"ABC Nightly News" and in the New York 
Times, has become a national model for edu
cational reform. Just last week PBS broadcast 
"Something Within Me," a documentary 
hosted by Bill Cosby which investigated the 
activities and accomplishments of the pupils, 
teachers, and administrators of this fine 
school. I am pleased that Mr. Pilecki will have 
the opportunity to share his expertise in this 
important forum. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO ROGER J. 
KINEAVY 

HON. JOHN JOSEPH MOAKLEY 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, September 13, 1993 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I wish today to 
congratulate my District Director Roger J. 
Kineavy who was the University of Massachu
setts 1993 Distinguished Alumni for the volun
teer work he does on behalf of the hungry and 
homeless and young children afflicted with 
AIDS, in the Ninth Congressional District. I 
would like to share with you remarks made by 
Alumni President Mr. Boyce Slayman and the 
accepting of this award by Roger J. Kineavy. 
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THE 1993 UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AT 

BOSTON DISTINGUISHED ALUMNI AWARD 
Each commencement the Alumni Associa

tion recognizes one of its own who has dis
tinguished herself or himself in a particular 
field of endeavor. 

This year's award is being presented to a 
graduate of the college of public and commu
nity service by Boyce Slayman, President of 
the Alumni Association. 

For most of his adult life Roger J. 
Kineavy, Class of '83, has been a committed 
public servant. For the past 21 years, he has 
ably served the public as district manager of 
the 9th Congressional District for Congress
man Joe Moakley. 

In this capacity Roger Kineavy lent a help
ing hand and a compassionate ear to thou
sands of people. From tracking down lost so
cial security checks, to cutting through red 
tape at the small business administration, to 
securing federal funds for elderly housing, to 
coordinating some of the states largest job 
creating projects; in his role as Joe Moak
ley's key staff person, Roger Kineavy has 
tirelessly and effectively served the public. 

In addition to his public service through 
his governmental career, Roger Kineavy has 
dedicated himself to community service in 
his private life, helping the troubled, the 
hungry, the homeless and sick- and espe
cially, sick children. Two efforts, in particu
lar, deserve brief recognition: 

Eight years ago, Roger founded our brother 
and sisters table at the Sacred Heart Parish · 
in Quincy. Each Wednesday, Roger gathers, 
prepares, transports, and serves meals for 
the honored guests at the Long Island Shel
ter. He and his volunteer team usually feed 
over 400 people each week. And, importantly, 
Roger personally raises all of the monies 
needed to fund this charitable enterprise; 
and, 

Three years ago, Roger volunteered to 
raise money to help establish the ST AR Pro
gram at the Dimmock Community Health 
Center, in Roxbury. 

An innovative, national model, the STAR 
Program provides intensive day care for chil
dren born with AIDS, and coordinates deliv
ery of essential services to these children's 
families. Compassionately committed to 
comforting children and families living with 
AIDS, Roger plays a major role in raising op
eration funds. 

For these and other public and community 
services too numerous to enumerate today . 
June 5, 1993, I am pleased and honored to 
present Mr. Roger J . Kineavy, College of 
Public and Community Service Class of 1983, 
the Alumni Association's 1993 Distinguished 
Alumni Award. 

Roger, the University is proud of you as 
are your family, your employer. The award 
consists of a University chair with a plaque 
and your name engraved upon it, which will 
be delivered later today, and this certificate, 
which simply states * * * 

Reverend Clergy, President Hooker, Chan
cellor Penney. distinguished honorees, Class 
of 1993, parents and friends , and most impor
tantly my wife , Janet and my children. 

I would like to give thanks and praise to 
my Lord and Savior, Jesus Christ, for the 
graves and blessings he has given to me. 
Without him in my life, I am nothing, with 
him in my life, I know that I am very spe
cial. To the University of Massachusetts, and 
the Alumni Association, you humble me 
today with this prestigious award. As I stand 
here, I do so on behalf of Project ST AR, the 
center who cares for children afflicted with 
the AIDS virus and all of my friends who are 
homeless and are guests at the Long Island 
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Shelter. Serving these beautiful people for 
the past nine years, has been both an honor 
and a privilege for me. 

In America, we are so rich in resources 
that it is often difficult to understand why 
so many are hungry and homeless, and oth
ers afflicted with AIDS. We do not have to go 
very far to see how many people are down on 
their luck. We all know someone, a family 
member, a friend, or a neighbor who is strug
gling with the difficulties of which I speak. I 
know that our government is very hard at 
work trying to come up with solutions to 
these complex and difficult problems. But 
there are no easy answers. As an individual, 
I have come to believe that it is my respon
sibility to assist those in need. In doing so, 
I brighten their lives and my own immeas
urably. 

Over the years, I have observed the volun
teers who assist me with both the hungry 
and homeless and the youngsters afflicted 
with the AIDS virus. They treat these indi
viduals with respect, gentleness, kindness, 
and understanding. It is truly remarkable, 
the rapport they have with those they serve. 
I have come to see through volunteers that 
character is chiseled into a thing of beauty 
by the way that they care for our brothers 
and sisters who, at this moment in their 
lives, are unable to care for themselves. We 
must always by generous and share our gifts 
and talents with our brothers and sisters. 
This has been our motto , and over the years 
we have been truly blessed for it. 

To the Class of 1993, most of you will be 
leaving this beautiful campus after devoting 
four years of your life in pursuit of excel
lence in education. You will go into the 
workplace with the tools that you have ac
quired throughout your studies. There will 
be uncertainty. Many of you will be nervous, 
some even scared. There are no limits as to 
what you can accomplish. Please believe 
that! Never relinquish any dream, because it 
may seem beyond your power to achieve. 
Think of the tiny snow covered shoot in the 
hard ground. It is no certainty that even as 
it works its way up, that sunlight and 
warmth will greet it. What a task that must 
seem. But, the inner drive within the seed 
compels it to carry out its task. The human 
person is equal to that task, and can carry 
out any challenge placed before them. 

Remember that you will make a difference, 
like others who have gone before you. They 
had the same kind of feelings and they made 
a difference. I am confident that you will as 
well. As you begin this great challenge, have 
faith in God, for his love is unconditional, 
and also faith in your parents, who have 
been with you through thick and thin and 
will continue to be by your side in the years 
ahead. Foremost, have faith in yourself. You 
are special and possess many gifts that will 
make the world a better place. 

I would like to share this award with a few 
people to whom I owe a great sense of grati
tude and whom I love very much. My mother 
and father, who went home to the Lord when 
I was very young, my wife, Janet, mother of 
our eight children , my dear friend , Congress
man Joe Moakley. They taught me by their 
example that justice is stronger than injus
tice, truth suppresses lies, that the human 
spirit can overcome inhumanity, peace is 
possible , and that all men can truly love one 
another. 

Thank you and may God bless you. 
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TRIBUTE TO THE 32D ANNUAL 
JOHN R. CALLAHAN SCHOLASTIC 
BANQUET 

HON. JAMFS A. TRAflCANT, JR. 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, September 13, 1993 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
honor of the 32d Annual John R. Callahan 
Scholastic Banquet, held earlier this summer 
in my 17th Congressional District of Ohio. 

Mr. Speaker, for the past 32 years the 
Salem High School Key Club has sponsored 
the banquet to recognize the scholastic excel
lence of its students. All students, grades 1 O 
through 12, are eligible to attend if they have 
maintained a 3.2 or higher grade point aver
age throughout the year. Mr. Callahan, for 
whom the banquet bears its name, was a 
former high school assistant principal, key club 
advisor and Kiwanis Club member. He be
lieved the banquet was an important way of 
recognizing and encouraging academic 
achievement at Salem High School. 

Mr. Speaker, I was fortunate enough to 
have been chosen as the keynote speaker at 
the banquet and I expressed to the students 
my gratitude for their hard work. Their success 
is the community's success. I was also fortu
nate to have been seated alongside Key Club 
members who worked to organize the ban
quet: president Marco Nicotera, vice president 
Jesse Horning, treasurer Charlie Straub, ser
geant at arms Ross Ramunno, Lt. Governor 
Mark Ramunno and Kiwanis advisor Dave 
Firestone. 

Mr. Speaker, I was both inspired and proud 
at the banquet. I join the citizens of the 17th 
district in saluting its organizers, the honored 
students and, most of all, the parents of the 
Salem school district. 

GREATER TOLEDO STATEMENT OF 
HOPE 

HON. MARCY KAPTIJR 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, September 13, 1993 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
bring to the attention of my distinguished col
leagues the following joint statement by the 
Arab and Jewish Communities of Greater To
ledo, OH, my home district. These citizens 
gathered in the Federal building in downtown 
Toledo to sign their "Statement of Hope" on 
this historic day of September 13, 1993, as 
the nation of Israel and the Palestinian Libera
tion Organization signed their working accord 
to peace. I am honored to represent a district 
of our Nation where citizens band together, re
gardless of heritage, to promote a more beau
tiful and peaceful world. 

We, the members of the Arab and Jewish 
communities of Greater Toledo, representing 
the Christian, Muslim and Jewish faiths , 
have issued the following joint statement ac
knowledging our common support of the 
Declaration of Principles agreed upon by the 
State of Israel and the Palestine Liberation 
Organization. 

The Arab and Jewish communities of 
Greater Toledo join together today in 
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thanksgiving and in appreciation for this 
historic beginning. This event marks the 
dawning of a new era in the relations be
tween the Israeli and Palestinian peoples, 
which will hopefully in turn usher in an era 
of peace for all parties to the Middle East 
conflict. 

We realize that there will be many chal
lenges that will be confronted during the 
days and years which lie ahead. We hope and 
we pray that a rapport of trust and con
fidence will be established which allows for 
the creation of a comprehensive, just, and 
lasting peace for all the peoples of the re
gion. 

This special part of the world, the birth
place of Judaism, Christianity and Islam, 
gave the world a vision of peace inscribed in 
our sacred writings-the Torah, the New Tes
tament, and the Koran. It is most appro
priate that the peoples of the region realize 
the beautiful vision of their prophets and 
teachers. We fervently join together as com
munities intricately bound to the Middle 
East with our sincere and earnest prayer. 
May God grant the leaders of the Middle 
East the wisdom and the insight to fulfill the 
goal of an everlasting peace for our brothers 
and sisters. 

Laila Asad, Nabil Hanna, Steve Edelstein, 
Yehia Shousher, Michael Sugheir, Samir Abu 
Absi, Maryse Mikhail, Howard Fried, Jack 
Gallon, Rabbi Arnold Beinstock, Nadeem 
Salem, Reverend Michael Ellias, Neil Light, 
Joanne Rubin, Rabbi Alan Sokobin, Michael 
Berebitsky, Marla Levine, Congresswoman 
Marcy Kaptur. 

What an honor to represent such a group of 
citizens. 

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest--designated by the Rules Com
mittee-of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Tuesday, Sep
tember 14, 1993, may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today's RECORD. 

MEETINGS SCHEDULED 

SEPTEMBER 15 
9:30 a .m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Clean Water, Fisheries and Wildlife Sub

committee 
To resume hearings on S. 1114, authoriz

ing funds for programs of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act, and relat
ed measures including S . 1304, to im
prove the conservation of wetlands and 
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thereby restore and maintain the phys
ical, chemical, and biological integrity 
of the Nation's waters. 

SD-106 
10:00 a .m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings on the nomination of 

David J. Barram, of California, to be 
Deputy Secretary of Commerce, and 
Steven 0. Palmer, of Michigan, to be 
an Assistant Secretary of Transpor
tation. 

SR-253 
Energy and Natural Resources 

To hold hearings on the nominations of 
Tara O'Toole, of Maryland, to be As
sistant Secretary for Environment, 
Safety and Health, and Jay E . Hakes, 
of Florida, to be Administrator of the 
Energy Information Administration, 
both of the Department of Energy. 

SD-366 
Finance 

To hold hearings to examine the North 
American Free Trade Agreement 
(NAFTA), focusing on how the Agree
ment advances U.S. economic inter
ests, including labor, environmental, 
and related matters. 

SD-215 
Judiciary 

Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 

SD-226 
Special on Aging 

To hold hearings to examine the market
ing of hearing aid devices, focusing on 
concerns about misleading advertising 
and questionable sales practices. 

SD-G50 
Joint Economic 

To continue hearings to examine the his
torical evolution of the growing crisis 
of the American heal th care system, fo
cusing on the economic impact of ris
ing health care costs and the impact on 
various segments of American society. 

2322 Rayburn Building 
3:00 p.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
Employment and Productivity Sub

committee 
To hold joint hearings with the Commit

tee on Indian Affairs to examine the 
Job Training Partnership Act program 
and the implementation of the Indian 
Employment Training and Services 
Demonstration Act. 

SR-485 
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Indian Affairs 

To hold joint hearings with the Commit
tee on Labor and Human Resources' 
Subcommittee on Employment and 
Productivity to examine the Job Train
ing Partnership Act program and the 
implementation of the Indian Employ
ment Training and Services Dem
onstration Act. 

SR-485 

SEPTEMBER 20 
2:00 p.m. 

Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
Agricultural Research, Conservation, For

estry and General Legislation Sub
committee 

To hold hearings on S. 1406, to make the 
Plant Variety Protection Act consist
ent with the International Convention 
for the Protection of New Varieties of 
Plants of March 19, 1991, to which the 
United States is a signatory. 

SR-332 

SEPTEMBER 21 
9:30 a.m. 

Governmental Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine environ

mental problems in the Federal Gov
ernment. 

SD-342 
Veterans' Affairs 

To hold joint hearings with the House 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs to re
view the legislative recommendations 
of the American Legion. 

334 Cannon Building 
2:30 p.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
Public Lands, National Parks and Forests 

Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on S. 986, to provide for 

an interpretive center at the Civil War 
Battlefield of Corinth, Mississippi, S . 
1033, to establish the Shenandoah Val
ley National Battlefields and Commis
sion in the Commonwealth of Virginia, 
S. 1341, to establish the Wheeling Na
tional Heritage Area in the State of 
West Virginia, and H.R. 1305, to make 
boundary adjustments and other mis
cellaneous changes to authorities and 
programs of the National Park Service. 

SD-366 
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SEPTEMBER 22 

9:30 a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 

To hold hearings on the nomination of 
Reed E. Hundt, of Maryland, to be a 
Member of the Federal Communica
tions Commission. 

SR-253 
Energy and Natural Resources 

Business meeting, to consider pending 
calendar business. 

SD-366 

SEPTEMBER 23 
9:00 a.m. 

Office of Technology Assessment 
Board meeting, to consider pending busi-

ness. 
EF-100, Capitol 

10:00 a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Consumer Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S . 687, to regulate 
interstate commerce by providing for a 
uniform product liability law. 

SR-253 
Environment and Public Works 

To hold oversight hearings on implemen
tation of programs of the Clean Air Act 
Amendments of 1990. 

SD-406 

SEPTEMBER 28 
9:30 a.m. 

Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 

to reorganize the Department of Agri
culture. 

SR-332 

OCTOBER6 
9:30 a.m. 

Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
Business meeting, to mark up proposed 

legislation to reorganize the Depart
ment of Agriculture. 

SR-332 

POSTPONEMENTS 

SEPTEMBER 15 
9:30 a.m. 

Indian Affairs 
To hold hearings on S. 1146, to provide 

for the settlement of the water rights 
claims of the Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe in Yavapai County, Arizona. 

SR-485 
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