
September 14, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 

SENATE-Tuesday, September 14, 1993 

21237 

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the Honorable BEN 
NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, a Sena tor from 
the State of Colorado. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard 

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

Let us pray: 
Almighty God, Your word exhorts 

Your people to pray -for the healing of 
the land: If my people, which are called 
by my name, shall humble themselves, and 
pray, and seek my face, and turn from 
their wicked ways; then will I hear from 
heaven, and will for give their sin, and 
will heal their land.-ll Chronicles 7:14. 

You are the Lord of history, and You 
know how desperately our land need!!! 
healing-economically, morally, and 
spiritually. Put it on the hearts of 
Your people to take seriously this ex
hortation to humble themselves, to 
seek Your face, to turn from their 
wicked ways, and to pray, with the as
surance that You will forgive their sins 
and heal their land. 

Be with each Senator and his/her 
staff as they work through the issues of 
today. And may they also, as God's 
people, take this exhortation seriously. 

In His name who is life. 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 bill clerk read the following let
ter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, September 14, 1993. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable BEN NIGHTHORSE 
CAMPBELL, a Senator from the State of Colo
rado, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. CAMPBELL thereupon assumed 
the chair as Acting President pro tem
pore. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, the 
time of the majority leader and Repub
lican leader is reserved. 

The Chair, in his capacity as a Sen
ator, suggests the absence of a quorum. 

(Legislative day of Tuesday, September 7, 1993) 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

INTERIOR APPROPRIATIONS ACT 
OF 1994 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senate will now proceed to 
the consideration of H.R. 2520, which 
the clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 2520) making appropriations 

for the Department of the Interior and relat
ed agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1994, and for other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Appropriations with 
amendments; as follows: 

(The parts of the bill intended to be 
stricken are shown in boldface brack
ets, and the parts of the bill intended 
to be inserted are shown in italic.) 

H.R. 2520 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the following sums 
are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the 
Department of the Interior and related agen
cies for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1994, and for other purposes, namely: 

TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES 

For expenses necessary for protection, use, im
provement, development, disposal, cadastral sur
veying, classification, and performance of other 
functions, including maintenance of facilities, 
as authorized by law, in the management of 
lands and their resources under the jurisdiction 
of the Bureau of Land Management, including 
the general administration of the Bureau of 
Land Management, $604,415,000, of which the 
fallowing amounts shall remain available until 
expended: not to exceed $1,462,000 to be derived 
from the special receipt account established by 
section 4 of the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund Act of 1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 460l-
6a(i)), and $69,418,000 for the Automated Land 
and Mineral Record System Project: Provided, 
That appropriations herein made shall not be 
available for the destruction of healthy, 
unadopted, wild horses and burros in the care 
of the Bureau of Land Management or its con
tractors; and in addition, $15,300,000 for Mining 
Law Administration program operations to re
main available through September 30, 1994, to be 
reduced by amounts collected by the Bureau of 
Land Management and credited to this appro
priation from annual mining claim fees so as to 

result in a final fiscal year 1994 appropriation 
estimated at not more than $604,415,000: Pro
vided further, That in addition to funds other
wise available, not to exceed $5,000,000 from an
nual mining claim fees shall be credited to this 
account for the costs of administering the min
ing claim fee program, and shall remain avail
able until expended. 

FIRE PROTECTION 
For necessary expenses for fire manage

ment, emergency rehabilitation, fire 
presuppression and preparedness, and other 
related emergency actions by the Depart
ment of the Interior, $117,143,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

EMERGENCY DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
FIREFIGIITING FUND 

For emergency rehabilitation, severity 
presuppression, a.nd wildfire suppression ac
tivities of the Department of the Interior, 
$116,674,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That such funds also are 
available for repayment of advances to other 
appropriation accounts from which funds 
were previously transferred for such pur
poses: Provided further, That notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, persons hired 
pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 1469 may be furnished 
subsistence and lodging without cost from 
funds available from this appropriation: Pro
vided further, That only amounts for emer
gency rehabilitation and wildfire suppression 
activities that are in excess of the average of 
such costs for the previous ten years shall be 
considered "emergency requirements" pur
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985. 

CONSTRUCTION AND ACCESS 

For acquisition of lands and interests therein, 
and construction of buildings, recreation facili
ties, roads, trails, and appurtenant facilities, 
$10,817,000, to remain available until expended. 

PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES 
For expenses necessary to implement the 

Act of October 20, 1976 (31 U.S.C. 6901--07), 
$104,108,000, of which not to exceed $400,000 
shall be available for administrative ex
penses. 

LAND ACQUISITION 
For expenses necessary to carry out the 

provisions of sections 205, 206, and 318(d) of 
Public Law 94-579 including administrative 
expenses and acquisition of lands or waters, 
or interests therein, [$14,877,000) $8,177,000, 
to be derived from the Land and Water Con
servation Fund, to remain available until ex
pended; and, in addition, for activities author
ized under Public Law 102-259 to be carried out 
by the Morris K. Udall Scholarship and Excel
lence in National Environmental Policy Foun
dation, $5,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended. 

OREGON AND CALIFORNIA GRANT LANDS 
For expenses necessary for management, 

protection, and development of resources and 
for construction, operation, and mainte
nance of access roads, reforestation, and 
other improvements on the revested Oregon 
and California Railroad grant lands, on other 
Federal lands in the Oregon and California 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which arc not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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land-grant counties of Oregon, and on adja
cent rights-of-way; and acquisition of lands 
or interests therein including existing con
necting roads on or adjacent to such grant 
lands; $83,052,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That 25 per centum of 
the aggregate of all receipts during the cur
rent fiscal year from the revested Oregon 
and California Railroad grant lands is hereby 
made a charge against the Oregon anC. Cali
fornia landgrant fund and shall be trans
ferred to the General Fund in the Treasury 
in accordance with the provisions of the sec
ond paragraph of subsection (b) of title II of 
the Act of August 28, 1937 (50 Stat. 876). 

RANGE IMPROVEMENTS 

For rehabilitation , protection, and acquisition 
of lands and interests therein, and improvement 
of Federal rangelands pursuant to section 401 of 
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701), notwithstanding any 
other Act, sums equal to SO per centum of all 
moneys received during the prior fiscal year 
under sections 3 and 15 of the Taylor Grazing 
Act (43 U.S.C. 315 et seq.) and the amount des
ignated for range improvements from grazing 
fees and mineral leasing receipts from 
Bankhead-Jones lands transferred to the De
partment of the Interior pursuant to law , but 
not less than $10,025,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That not to exceed 
$600,000 shall be available for administrative ex
penses. 

SERVICE CHARGES, DEPOSITS, AND FORFEITURES 

For administrative expenses and other costs 
related to processing application documents and 
other authorizations for use and disposal of 
public lands and resources, for costs of provid
ing copies of official public land documents, for 
monitoring construction, operation, and termi
nation of facilities in conjunction with use au
thorizatio'ns, and for rehabilitation of damaged 
property , such amounts as may be collected 
under sections 209(b) , 304(a) , 304(b), 30S(a), and 
504(g) of the Act approved October 21, 1976 (43 
U.S.C. 1701), and sections 101 and 203 of Public 
Law 93-153, to be immediately available until 
expended: Provided, That notwithstanding any 
provision to the contrary of section 30S(a) of the 
Act of October 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 173S(a)). any 
moneys that have been or will be received pursu
ant to that section, whether as a result of for
feiture, compromise, or settlement, if not appro
priate for refund pursuant to section 30S(c) of 
that Act (43 U.S.C. 1735(c)), shall be available 
and may be expended under the authority of 
this or subsequent appropriations Acts by the 
Secretary to improve, protect, or rehabilitate 
any public lands administered through the Bu
reau of Land Management which have been 
damaged by the action of a resource developer , 
purchaser, permittee, or any unauthorized per
son, without regard to whether all moneys col
lected from each such forfeiture, compromise. or 
settlement are used on the exact lands damage 
to which led to the forfeiture , compromise, or 
settlement: Provided further, That such moneys 
are in excess of amounts needed to repair dam
age to the exact land for which collected. 

MISCELLANEOUS TRUST FUNDS 

In addition to amounts authorized to be ex
pended under existing law, there is hereby ap
propriated such amounts as may be contributed 
under section 307 of the Act of October 21, 1976 
(43 U.S.C. 1701), and such amounts as may be 
advanced for administrative costs, surveys , ap
praisals, and costs of making conveyances of 
omitted lands under section 211(b) of that Act, 
to remain available until exPended. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Appropriations for the Bureau of Land Man
agement shall be available for purchase, erec
tion, and dismantlement of temporary struc-

tures, and alteration and maintenance of nec
essary buildings and appurtenant facilities to 
which the United States has title; up to $100,000 
for payments, at the discretion of the Secretary , 
for information or evidence concerning viola
tions of laws administered by the Bureau of 
Land Management; miscellaneous and emer
gency expenses of enforcement activities author
ized or approved by the Secretary and to be ac
counted for solely on his certificate, not to ex
ceed $10,000: Provided, That appropriations 
herein made for Bureau of Land Management 
expenditures in connection with the revested 
Oregon and California Railroad and reconveyed 
Co9s Bay Wagon Road grant lands (other than 
expenditures made under the appropriation 
"Oregon and California grant lands") shall be 
reimbursed to the General Fund of the Treasury 
from the 25 per centum ref erred to in subsection 
(c), title II, of the Act approved August 28, 1937 
(50 Stat. 876), of the special fund designated the 
"Oregon and California land grant fund" and 
section 4 of the Act approved May 24, 1939 (53 
Stat. 754), of the special fund designated the 
"Coos Bay Wagon Road grant fund": Provided 
further, That notwithstanding 44 U.S.C. 501 , the 
Bureau may , under cooperative cost-sharing 
and partnership arrangements authorized by 
law, procure printing services from cooperators 
in connection with jointly-produced publica
tions for which the cooperators share the cost of 
printing either in cash or in services, and the 
Bureau determines the cooperator is capable of 
meeting accepted quality standards. 

UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

For expenses necessary for scientific and 
economic studies, conservation, manage
ment, investigations, protection, and utiliza
tion of sport fishery and wildlife resources, 
except whales. seals, and sea lions, and for 
the performance of other authorized func
tions related to such resources; for the gen
eral administration of the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service; and for mainte
nance of the herd of long-horned cattle on 
the Wichita Mountains Wildlife Refuge; and 
not less than $1,000,000 for high priority 
projects within the scope of the approved 
budget which shall be carried out by Youth 
Conservation Corps as authorized by the Act 
of August 13, 1970, as amended by Public Law 
93--408, ($492,229,000) $476,831,000, of which 
$11,799,000 shall be for operation and mainte
nance of fishery mitigation facilities con
structed by the Corps of Engineers under the 
Lower Snake River Compensation Plan, au
thorized by the Water Resources Develop
ment Act of 1976 (90 Stat. 2921), to com
pensate for loss of fishery resources from 
water development projects on the Lower 
Snake River, and which shall remain avail
able until expended; and of which ($2,500,000) 
$1,500,000 shall be provided to the National 
Fish and Wildlife Foundation for endangered 
species activities: Provided, That such 
amount shall be matched by at least an 
equal amount by the National Fish and Wild
life Foundation. 

CONSTRUCTION 

For construction and acquisition of build
ings and other facilities required in the con
servation, management, investigation, pro
tection. and utilization of sport fishery and 
wildlife resources, and the acquisition of 
lands and interests therein; [$53,209,000] 
$75,588,000, to remain available until ex
pended [of which $1,800,000 shall be available 
as a grant from the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service to Ducks Unlimited, Inc. , 
for construction of the Federal portion of the 
dike and pumping station at Metzger 
Marsh]. 

NATURAL RESOURCE DAMAGE ASSESSMENT AND 
RESTORATION FUND 

To conduct natural resource damage as
sessments and restoration activities by the 
Department of the Interior necessary to 
carry out the provisions of the Comprehen
sive Environmental Response, Compensa
tion, and Liability Act, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 9601, et seq.), Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act, as amended (33 U.S.C. 1251, et 
seq.), the Oil Pollution Act of 1990 (Public 
Law 101-380), and the Act of July 27, 1990 
(Public Law 101-337); [$7,260,000) $6,260,000, to 
remain available until expended: Provided , 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, any amounts appropriated or credited in 
fiscal year 1992 and thereafter. may be trans
ferred to any account to carry out the provi
sions of negotiated legal settlements or 
other legal actions for restoration activities 
and to carry out the provisions of the Com
prehensive Environmental Response, Com
pensation, and Liability Act, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 9601, et seq.), Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act, as amended (33 U.S.C . 1251, et 
seq.), the Oil Pollution Act of 1990 (Public 
Law 101-380), and the Act of July 27, 1990 
(Public Law 101-337) for damage assessment 
activities: Provided further, That sums pro
vided by any party are not limited to mone
tary payments and may include stocks, 
bonds or other personal or real property, 
which may be retained, liquidated or other
wise disposed of by the Secretary and such 
sums or properties shall be utilized for the 
restoration of injured resources, and to con
duct new damage assessment activities. 

LAND ACQUISITION 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the Land and Water Conserva
tion Fund Act of 1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 
4601-4-11), including administrative expenses. 
and for acquisition of land or waters. or in
terest therein, in accordance with statutory 
authority applicable to the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service, and for activities 
authorized under Public Law 98-244 to be car
ried out by the National Fish and Wildlife 
Foundation, ($61,610,000) $76,204,000, to be de
rived from the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund, to remain available until expended. 

COOPERATIVE ENDANGERED SPECIES 
CONSERVATION FUND 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543), as amended by Pub
lic Law 100-478, [$9,571 ,000) $8,571,000 for 
Grants to States, to be derived from the Co
operative Endangered Species Conservation 
Fund, and to remain available until ex
pended. 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE FUND 

For expenses necessary to implement the 
Act of October 17, 1978 (16 U.S.C. 715s), 
[$11,748,000] $13,748,000. 

REWARDS AND OPERATIONS 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the African Elephant Conserva
tion Act (16 U.S.C. 4201-4203, 4211-4213, 4221-
4225, 4241-4245, and 1538), $1,169,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

NORTH AMERICAN WETLANDS CONSERVATION 
FUND 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the North American Wetlands 
Conservation Act, Public Law 101-233, 
[$11,257,000) $13,257,000, and in fiscal year 1992 
and thereafter, amounts received during the 
immediately preceding fiscal year under sec
tion 6 of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 
U.S.C. 707) as penalties or fines or from for
feitures of property or collateral, to remain 
available until expended. 
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WILDLIFE CONSERVATION AND APPRECIATION 

FUND 

For deposit to the Wildlife Conservation 
and Appreciation Fund, $1,000,000, to remain 
available until expended, to be available for 
carrying out the Partnerships for Wildlife 
Act only to the extent such funds are 
matched as provided in section 7105 of said 
Act. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Appropriations and funds available to the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service shall 
be available for purchase of not to exceed 130 
passenger motor vehicles, of which 112 are 
for replacement only (including 43 for police
type use); not to exceed $400,000 for payment. 
at the discretion of the Secretary, for infor
mation, rewards, or evidence concerning vio
lations of laws administered by the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service, and mis
cellaneous and emergency expenses of en
forcement activities, authorized or approved 
by the Secretary and to be accounted for 
solely on his certificate; repair of damage to 
public roads within and adjacent to reserva
tion areas caused by operations of the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service; options for 
the purchase of land at not to exceed $1 for 
each option; facilities incident to such public 
recreational uses on conservation areas as 
are consistent with their primary purpose; 
and the maintenance and improvement of 
aquaria, buildings, and other facilities under 
the jurisdiction of the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service and to which the United 
States has title, and which are utilized pur
suant to law in connection with management 
and investigation of fish and wildlife re
sources: Provided, That the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service may accept do
nated aircraft as replacements for existing 
aircraft. 

NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEY 

RESEARCH, INVENTORIES, AND SURVEYS 

For expenses necessary for scientific re
search relating to species biology, popu
lation dynamics, and ecosystems; inventory 
and monitoring activities; technology devel
opment and transfer; the operation of Coop
erative Research Units; and for the general 
administration of the National Biological 
Survey, ($163,604,000) $156,837,000, of which 
[$162,177,000) $155,410,000 shall remain avail
able until September 30, 1995, and of which 
$1,427,000 shall remain available until ex
pended for construction: Provided, That the 
National Biological Survey is authorized to ac
cept lands, buildings, equipment, and other con
tributions, either cash or in-kind, from public 
and private sources, and to prosecute projects in 
cooperation with other agencies, Federal, State, 
or private: Provided further, That the National 
Biological Survey is authorized to accept the 
services of outside individuals or entities with
out compensation. 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

OPERATION OF THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM 

For expenses necessary for the manage
ment, operation, and maintenance of areas 
and facilities administered by the National 
Park Service (including special road mainte
nance service to trucking permittees on a re
imbursable basis), and for the general admin
istration of the National Park Service, in
cluding not to exceed $1,599,000 for the Vol
unteers-in-Parks program, $38,400 for a lump
sum payment to Marlene Anita Hudson of 
Washington, District of Columbia, which 
payment shall be in addition to any other 
amount that is otherwise payable under any 
other provision of law based on the death of 
James A. Hudson, and not less than $1,000,000 

for high priority projects within the scope of 
the approved budget which shall be carried 
out by Youth Conservation Corps as author
ized by the Act of August 13, 1970, as amend
ed by Public Law 93-408, [$1,059,033,000) 
$1,063,335,000, without regard to the Act of 
August 24, 1912, as amended (16 U.S.C. 451), of 
which not to exceed $78,559,000 to remain 
available until expended is to be derived 
from the special fee account established pur
suant to title V, section 5201, of Public Law 
100-203: Provided, That the National Park Serv
ice shall not enter into future concessionaire 
contracts, including renewals, that do not in
clude a termination for cause clause that pro
vides for possible extinguishment of possessory 
interests excluding depreciated book value of 
concessionaire investments without compensa
tion. 

NATIONAL RECREATION AND PRESERVATION 

For expenses necessary to carry out recre
ation programs, natural programs, cultural 
programs, environmental compliance and re
view, international park affairs, statutory or 
contractual aid for other activities, and 
grant administration, not otherwise provided 
for, [$35,606,000) $43,844,000, of which not to ex
ceed $610,000 shall be for the Roosevelt Campo
bello International Park Commission . 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION FUND 

For expenses necessary in carrying out the 
provisions of the Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966 (80 Stat. 915), as amended (16 U.S.C. 
470). $40,000,000 to be derived from the His
toric Preservation Fund, established by sec
tion 108 of that Act, as amended, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
1995. 

CONSTRUCTION 

For construction, improvements, repair or 
replacement of physical facilities, 
($183,949,000) $191,136,000, to remain available 
until expended [of which $2,000,000 for the 
Boston Public Library shall be derived from 
the Historic Preservation Fund pursuant to 
16 U.S.C. 470a] : Provided, That of the funds 
provided under this heading, not to exceed 
$450,000 shall be made available to the City of 
Hot Springs, Arkansas, to be used as part of the 
non-Federal share of a cost-shared feasibility 
study of flood protection for the downtown area 
which contains a significant amount of Na
tional Park Service property and improvements: 
Provided further, That notwithstanding any 
other provision of law a single procurement for 
the construction of the Franklin Delano Roo
sevelt Memorial may be issued which includes 
the full scope of the project: Provided further, 
That the solicitation and the contract shall con
tain the clause "availability of funds" found at 
48 CFR 52.323.18. 

(URBAN PARK AND RECREATION FUND 

[For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the Urban Park and Recreation 
Recovery Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2501-2514), 
$5,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended.] 

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND 

(RESCISSION) 

The contract authority provided for fiscal 
year 1994 by 16 U.S.C. 4601-lOa is rescinded. 

LAND ACQUISITION AND STATE ASSISTANCE 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the Land and Water Conserva
tion Fund Act of 1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 
4601-4-11), including administrative expenses, 
and for acquisition of lands or waters, or in
terest therein, in accordance with statutory 
authority applicable to the National Park 
Service, [$89,460,000) $95,587,000 to be derived 
from the Land and Water Conservation 

Fund, to remain available until expended, of 
which $28,053,000 is for the State assistance 
program including $3,303,000 to administer 
the State assistance program: Provided, That 
of the amounts previously appropriated to 
the Secretary's contingency fund for grants 
to States $9,000 shall be available in 1994 for 
administrative expenses of the State grant 
program. 
JOHN F. KENNEDY CENTER FOR THE PERFORMING 

ARTS 

For expenses necessary for operating and 
maintaining the John F. Kennedy Center for 
the Performing Arts, $20,629,000, of which 
$12,697,000 shall remain available until ex
pended. 

ILLINOIS AND MICHIGAN CANAL NATIONAL 
HERITAGE CORRIDOR COMMISSION 

For operation of the Illinois and Michigan 
Canal National Heritage Corridor Commis
sion, $250,000. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Appropriations for the National Park Serv
ice shall be available for the purchase of not 
to exceed 447 passenger motor vehicles. of 
which 323 shall be for replacement only, in
cluding not to exceed 345 for police-type use, 
12 buses, and 5 ambulances: Provided, That 
none of the funds in this Act may be used to 
upgrade the Burr Trail National Rural Sce
nic Road in Utah except to meet health, safe
ty and environmental concerns: Provided fur
ther, That none of the funds appropriated to 
the National Park Service may be used to 
process any grant or contract documents 
which do not include the text of 18 U.S.C. 
1913: Provided further, That notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the National Park 
Service may hereafter recover all costs of provid
ing necessary services associated with special 
use permits, such reimbursements to be credited 
to the appropriation current at that time(: Pro
vided further, That none of the funds in this 
Act may be used to pay overtime to any indi
vidual employee of the United States Park 
Police in excess of $20,000 per year]: Provided 
further, That none of the funds appropriated 
to the National Park Service may be used to 
implement an agreement for the redevelop
ment of the southern end of Ellis Island until 
such agreement has been submitted to the 
Congress and shall not be implemented prior 
to the expiration of 30 calendar days (not in
cluding any day in which either House of 
Congress is not in session because of ad
journment of more than three calendar days 
to a day certain) from the receipt by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
the President of the Senate of a full and 
comprehensive report on the development of 
the southern end of Ellis Island, including 
the facts and circumstances relied upon in 
support of the proposed project. 

UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

SURVEYS, INVESTIGATIONS, AND RESEARCH 

For expenses necessary for the United 
States Geological Survey to perform sur
veys, investigations, and research covering 
topography, geology, hydrology, and the 
mineral and water resources of the United 
States, its Territories and possessions, and 
other areas as authorized by law (43 U.S.C. 
31, 1332 and 1340); classify lands as to their 
mineral and water resources; give engineer
ing supervision to power permittees and Fed
eral Energy Regulatory Commission licens
ees; administer the minerals exploration pro
gram (30 U.S.C. 641); and publish and dissemi
nate data relative to the foregoing activities; 
$584,685,000, of which $63,488,000 shall be 
available· only for cooperation with States or 
municipalities for water resources investiga
tions: Provided, That no part of this appro
priation shall be used to pay more than one-
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half the cost of any topographic mapping or 
water resources investigations carried on in 
cooperation with any State or municipality: 
Provided further, That notwithstanding any 
other provision of law a single procurement 
for the construction of an addition to the 
EROS Data Center in Sioux Fa.lls, South Da
kota may be issued which includes the full 
scope of the project: Provided further, That 
the solicitation and the contract shall con
tain the clause "availability of funds" found 
at 48 CFR 52.323.18. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

The amount appropriated for the United 
States Geological Survey shall be available 
for purchase of not to exceed 22 passenger 
motor vehicles, for replacement only; reim
bursement to the General Services Adminis
~ration for security guard services; contract
mg for the furnishing of topographic maps 
and for the making of geophysical or other 
specialized surveys when it is administra
tively determined that such procedures are 
in the public interest; construction and 
maintenance of necessary buildings and ap
purtenant facilities; acquisition of lands for 
gauging stations and observation wells; ex
penses of the United States National Com
mittee on Geology; and payment of com
pensation and expenses of persons on the 
rolls. of the United States Geological Survey 
appomted, as authorized by law, to represent 
the United States in the negotiation and ad
ministration of interstate compacts: Pro
vided, That activities funded by appropria
tions herein made may be accomplished 
thro_ugh the use of contracts, grants, or coop
erative agreements as defined in Public Law 
95-224. 

MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE 

LEASING AND ROY ALTY MANAGEMENT 

For expenses necessary for minerals leas
ing and environmental studies, regulation of 
industry operations, and collection of royal
ties, as authorized by law; for enforcing laws 
and regulations applicable to oil, gas, and 
other minerals leases, permits, licenses and 
operating contracts; and for matching grants 
or cooperative agreements; including the 
purchase of not to exceed eight passenger 
motor vehicles for replacement only; 
($193,197,000) $192,897,000, of which not less 
than ($65,896,000) $64,896,000 shall be avail
able for royalty management activities; and 
an amount not to exceed $5,000,000 for the 
Technical Information Management System 
of Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) Lands Ac
tivity, to be credited to this appropriation 
and. t? remain available until expended, from 
additions to current preset receipts and from 
additional fee collections relating to OCS ad
m~nistrative activities performed by the 
Mmerals Management Service over and 
above what the Minerals Management Serv
ice currently collects to offset its costs for 
these activities: Provided, That $1,500,000 for 
computer acquisitions shall remain available 
until September 30, 1995: Provided further, 
That funds appropriated under this Act shall 
be available for the payment of interest in 
accordance with 30 U.S.C. 1721 (b) and (d): 
Provided further, That not to exceed $3,000 
shall be available for reasonable expenses re
lated to promoting volunteer beach and ma
rine cleanup activities: Provided further, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, $15,000 under this head shall be available 
for refunds of overpayments in connection 
with certain Indian leases in which the Di
rector of the Minerals Management Service 
concurred with the claimed refund due: Pro
vided further, That the sixth proviso under 
the heading "Leasing and Royalty Manage-

ment" for the Minerals Management Service 
in Public Law 102-381 (106 Stat. 1385-1386) is 
amended by striking the words "this ac
count" after the words " shall be credited to" 
and inserting in lieu thereof " the leasing and 
royalty management account of the Minerals 
Management Service''. 

OIL SPILL RESEARCH 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
purposes of title I, section 1016, and title VII 
of the Oil Pollution Act of 1990, ($5,681,000) 
$~.331,000, which shall be derived from the 011 
Spill Liability Trust Fund, to remain avail
able until expended. 

BUREAU OF MINES 

MINES AND MINERALS 

For expenses necessary for conducting in
quiries, technological investigations, and re
search concerning the extraction, processing, 
use, and disposal of mineral substances with
out objectionable social and environmental 
costs; to foster and encourage private enter
prise in the development of mineral re
sources and the prevention of waste in the 
mining, minerals, metal, and mineral rec
lamation industries; to inquire into the eco
nomic conditions affecting those industries; 
to promote health and safety in mines and 
the mineral industry through research; and 
for other related purposes as authorized by 
law, ($169,336,000) $171,584,000, of which 
($105,063,000) $107,311,000 shall remain avail
able until expended. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

The Secretary is authorized to accept 
lands, buildings; equipment, other contribu
tions, and fees from public and private 
sources, and to prosecute projects using such 
contributions and fees in cooperation with 
other Federal, State or private agencies: Pro
vided, That the Bureau of Mines is author
i~ed, during the current fiscal year, to sell 
~irectl.Y or through any Government agency, 
mcludmg corporations, any metal or mineral 
product that may be manufactured in pilot 
plants operated by the Bureau of Mines, and 
the proceeds of such sales shall be covered 
into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 
OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING RECLAMATION AND 

ENFORCEMENT 

REGULATION AND TECHNOLOGY 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of the Surface Mining Control and 
Reclamation Act of 1977, Public Law 95-87, as 
amended, including the purchase of not to 
exceed 15 passenger motor vehicles for re
placement only; $110,552,000, and notwith
standing 31 U.S .C. 3302, an additional amount 
shall be credited to this account, to remain 
available until expended, from performance 
bond forfeitures in fiscal year 1994: Provided, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary of the Interior, pursuant 
to regulations, may utilize directly or 
through grants to States, moneys collected 
in fiscal year 1994 pursuant to the assess
ment of civil penalties under section 518 of 
the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation 
Act of 1977 (30 U.S.C. 1268), to reclaim lands 
adversely affected by coal mining practices 
after August 3, 1977, to remain available 
until expended: Provided further, That not
withs~a~ding any other provisions of law, ap
propriations for the Office of Surface Mining 
Reclamation and Enforcement may provide 
for the travel and per diem expenses of State 
and tribal personnel attending Office of Sur
face Mining Reclamation and Enforcement 
sponsored training. 

ABANDONED MINE RECLAMATION FUND 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of title IV of the Surface Mining 

Control and Reclamation Act of 1977, Public 
Law 95-87, as amended, including the pur
chase of not more than 22 passenger motor 
vehicles for replacement only, $190,107,000 to 
be derived from receipts of the Abandoned 
Mine Reclamation Fund and to remain avail
able until expended: Provided, That of the 
funds herein provided up to $20,000,000 may 
be used for the emergency program author
ized by section 410 of Public Law 95-87, as 
amended, of which no more than 25 per cen
tum shall be used for emergency reclamation 
projects in any one State and funds for Fed
erally-administered emergency reclamation 
projects under this proviso shall not exceed 
$12,000,000: [Provided further, That 16 full
time equivalent positions are to be main
tained in the Anthracite Reclamation Pro
gram at the Wilkes-Barre Field Office:} Pro
vided further, That pursuant to Public Law 
97-365, the Department of the Interior is au
thorized to utilize up to 20 per centum from 
the recovery of the delinquent debt owed to 
the United State!'i Government to pay for 
contracts to collect these debts. 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

OPERATION OF INDIAN PROGRAMS 

For operation of Indian programs by direct 
expenditure, contracts, cooperative agree
ments, and grants including expenses nec
essary to provide education and welfare serv
ices for Indians, either directly or in co
operation with States and other organiza
tions, including payment of care tuition as
sistance, and other expenses of Indian~ in 
boarding homes, or institutions, or schools; 
gra?ts and other assistance to needy Indians; 
mamtenance of law and order; management, 
development, improvement, and protection 
of resources and appurtenant facilities under 
the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Indian Af
fairs, including payment of irrigation assess
ments and charges; acquisition of water 
rights; advances for Indian industrial and 
business enterprises; operation of Indian arts 
and crafts shops and museums; development 
of Indian arts and crafts, as authorized by 
law; for the general administration of the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, including such ex
penses in field offices; maintaining of Indian 
reservation roads as defined in section 101 of 
title 23, United States Code; and construc
tion, repair, and improvement of Indian 
~ousing, ($1,492,650,000) $1,489,685,000, includ
mg $316,111,000 for school operations costs of 
Bureau-funded schools and other education 
programs which shall become available for 
obligation on July 1, 1994, and shall remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
1995, and ($52,582,000) $54,701,000 for housing 
and road maintenance programs, to remain 
available until expended, and of which, pay
ments of funds obligated as grants to schools 
pursuant to Public Law 100--297 shall be made 
on July 1 and Decemb&r 1 in lieu of the pay
ments authorized to be made on October 1 
an~ January 1 of each calendar year, and of 
which not to exceed $74,764,000 for higher 
education scholarships, adult vocational 
training, and assistance to public schools 
under the Act of April 16, 1934 (48 Stat. 596), 
as amended (25 U.S.C. 452 et seq.), shall re
main available for obligation until Septem
ber 30, 1995; and the funds made available to 
tribes and tribal organizations through con
tracts or grants obligated during fiscal year 
1994 as authorized by the Indian Self-Deter
mination Act of 1975 (88 Stat. 2203; 25 U.S.C. 
450 et seq.), or grants authorized by the In
dian Education Amendments of 1988 (25 
U.S.C. 2001 and 2008A) shall remain available 
until expended by the contractor or grantee· 
a?d of which ($1,983,000) $2,483,000 for litiga~ 
tion support shall remain available until ex
pended, $4,934,000 !or self-governance tribal 
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compacts shall be made available on comple
tion and submission of such compacts to the 
Congress, and shall remain available until 
expended; and of which $1,179,000 for expenses 
necessary to carry out the provisions of sec
tion 19(a) of Public Law 93-531 (25 U.S.C. 
640d-18(a)), shall remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That none of the funds ap
propriated to the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
shall be expended as matching funds for pro
grams funded under section 103(b)(2) of the 
Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act: 
Provided further, That of the amount appro
priated under this head in Public Law 102-381, 
$250,000 for activities related to the Alaska Na
tive Claims Settlement Act shall remain avail
able until expended: Provided further, That 
$199,000 of the funds made available in this 
Act shall be available for cyclical mainte
nance of tribally owned fish hatcheries and 
related facilities: Provided further, That not to 
exceed $83,808,000 of the funds in this Act shall 
be available for payments to tribes and tribal or
ganizations for indirect costs associated with 
contracts or grants or compacts authorized by 
the Indian Self-Determination Act of 1975, as 
amended: Provided further, That notwithstand
ing any other provision of law, any locality 
qualified to select land as a native village under 
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (Public 
Law 92-203 as amended) shall be eligible to par
ticipate in funding for the Indian roads pro
gram: Provided further, That for the purpose of 
Indian Reservation road construction, all public 
Indian reservation roads (as defined in 23 
U.S.C. 101), identified in the 1990 Bureau of In
dian Affairs Juneau Area Transportation Study 
(and in any subsequent update of such Trans
portation Study) shall be included as BIA sys
tem adjusted miles in the Bureau of Indian Af
fairs highway trust fund formula for distribu
tion for fiscal year 1994: Provided further, That 
this provision shall expire upon implementation 
by the Secretary of the Interior of a relative 
needs based highway trust fund allocation for
mula pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 202(d): Provided fur
ther, That none of the funds in this Act shall 
be used by the Bureau of Indian Affairs to 
transfer funds under a contract with any 
third party for the management of tribal or 
individual Indian trust funds until the funds 
held in trust for all such tribes or individuals 
have been audited and reconciled to the ear
liest possible date, the results of such rec
onciliation have been certified by an inde
pendent party as the most complete rec
onciliation of such funds possible, and the af
fected tribe or individual has been provided 
with an accounting of such funds: Provided 
further, That notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, the statute of limitations shall 
not commence to run on any claim, includ
ing any claim in litigation pending on the 
date of this Act, concerning losses to or mis
management of trust funds, until the af
fected tribe or individual Indian has been 
furnished with the accounting of such funds 
from which the beneficiary can determine 
whether there has been a loss: Provided fur
ther, That $297,000 of the amounts provided 
for education program management shall be 
available for a grant to the Close Up Founda
tion: Provided further, That the Task Force 
on Bureau of Indian Affairs Reorganization 
shall continue activities under its charter as 
adopted and amended on April 17, 1991: Pro
vided further, That any reorganization proposal 
shall not be implemented until the Task Force 
has reviewed it and recommended its implemen
tation to the Secretary and such proposal has 
been submitted to and approved by the Commit
tees on Appropriations, except that the Bureau 
may submit a reorganization proposal related 
only to management improvements, along with 

Task Force comments or recommendations to the 
Committees on Appropriations for review and 
disposition by the Committees: Provided further, 
That to provide funding uniformity within a 
Self-Governance Compact, any funds pro
vided in this Act with availability for more 
than one year may be reprogrammed to one 
year availability but shall remain available 
within the Compact until expended: Provided 
further, That notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, Indian tribal governments 
may, by appropriate changes in eligibility 
criteria or by other means, change eligibility 
for general assistance or change the amount 
of general assistance payments for individ
uals within the service area of such tribe 
who are otherwise deemed eligible for gen
eral assistance payments so long as such 
changes are applied in a consistent manner 
to individuals similarly situated: Provided 
further, That any savings realized by such 
changes shall be available for use in meeting 
other priorities of the tribes: Provided fur
ther, That any such change must be part of a 
comprehensive tribal plan for reducing the 
long-term need for general assistance pay
ments: Provided further, That any such tribal 
plan must incorporate, to the greatest ex
tent feasible, currently existing social serv
ice, educational training, and employment 
assistance resources prior to changing gen
eral assistance eligibility or payment stand
ards which would have the effect of increas
ing the cost of general assistance: Provided 
further, That any net increase in costs to the 
Federal government which result solely from 
tribally increased payment levels and which 
are not part of such a comprehensive tribal 
plan shall be met exclusively from funds 
available to the tribe from within its tribal 
priority allocation: Provided further, That 
any forestry funds allocated to a tribe which 
remain unobligated as of September 30, 1994, 
may be transferred during fiscal year 1995 to 
an Indian forest land assistance account es
tablished for the benefit of such tribe within 
the tribe's trust fund account: Provided fur
ther, That any such unobligated balances not 
so transferred shall expire on September 30, 
1995: Provided further, That notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, no funds avail
able to the Bureau of Indian Affairs, other 
than the amounts provided herein for assist
ance to public schools under the Act of April 
16, 1934 (48 Stat. 596), as amended (25 U.S.C. 
452 et seq.), shall be available to support the 
operation of any elementary or secondary 
school in the State of Alaska in fiscal year 
1994: Provided further, That the Bureau shall 
form a Joint Task Force with representa
tives of Alaska Natives and Alaska schools 
to examine the needs of the schools and for
mulate recommendations to address those 
needs in fiscal year 1994: Provided further, 
That any funds provided under this head or 
previously provided for tribally-controlled com
munity colleges which are distributed prior to 
July 1, 1993 which have been or are being in
vested or administered in compliance with Sec
tion 331 of the Higher Education Act shall be 
deemed to be in compliance for current and fu
ture purposes with Title III of the Tribally Con
trolled Community Colleges Assistance Act. 

CONSTRUCTION 

For construction, major repair, and im
provement of irrigation and power systems, 
buildings, utilities, and other facilities, in
cluding architectural and engineering serv
ices by contract; acquisition of lands and in
terests in lands; and preparation of lands for 
farming, ($172,799,000) $150,429,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That 
$1,500,000 of the funds made available in this 
Act shall be available for rehabilitation of 

tribally owned fish hatcheries and related fa
cilities: Provided further, That such amounts 
as may be available for the construction of 
the Navajo Indian Irrigation Project and for 
other water resource development activities 
related to the Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Water Rights Settlement Act, Southern Ari
zona Water Rights Settlement Act and Fort 
McDowell Indian Community Water Rights 
Settlement Act may be transferred to the 
Bureau of Reclamation: Provided further, 
That not to exceed 6 per centum of contract 
authority available to the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs from the Federal Highway Trust 
Fund may be used to cover the road program 
management costs of the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs: Provided further, That funds appro
priated for construction of the Wind River In
dian Irrigation Project in fiscal year 1990 (Pub
lic Law 101-121), fiscal year 1991 (Public Law 
101-512), fiscal year 1992 (Public Law 102-154), 
and hereafter shall be made available on a non
reimbursable basis: Provided further, That any 
funds provided for the Safety of Dams pro
gram pursuant to 25 U.S.C. 13 shall be made 
available on a non-reimbursable basis. 
INDIAN LAND AND WATER CLAIM SETTLEMENTS 

AND MISCELLANEOUS PAYMENTS TO INDIANS 

For miscellaneous payments to Indian 
tribes and individuals for implementation of 
enacted Indian land and water claim settle
ments pursuant to Public Laws 87-483, 97-293, 
100-512, 101-486, 101-602, 101-618, 101-628, 102-
441, 102-575, and for implementation of other 
enacted water rights settlements, and for 
necessary administrative expenses, 
$103,259,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That of the funds provided 
herein, $1,260,000 shall be available pursuant 
to Public Laws 96-420, 98-500, 99-264, and 100-
580; and $3,000,000 shall be available (1) to liq
uidate obligations owed tribal and individual 
Indian payees of any checks canceled pursu
ant to section 1003 of the Competitive Equal
ity Banking Act of 1987 (Public Law 100-86 
(101 Stat. 659)), 31 U.S.C. 3334(b), and (2) to re
store to Individual Indian Monies trust funds 
amounts invested in credit unions or de
faulted savings and loan associations and 
which were not Federally insured, including 
any interest on these amounts that may 
have been earned, but was not because of the 
default. 

NAVAJO REHABILITATION TRUST FUND 

For Navajo tribal rehabilitation and im
provement activities in accordance with the 
provisions of section 32(d) of Public Law 93-
531, as amended (25 U.S.C. 640d-30), including 
necessary administrative expenses, $2,466,000, 
to remain available until expended. 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE OF INDIAN ENTERPRISES 

For payment of management and technical 
assistance requests associated with loans 
and grants approved under the Indian Fi
nancing Act of 1974, as amended, $1,970,000. 

INDIAN DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

For the cost, as defined in section 13201 of 
the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990, includ
ing the cost of modifying loans, of expert as
sistance loans authorized by the Act of No
vember 4, 1963, as amended, and the cost of 
direct loans authorized by the Indian Fi
nancing Act of 1974, as amended, $2,484,000: 
Provided, That these funds are available to 
subsidize gross obligations for the principal 
amount of direct loans not to exceed 
$10,890,000. 

INDIAN GUARANTEED LOAN PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

For the cost of guaranteed loans, $8,784,000, 
as authorized by the Indian Financing Act of 
1974, as amended: Provided, That such costs 

· including the cost of modifying such loans, 
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shall be as defined in section 502 of the Con
gressional Budget Act of 1974, as amended: 
Provided further , That these funds are avail
able to subsidize total loan principal any 
part of which is to be guaranteed not to ex
ceed $69,000,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses 
necessary to carry out the guaranteed loan 
program, $906,000. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Appropriations for the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs (except the revolving fund for loans, 
the Indian loan guarantee and insurance 
fund, the Technical Assistance of Indian En
terprises account, the Indian Direct Loan 
Program account, and the Indian Guaranteed 
Loan Program account) shall be available for 
expenses of exhibits, and purcha.M of not to 
exceed 260 passenger carrying motor vehi
cles, of which not to exceed 212 shall be for 
replacement only. 

TERRITORIAL AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 

ADMINISTRATION OF TERRITORIES 

For expenses necessary for the administra
tion of territories under the jurisdiction of 
the Department of the Interior, [$82,107,000) 
$81,457,000, of which (1) [$77,569,000) $76,869,000 
shall be available until expended for tech
nical assistance, including maintenance as
sistance, disaster assistance, drug interdic
tion and abuse prevention, insular manage
ment controls, and brown tree snake control 
and research; grants to the judiciary in 
American Samoa for compensation and ex
penses, as authorized by law (48 U.S.C. 
1661(c)); grants to the Government of Amer
ican Samoa, in addition to current local rev
enues, for construction and support of gov
ernmental functions; grants to the Govern
ment of the Virgin Islands as authorized by 
law; grants to the Government of Guam, as 
authorized by law; and grants to the Govern
ment of the Northern Mariana Islands as au
thorized by law (Public Law 94-241; 90 Stat. 
272); and (2) [$4,538,000) $4,588,000 shall be 
available for salaries and expenses of the Of
fice of Territorial and International Affairs: 
Provided, That all financial transactions of 
the territorial and local governments herein 
provided for, including such transactions of 
all agencies or instrumentalities established 
or utilized by such governments, shall be au
dited by the General Accounting Office, in 
accordance with chapter 35 of title 31, United 
States Code: Provided further, That Northern 
Mariana Islands Covenant grant funding 
shall be provided according to those terms of 
the Agreement of the Special Representa
tives on Future United States Financial As
sistance for the Northern Mariana Islands 
approved by Public Law 99--396, or any subse
quent legislation related to Commonwealth of 
the Northern Mariana Islands covenant grant 
funding , except that should the Secretary of 
the Interior believe that the performance 
standards of such agreement are not being 
met, operations funds may be withheld, but 
only by Act of Congress as required by Pub
lic Law 99--396: Provided further, That 
$1,025,000 of the amounts provided for tech
nical assistance shall be available for a grant 
to the Close Up Foundation: Provided further , 
That the funds for the program of operations 
and maintenance improvement are appropriated 
to institutionalize routine operations and main
tenance of capital infrastructure in American 
Samoa, Guam, the Virgin Islands, the Common
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, the 
Republic of Palau , the Republic of the Marshall 
Islands, and the Federated States of Micronesia 
through assessments of long-range operations 
and maintenance needs, improved capability of 
local operations and maintenance institutions 

and agencies (including management and voca
tional education training), and project-specific 
maintenance (with territorial participation and 
cost sharing to be determined by the Secretary 
based on the individual territory's commitment 
to timely maintenance of its capital assets): Pro
vided further, That any appropriation for disas
ter assistance under this head in this act or pre
vious appropriations acts may be used as non
Federal matching funds for the purpose of haz
ard mitigation grants provided pursuant to sec
tion 404 of the Robert T . Stafford Disaster Relief 
and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5170c) . 

TRUST TERRITORY OF THE PACIFIC ISLANDS 

For expenses necessary for the Department 
of the Interior in administration of the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands pursuant to 
the Trusteeship Agreement approved by 
joint resolution of July 18, 1947 (61 Stat. 397), 
and the Act of June 30, 1954 (68 Stat. 330), as 
amended (90 Stat. 299; 91 Stat. 1159; 92 Stat. 
495), and grants to the Trust Territory of the 
Pacific Islands, in addition to local revenues, 
for support of governmental functions; 
[$24,038,000) $23,338,000, to remain available 
until expended, including [$18,605,000) 
$17,964,000 for operations of the Government 
of Palau: Provided, That all financial trans
actions of the Trust Territory, including 
such transactions of all agencies or instru
mentalities established or utilized by such 
Trust Territory, shall be audited by the Gen
eral Accounting Office in accordance with 
chapter 35 of title 31, United States Code: 
Provided further , That all Government oper
ations funds appropriated and obligated for 
the Republic of Palau under this account for 
fiscal year 1994 shall be credited as an offset 
against fiscal year 1994 payments made pur
suant to the legislation approving the Palau 
Compact of Free Association (Public Law 99--
658), if such Compact is implemented before 
October 1, 1994: Provided further, That not 
less than $300,000 of the grants to the Repub
lic of Palau, for support of governmental 
functions, shall be dedicated to the College 
of Micronesia in accordance with the agree
ment between the Micronesian entities. 

COMPACT OF FREE ASSOCIATION 

For economic assistance and necessary ex
penses for the Federated States of Microne
sia and the Republic of the Marshall Islands 
as provided for in sections 122, 221, 223, 232, 
and 233 of the Compacts of Free Association, 
$22,102,000, to remain available until ex
pended, as authorized by Public Law 99--239: 
Provided, That the effective date of the Palau 
Compact for purposes of economic assistance 
pursuant to the Palau Compact of Free Asso
ciation, Public Law 99--658, shall be the effec
tive date of the Palau Compact as deter
mined pursuant to section 101 of Public Law 
101-219. 

DEPARTMENTAL OFFICES 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Secretary of the Interior, $64,111 ,000 of which 
not to exceed $7,500 may be for official recep
tion and representation expenses. 

OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Solicitor, $33,359,000. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Inspector General , $24,283,000. 

CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of 
Construction Management. [$2,494,000) 
$2,194 ,000. 

NATIONAL INDIAN GAMING COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the National In
dian Gaming Commission, pursuant to Pub
lic Law 100-497, [$1,000,000) $1,500,000. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

There is hereby authorized for acquisition 
from available resources within the Working 
Capital Fund, 18 aircraft, 10 of which shall be 
for replacement and which may be obtained 
by donation. purchase or through available 
excess surplus property: Provided, That not
withstanding any other provision of law, ex
isting aircraft being replaced may be sold, 
with proceeds derived or trade-in value used 
to offset the purchase price for the replace
ment aircraft: Provided. further, That no pro
grams funded with appropriated funds in the 
"Office of the Secretary", "Office of the So
licitor" , and "Office of Inspector General" 
may be augmented through the Working 
Capital Fund or the Consolidated Working 
Fund. 
GENERAL PROVISIONS, DEPARTMENT OF 

THE INTERIOR 
SEC. 101. Appropriations made in this title 

shall be available for expenditure or transfer 
(within each bureau or office), with the ap
proval of the Secretary, for the emergency 
reconstruction, replacement, or repair of air
craft, buildings, utilities, or other facilities 
or equipment damaged or destroyed by fire, 
flood, storm, or other unavoidable causes: 
Provided, That no funds shall be made avail
able under this authority until funds specifi
cally made available to the Department of 
the Interior for emergencies shall have been 
exhausted: Provided further, That all funds 
used pursuant to this section are hereby des
ignated by Congress to be "emergency re
quirements" pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D) 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi
cit Control Act of 1985 and must be replen
ished by a supplemental appropriation which 
must be requested as promptly as possible. 

SEC. 102. The Secretary may authorize the 
expenditure or transfer of any no year appro
priation in this title, in addition to the 
amounts included in the budget programs of 
the several agencies, for the suppression or 
emergency prevention of forest or range fires 
on or threatening lands under the jurisdic
tion of the Department of the Interior; for 
the emergency rehabilitation of burned-over 
lands under its jurisdiction; for emergency 
actions related to potential or actual earth
quakes, floods, volcanoes, storms, or other 
unavoidable causes; for contingency plan
ning subsequent to actual oilspills; response 
and natural resource damage assessment ac
tivities related to actual oilspills; for the 
prevention, suppression , and control of ac
tual or potential grasshopper and Mormon 
cricket outbreaks on lands under the juris
diction of the Secretary, pursuant to the au
thority in section 1773(b) of Public Law 99--
198 (99 Stat. 1658); for emergency reclamation 
projects under section 410 of Public Law 95--
87; and shall transfer, from any no year funds 
available to the Office of Surface Mining 
Reclamation and Enforcement, such funds as 
may be necessary to permit assumption of 
regulatory authority in the event a primacy 
State is not carrying out the regulatory pro
visions of the Surface Mining Act: Provided, 
That appropriations made in this title for 
fire suppression purposes shall be available 
for the payment of obligations incurred dur
ing the preceding fiscal year, and for reim
bursement to other Federal agencies for de
struction of vehicles, aircraft. or other 
equipment in connection with their use for 
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fire suppression purposes, such reimburse
ment to be credited to appropriations cur
rently available at the time of receipt there
of: Provided further, That for emergency re
habilitation and wildfire suppression activi
ties, no funds shall be made available under 
this authority until funds appropriated to 
the "Emergency Department of the Interior 
Firefighting Fund" shall have been ex
hausted: Provided further, That all funds used 
pursuant to this section are hereby des
ignated by Congress to be " emergency re
quirements" pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D) 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi
cit Control Act of 1985 and must be replen
ished by a supplemental appropriation which 
must be requested as promptly as possible: 
Provided further, That such replenishment 
funds shall be used to reimburse, on a pro 
rata basis, accounts from which emergency 
funds were transferred. 

SEC. 103. Appropriations made in this title 
shall be available for operation of ware
houses, garages, shops, and similar facilities , 
wherever consolidation of activities will con
tribute to efficiency or economy, and said 
appropriations shall be reimbursed for serv
ices rendered to any other activity in the 
same manner as authorized by sections 1535 
and 1536 of title 31, U.S.C.: Provided, That re
imbursements for costs and supplies, mate
rials, equipment, and for services rendered 
may be credited to the appropriation current 
at the time such reimbursements are re
ceived. 

SEC. 104. Appropriations made to the De
partment of the Interior in this title shall be 
available for services as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 3109, when authorized by the Sec
retary, in total amount not · to exceed 
$500,000; hire, maintenance, and operation of 
aircraft; hire of passenger motor vehicles; 
purchase of reprints; payment for telephone 
service in private residences in the field, 
when authorized under regulations approved 
by the Secretary; and the payment of dues, 
when authorized by the Secretary, for li
brary membership in societies or associa
tions which issue publications to members 
only or at a price to members lower than to 
subscribers who are not members. 

SEC. 105. Appropriations available to the 
Department of the Interior for salaries and 
expenses shall be available for uniforms or 
allowances therefor, as authorized by law (5 
U.S.C. 5901-5902 and D.C. Code 4-204). 

SEC. 106. Appropriations made in this title 
shall be available for obligation in connec
tion with contracts issued by the General 
Services Administration for services or rent
als for periods not in excess of twelve 
months beginning at any time during the fis
cal year. 

SEC. 107. No funds provided in this title 
may be expended by the Department of the 
Interior for the conduct of offshore leasing 
and related activities placed under restric
tion in the President's moratorium state
ment of June 26, 1990, in the areas of North
ern, Central, and Southern California; the 
North Atlantic; Washington and Oregon; and 
the Eastern Gulf of Mexico south of 26 de
grees north latitude and east of S6 degrees 
west longitude. 

SEC. 108. No funds provided in this title 
may be expended by the Department of the 
Interior for the conduct of leasing, or the ap
proval or permitting of any drilling or other 
exploration activity, on lands within the 
North Aleutian Basin planning area. 

SEC. 109. No funds provided in this title 
may be expended by the Department of the 
Interior for the conduct of preleasing and 
leasing activities in the Eastern Gulf of Mex-

ico for Outer Continental Shelf Lease Sale 
137 or for Sale 151 in the April 1992 proposal 
for the Outer Continental Shelf Natural Gas 
and Oil Resource Management Comprehen
sive Program, 1992-1997. 

SEC. 110. No funds provided in this title 
may be expended by the Department of the 
Interior for the conduct of preleasing and 
leasing activities in the Atlantic for Outer 
Continental Shelf Lease Sale 164 in the April 
1992 proposal for the Outer Continental Shelf 
Natural Gas and Oil Resource Management 
Comprehensive Program, 1992-1997. 

[SEC. 111. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available pursuant to this 
Act shall be obligated or expended to accept 
or process applications for a patent for any 
mining or mill site claim located under the 
general mining laws or to issue a patent for 
any mining or mill site claim located under 
the general mining laws. 

[SEC. 112. The provisions of section 111 
shall not apply if the Secretary of the Inte
rior determines that, for the claim con
cerned: (1) a patent application was filed 
with the Secretary on or before the date of 
enactment of this Act, and (2) all require
ments established under sections 2325 and 
2326 of the Revised Statutes (30 U.S.C. 29 and 
30) for vein or lode claims and sections 2329, 
2330, 2331, and 2333 of the Revised Statutes (30 
U.S.C. 35, 36, and 37) for placer claims, .and 
section 2337 of the Revised Statutes (30 
U.S .C. 42) for mill site claims, as the case 
may be, were fully complied with by that 
date.) 

SEC. 113. None of the funds in this Act may 
be used to publish a National final rule defin
ing the term "valid existing rights" for pur
poses of section 522(e) of the Surface Mining 
Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 or to 
publish a final rule disapproving any existing 
State definition of valid existing rights. 

[SEC. 114. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available in this title may 
be used to fund operation or support of Graz
ing Advisory Boards established by order of 
the Secretary of the Interior.] 

SEC. 115. None of the funds appropriated 
under this Act shall be available for the plan
ning or implementation of an increase in en
trance fees above the levels in effect on January 
1, 1993, charged at the Blackwater National 
Wildlife Refuge, Maryland. 

SEC. 116. None of the funds in this Act may be 
used to implement an agreement between the 
Secretary of the Interior and Save Our Cum
berland Mountains , Inc. regarding the oper
ation and maintenance of the ApplicanUViola
tor System. 

SEC. 117. In implementing Section 1307 of Pub
lic Law 96-487 (94 Stat. 2479) , the Secretary 
shall deem the holder of entry permit LP
G LBAOOS-93 to be a person who , on or before 
January 1, 1979, was engaged in adequately pro
viding visitor services of the type authorized in 
said permit within Glacier Bay National Park. 

TITLE II-RELATED AGENCIES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

FOREST SERVICE 
FOREST RESEARCH 

For necessary expenses of forest research 
as authorized by law, ($193,083,000) 
$192,583,000, to remain available until Sep
tember 30, 1995. 

(INTERNATIONAL FORESTRY 
[For necessary expenses of international 

forestry as authorized by Public Laws 101-513 
and 101-624, $11,996,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 1995.J 

STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY 
For necessary expenses of cooperating 

with, and providing technical and financial 

assistance to States, Territories, posses
sions, and others; and for forest pest man
agement activities, ($148,955,000) $154,107,000, 
to remain available until expended, as au
thorized by law[:-Provided, That of the funds 
previously appropriated under this head as a 
grant to the National Tree Trust Foundation, 
$3,000,000 shall be provided as a grant to the 
Texas Reforestation Foundation]. 

EMERGENCY PEST SUPPRESSION FUND 
For necessary expenses for emergency sup

pression of pests, $15,000,000, to remain avail
able until expended: Provided , That these 
funds , or any portion thereof, shall be avail
able in fiscal year 1994 only to the extent 
that the President notifies the Congress of 
his designation of any or all of these 
amounts as emergency requirements under 
section 251(b)(2)(D) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985: 
Provided further , That Congress hereby des
ignates these amounts as emergency require
ments pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985. 

INTERNATIONAL FORESTRY 
For necessary expenses of international for

estry as authorized by Public Laws 101-513 and 
101-S24, $6,996,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 1995. 

NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM 
For necessary expenses of the Forest Serv

ice, not otherwise provided for, for manage
ment, protection, improvement, and utiliza
tion of the National Forest System, and for 
administrative expenses associated with the 
management of funds provided under the 
heads "Forest Research", " State and Private 
Forestry", " National Forest System", " Con
struction", "Forest Service Fire Protec
tion", "Emergency Forest Service Firefight
ing Fund", [ " Forest Service Law Enforce
ment",] and " Land Acquisition", 
($1,237,272,000] $1,300,153,000, to remain avail
able for obligation until September 30, 1995, 
and including 65 per centum of all monies re
ceived during the prior fiscal year as fees 
collected under the Land and Water Con
servation Fund Act of 1965, as amended, in 
accordance with section 4 of the Act (16 
U.S.C. 4601-6a(i)): Provided, That unobligated 
and unexpended balances in the National 
Forest System account at the end of fiscal 
year 1993, shall be merged with and made a 
part of the fiscal year 1994 National Forest 
System appropriation, and shall remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
1995: Provided further, That timber volume 
authorized or scheduled for sale during fiscal 
year 1993, but which remains unsold at the 
end of fiscal year 1993, shall be offered for 
sale during fiscal year 1994 in addition to the 
fiscal year 1994 timber sale volume to the ex
tent possible: Provided further, That up to 
$5,000,000 of the funds provided herein for 
road maintenance shall be available for the 
planned obliteration of roads which are no 
longer needed. 

(FOREST SERVICE LAW ENFORCEMENT 
[For necessary expenses for Forest Service 

law enforcement, including criminal inves
tigations, as authorized by law, $67,781 ,000, to 
remain available for obligation until Sep
tember 30, 1995.] 

FOREST SERVICE FIRE PROTECTION 
For necessary expenses for firefighting on 

or adjacent to National Forest System lands 
or other lands under fire protection agree
ment, and for forest fire management and 
presuppression on National Forest System 
lands, $190,108,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided , That unexpended bal
ances of amounts previously appropriated for 
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this purpose under the heading "Forest Serv
ice Firefighting", Forest Service, may be 
transferred to and merged with this appro
priation and accounted for as one appropria
tion for the same time period as originally 
enacted. 

EMERGENCY FOREST SERVICE FIREFIGHTING 
FUND 

For necessary expenses for emergency re
habilitation, presuppression due to emer
gencies or economic efficiency, and wildfire 
suppression activities of the Forest Service, 
$190,222,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That such funds are avail
able for repayment of advances from other 
appropriation accounts previously trans
ferred for such purposes. 

CONSTRUCTION 

For necessary expenses of the Forest Serv
ice, not otherwise provided for, for construc
tion, ($237,423,000] $257,795,000, to remain 
available until expended, of which 
($96,495,000] $97,867,000 is for construction 
and acquisition of buildings and other facili
ties; and ($140,228,000] $159,928,000 is for con
struction and repair of forest roads and 
trails by the Forest Service as authorized by 
16 U.S.C. 532-538 and 23 U.S.C. 101 and 205: 
Provided, That funds becoming available in 
fiscal year 1994 under the Act of March 4, 1913 
(16 U.S.C. 501) shall be transferred to the 
General Fund of the Treasury of the United 
States: Provided further, That not to exceed 
$60,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended, may be obligated for the construc
tion of forest roads by timber purchasers. 

LAND ACQUISITION 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the Land and Water Conserva-:. 
tion Fund Act of 1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 
4601-4-11), including administrative expenses, 
and for acquisition of land or waters, or in
terest therein, in accordance with statutory 
authority applicable to the Forest Service, 
($56,700,000] $51,050,000, to be derived from 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund, to 
remain available until expended and $300,000 
which shall be derived from funds appro
priated under this head in Public Law 101-512 
for acquisition of land and interests therein 
at and near the Old Chief Joseph Gravesite 
and which shall be available for all activities 
under this heading. 
ACQUISITION OF LANDS FOR NATIONAL FORESTS 

SPECIAL ACTS 

For acquisition of lands within the exte
rior boundaries of the Cache, Uinta, and 
Wasatch National Forests, Utah; the Toiyabe 
National Forest, Nevada; and the Angeles, 
San Bernardino, Sequoia, and Cleveland Na
tional Forests, California, as authorized by 
law, $1,212,000, to be derived from forest re
ceipts. 

ACQUISITION OF LANDS TO COMPLETE LAND 
EXCHANGES 

For acquisition of lands, to be derived from 
funds deposited by State, county, or munici
pal governments, public school districts, or 
other public school authorities pursuant to 
the Act of December 4, 1967, as amended (16 
U.S.C. 484a), to remain available until ex
pended. 

RANGE BETTERMENT FUND 

For necessary expenses of range rehabilita
tion, protection, and improvement, 50 per 
centum of all moneys received during the 
prior fiscal year, as fees for grazing domestic 
livestock on lands in National Forests in the 
sixteen Western States, pursuant to section 
4Q>l(b)(l) of Public Law 94-579, as amended, to 
remain available until expended, of which 

not to exceed 6 per centum shall be available 
for administrative expenses associated with 
on-the-ground range rehabilitation, protec
tion, and improvements. 
GIFTS, DONATIONS AND BEQUESTS FOR FOREST 

AND RANGELAND RESEARCH 

For expenses authorized by 16 U.S.C. 
1643(b), $96,000, to remain available until ex
pended, to be derived from the fund estab
lished pursuant to the above Act. 
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS, FOREST SERVICE 

Appropriations to the Forest Service for 
the current fiscal year shall be available for: 
(a) purchase of not to exceed 182 passenger 
motor vehicles of which 20 will be used pri
marily for law enforcement purposes and of 
which 164 shall be for replacement only, of 
which acquisition of 122 passenger motor ve
hicles shall be from excess sources, and hire 
of such vehicles; operation and maintenance 
of aircraft, the purchase of not to exceed two 
for replacement only, and acquisition of 28 
aircraft from excess sources; notwi thstand
ing other provisions of law, existing aircraft 
being replaced may be sold, with proceeds 
derived or trade-in value used to offset the 
purchase price for the replacement aircraft; 
(b) services pursuant to the second sentence 
of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 
u.s.c. 2225), and not to exceed $100,000 for 
employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109; (c) pur
chase, erection, and alteration of buildings 
and other public improvements (7 U.S.C. 
2250); (d) acquisition of land, waters, and in
terests therein, pursuant to the Act of Au
gust 3, 1956 (7 U.S.C. 428a); (e) for expenses 
pursuant to the Volunteers in the National 
Forest Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 558a, 558d, 558a 
note); and (f) for debt collection contracts in 
accordance with 31 U.S.C. 3718(c). 

None of the funds made available under 
this Act · shall be obligated or expended to 
change the boundaries .of any region, to abol
ish any region, to move or close any regional 
office for research, State and private for
estry, or National Forest System adminis
tration of the Forest Service, Department of 
Agriculture, without the consent of the 
House and Senate Committees on Appropria
tions and the Committee on Agriculture , Nu
trition, and Forestry in the United States 
Senate and the Committee on Agriculture in 
the United States House of Representatives. 

Any appropriations or funds available to 
the Forest Service may be advanced to the 
Forest Service Firefighting appropriation 
and may be used for forest firefighting and 
the emergency rehabilitation of burned-over 
lands under its jurisdiction: Provided, That 
no funds shall be made available under this 
authority until funds appropriated to the 
"Emergency Forest Service Firefighting 
Fund" shall have been exhausted. 

The appropriation structure for the Forest 
Service may not be altered without advanced 
approval of the House and Senate Commit
tees on Appropriations. 

Funds appropriated to the Forest Service 
shall be available for assistance to or 
through the Agency for International Devel
opment and the Office of International Co
operation and Development in connection 
with forest and rangeland research, technical 
information, and assistance in foreign coun
tries, and shall be available to support for
estry and related natural resource activities 
outside the United States and its territories 
and possessions, including technical assist
ance, education and training, and coopera
tion with United States and international 
organizations. 

All funds received for timber salvage sales 
may be credited to the Forest Service Per-

manent Appropriations to be expended for 
timber salvage sales from any national for
est, and for timber sales preparation to replace 
sales lost to fire or other causes, and sales prep
aration to replace sales inventory on the shelf 
for any national for est to a level sufficient to 
maintain new sales availability equal to a roll
ing five-year average of the total sales offerings, 
and for design, engineering, and supervision of 
construction of roads lost to fire or other causes 
associated with the timber sales programs de
scribed above: Provided , That notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, moneys received 
from the timber salvage sales program shall be 
considered as money received for purposes of 
computing and distributing 25 per centum pay
ments to local governments under 16 U.S.C. 500, 
as amended. 

None of the funds made available to the 
Forest Service under this Act shall be sub
ject to transfer under the provisions of sec
tion 702(b) of the Department of Agriculture 
Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2257) or 7 U.S.C. 
147b unless the proposed transfer is approved 
in advance by the House and Senate Commit
tees on Appropriations in compliance with 
the reprogramming procedures contained in 
House Report 102-116. 

No funds appropriated to the Forest Serv
ice shall be transferred to the Working Cap
ital Fund of the Department of Agriculture 
without the approval of the Chief of the For
est Service. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, any appropriations or funds available to 
the Forest Service may be used to dissemi
nate program information to private and 
public individuals and organizations through 
the use of nonmonetary i terns of nominal 
value and to provide nonmonetary awards of 
nominal value and to incur necessary ex
penses for the nonmonetary recognition of 
private individuals and organizations that 
make contributions to Forest Service pro
grams. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, money collected, in advance or other
wise, by the Forest Service under authority 
of section 101 of Public Law 93-153 (30 U.S.C. 
185(1)) as reimbursement of administrative 
and other costs incurred in processing pipe
line right-of-way or permit applications and 
for costs incurred in monitoring the con
struction, operation, maintenance, and ter
mination of any pipeline and related facili
ties, may be used to reimburse the applicable 
appropriation to which such costs were origi
nally charged. 

Funds available to the Forest Service shall 
be available to conduct a. program of not less 
than Sl,000,000 for high priority projects 
within the scope of the approved budget 
which shall be carried out by the Youth Con
servation Corps as authorized by the Act of 
August 13, 1970, as amended by Public Law 
93-408. 

None of the funds available in this Act 
shall be used for timber sale preparation 
using clearcutting in hardwood stands in ex
cess of 25 percent of the fiscal year 1989 har
vested volume in the Wayne National Forest, 
Ohio: Provided , That this limitation shall not 
apply to hardwood stands damaged by natu
ral disaster: Provided further, That landscape 
architects shall be used to maintain a vis
ually pleasing forest. 

None of the funds made available to the 
Forest Service in this Act shall be expended 
for the purpose of administering a special 
use authorization permitting land use and 
occupancy and surface disturbing activities 
for any project to be constructed on Rock 
Creek, Madera County, California, until a 
study has been completed and submitted to 
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the Congress by the Forest Service in con
sultation with the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service, the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers, the California State 
Water Resources Control Board, the Califor
nia Department of Fish and Game and other 
interested public parties regarding the 
project's potential cumulative impacts on 
the environment, together with a finding 
that there will be no substantial adverse im
pact on the environment. Findings from the 
study must be presented at no less than 
three public meetings. 

Any money collected from the States for 
fire suppression assistance rendered by the 
Forest Service on non-Federal lands not in 
the vicinity of National Forest System lands 
shall be used to reimburse the applicable ap
propriation and shall remain available until 
expended as the Secretary may direct in con
ducting activities authorized by 16 U.S.C. 
2101 (note), 2101- 2110, 1606, and 2111. 

Of the funds available to the Forest Serv
ice, $1,500 is available to the Chief of the For
est Service for official reception and rep
resentation expenses. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Forest Service is authorized to em
ploy or otherwise contract with persons at 
regular rates of pay, as determined by the 
Service, to perform work occasioned by 
emergencies such as fires, storms, floods, 
earthquakes or any other unavoidable cause 
without regard to Sundays, Federal holidays, 
and the regular workweek. 

[None of the funds available in this Act 
shall be used for preparation of timber sales 
using clearcutting or other forms of even 
aged management in hardwood stands in the 
Shawnee National Forest, Illinois.] 

To the greatest extent possible, and in accord
ance with the Final Amendment to the Shawnee 
National Forest Plan, none of the funds avail
able in this Act shall be used for preparation of 
timber sales using clearcutting or other forms of 
even aged management in hardwood stands in 
the Shawnee National Forest, Illinois. 

[None of the funds available in this Act 
shall be used for timber sale planning, 
scoping or preparation using clearcutting in 
the Ouachita and Ozark-St. Francis National 
Forests, Arkansas.] 

None of the funds made available in this Act 
shall be used for timber sale planning or scoping 
using clearcutting on the Ozark-St. Francis Na
tional Forest in Arkansas, except for sales that, 
in the discretion of the forest supervisor, are 
necessary as a result of natural disaster or a 
threat to forest health, or for maintaining or en
hancing wildlife habitat, or habitat for endan
gered and threatened species, or for research 
purposes. 

[None of the funds available in this Act 
shall be used to alter the current understory, 
midstory or overstory composition or the 
current proportion of pines and hardwoods 
through the life of each timber stand in the 
Ouachita and Ozark-St. Francis National 
Forest, Arkansas.] 

None of the funds in this Act shall be used in 
the Ozark-St. Francis or Ouachita National 
Forest in Arkansas for timber sales that both 
permanently and substantially alter the current 
understory, midstory , or overstory composition 
of a for est stand. The current proportion of 
pines and hardwoods is to be generally main
tained through the Zif e of such for est stand ex
cept as necessary for threatened or endangered 
species, wildlife habitat improvement, ecosystem 
restoration, to improve visual quality, to comply 
with fore st plan goals to increase the proportion 
of hardwoods in the for est, fire protection, or for 
research purposes. 

[None of the funds available to the Forest 
Service in this Act shall be used to plan or 

conduct timber sales or to plan or build 
roads in the Rocky Face, Hidden Creek or 
Johns Mountain areas of the Chattahoochee 
National Forest, Georgia. 

[The Forest Service may offer for sale sal
vageable timber in Region 5 and Region 6 in 
fiscal year 1994: Provided, That for forests 
known to contain the Northern spotted owl , 
such salvage sales may be offered as long as 
the offering of such sale will not render the 
area unsuitable as habitat for the Northern 
spotted owl: Provided further, That timber 
salvage activity in spotted owl habitat is to 
be done in full compliance with all existing 
environmental and forest management 
laws.] 

Pursuant to section 405(b), and section 
410(b) of Public Law 101-593, funds up to 
$1,000,000 for matching funds shall be avail
able for the National Forest Foundation. 

[None of the funds available to the Forest 
Service in this Act shall be used to begin 
preparation of timber sales in fiscal year 1994 
using the scaling method.] 

It is the sense of Congress that the Sec
retary of Agriculture should issue rules at 
the earliest practicable date on the issue of 
below-cost timber sales. 

The Secretary of Agriculture, acting through 
the Forest Service, shall reimburse the Agricul
tural Stabilization and Conservation Service for 
administrative costs incurred under the Stew
ardship Incentive Program for the actual cost of 
services provided by the Agricultural Stabiliza
tion and Conservation Service, except that the 
actual costs shall not exceed 10 percent of the 
total annual appropriation for the program. 

As a pilot ef fart, for the purpose of achieving 
ecologically defensible management practices, 
the Kaibab, Dixie, Idaho Panhandle, Stanislaus 
and Coconino National Forests and the Lake 
Tahoe Basin Management Unit are authorized 
to apply the value or a reasonable portion of the 
value of timber removed under a stewardship 
end result contract as an offset against the cost 
of stewardship services received including, but 
not limited to, site preparation, replanting 
silviculture programs, recreation, wildlife habi
tat enhancement, and other multiple-use en
hancements on selected projects: Provided, That 
timber removed shall count toward meeting the 
Congressional expectations for the annual tim
ber harvest. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
CLEAN COAL TECHNOLOGY 

The first paragraph under this head in 
Public Law 101-512, as amended, is further 
amended by striking the phrase "$150,000,000 
on October 1, 1993, and $100,000,000 on October 
1, 1994" and inserting "$100,000,000 on October 
1, 1993, $100,000,000 on October 1, 1994, and 
$50,000,000 on October 1, 1995" and by striking 
the phrase "$250,000,000 on October 1, 1993, 
and $250,000,000 on October 1, 1994" and in
serting "$150,000,000 on October 1, 1993, 
$250,000,000 on October 1, 1994, and $100,000,000 
on October 1, 1995". 

FOSSIL ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

For necessary expenses in carrying out fos
sil energy research and development activi
ties, under the authority of the Department 
of Energy Organization Act (Public Law 95-
91), including the acquisition of interest, in
cluding defeasible and equitable interests in 
any real property or any facility or for plant 
or facility acquisition or expansion, 
($433,163,000] $429,070,000, to .remain available 
until expended: Provided, That no part of the 
sum herein made available shall be used for 
the field testing of nuclear explosives in the 
recovery of oil and gas: Provided further, That 
notwithstanding any other provision of law a 
single procurement for health and safety ren-

ovations at the Morgantown Energy Technology 
Center's Building 4 may be issued which in
cludes the full scope of the required renovation: 
Provided further, That the solicitation and con
tract shall contain the clause "availability of 
funds" found at 48 CFR 52.323.18. 

ALTERNATIVE FUELS PRODUCTION 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

Monies received as investment income on 
the principal amount in the Great Plains 
Project Trust at the Norwest Bank of North 
Dakota, in such sums as are earned as of Oc
tober 1, 1993, shall be deposited in this ac
count and immediately transferred to the 
General Fund of the Treasury. Monies re
ceived as revenue sharing from the operation 
of the Great Plains Gasification Plant shall 
be immediately transferred to the General 
Fund of the Treasury. 

NAVAL PETROLEUM AND OIL SHALE RESERVES 

For necessary expenses in carrying out 
naval petroleum and oil shale reserve activi
ties, $214,772,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That the requirements of 
10 U.S.C. 7430(b)(2)(B) shall not apply in fis
cal year 1994. 

ENERGY CONSERVATION 

For necessary expenses in carrying out en
ergy conservation activities, ($702,825,000,] 
$677,013,000, to remain available until ex
pended, including, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the excess amount for 
fiscal year 1994 determined under the provi
sions of section 3003(d) of Public Law 99-509 
(15 U.S .C. 4502): Provided, That ($261,325,000] 
$248,225,000. shall be for use in energy con
servation programs as defined in section 
3008(3) of Public Law 99-509 (15 U.S .C. 4507) 
and shall not be available until excess 
amounts are determined under the provi
sions of section 3003(d) of Public Law 99-509 
(15 U.S.C. 4502): Provided further, That not
withstanding section 3003(d)(2) of Public Law 
99-509 such sums shall be allocated to the eli
gible programs as follows: ($213,600,000] 
$200,000,000 for the weatherization assistance 
program, ($18,810,000] $19,310,000 for the 
State energy conservation program, and 
$28,915,000 for the institutional conservation 
program: Provided further, That $3,000,000 
made available in the third proviso under 
this head in Public Law 102-154 (105 Stat. 
1022-1023) shall be available without restric
tion for use in the weatherization assistance 
program: Provided further, That ($18,091,000] 
$19,366,000 of the amount provided under this 
heading shall be available for continuing re
search and development efforts begun under 
title II of the Interior and Related Agencies 
portion of the joint resolution entitled 
"Joint Resolution making further continu
ing appropriations for the fiscal year 1986, 
and for other purposes", approved December 
19, 1985 (Public Law 99-190), and implementa
tion of steel and aluminum research author
ized by Public Law 100-Q80: Provided further, 
That existing facilities, equipment, and supplies, 
or previously expended research or development 
funds are not accepted as contributions for the 
purposes of this appropriation, except as amor
tized, depreciated , or expensed in normal busi
ness practice: Provided further, That the total 
Federal expenditure under this proviso shall be 
repaid up to one and one-half times from the 
proceeds of the commercial sale, lease, manufac
ture, or use of technologies developed under this 
proviso , at a rate of one-fourth of all net pro
ceeds: Provided further , That funding provided 
under this head for electric and hybrid vehicle 
battery research and development conducted on 
a cooperative basis with non-Federal entities 
shall be available only as matched on an equal 
basis by such entities: Provided further, That 
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hereafter the Department of Energy, for a pe
riod of up to five years after the completion of 
individual projects may provide appropriate pro
tections, including exemptions from subchapter 
II of chapter 5 of title 5, United States Code, 
against the dissemination of information that 
results from activities conducted by the United 
States Advanced Battery Consortium or its con
tractors , or participants in the hybrid vehicle 
propulsion development program and their con
tractors and that would be a trade secret or 
commercial or financial information that is priv
ileged or confidential if the information had 
been obtained from and first produced by a non
Federal party participating in the United States 
Advanced Battery Consortium or in the hybrid 
vehicle propulsion development program. 

ECONOMIC REGULATION 

For necessary expenses in carrying out the 
activities of the Economic Regulatory Ad
ministration and the Office of Hearings and 
Appeals, $12,994,000, to remain available until 
expended. 

EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS 

For necessary expenses in carrying out 
emergency preparedness activities, $8,901,000, 
to remain available until expended. 

STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE 

For necessary expenses for Strategic Pe
troleum Reserve facility development and 
operations and program management activi
ties pursuant to the Energy Policy and Con
servation Act of 1975, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
6201 et seq.), $206,810,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That appropria
tions herein made shall not be av:ailable for 
leasing of facilities for the storage of crude 
oil for the Strategic Petroleum Reserve un
less the quantity of oil stored in or deliver
able to Government-owned storage facilities 
by virtue of contractual obligations is equal 
to 700,000,000 barrels: Provided further, That 
the requirements of 42 U.S.C. 6240(g) shall 
not apply in fiscal year 1994. 

SPR PETROLEUM ACCOUNT 

Notwithstanding 42 U.S.C. 6240(d) the Unit
ed States share of crude oil in Naval Petro
leum Reserve Numbered 1 (Elk Hills) may be 
sold or otherwise disposed of to other than 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve: Provided, 
That outlays in fiscal year 1994 resulting 
from the use of funds in this account shall 
not exceed ($79,580,000) $75,580,000: Provided 
further, That no outlays resulting from ap
propriations made in fiscal year 1993 for ac
quisition, transporting, and drawing down 
oil to be stored in the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve for national defense purposes shall 
be counted against any outlay ceiling estab
lished for the SPR petroleum account. 

ENERGY INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION 

For necessary expenses in carrying out the 
activities of the Energy Information Admin
istration, ($86,053,000) $86,953,000, to remain 
available until expended. 
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS, DEPARTMENT OF 

ENERGY 

Appropriations under this Act for the cur
rent fiscal year shall be available for hire of 
passenger motor vehicles; hire, maintenance, 
and operation of aircraft; purchase, repair, 
and cleaning of uniforms; and reimburse
ment to the General Services Administration 
for security guard services. 

From appropriations under this Act, trans
fers of sums may be made to other agencies 
of the Government for the performance of 
work for which the appropriation is made. 

None of the funds made available to the 
Department of Energy under this Act shall 
be used to implement or finance authorized 

price support or loan guarantee programs 
unless specific provision is made for such 
programs in an appropriations Act. 

The Secretary is authorized to accept 
lands, buildings, equipment, and other con
tributions from public and private sources 
and to prosecute projects in cooperation 
with other agencies, Federal, State, private, 
or foreign : Provided, That revenues and other 
moneys received by or for the account of the 
Department of Energy or otherwise gen
erated by sale of products in connection with 
projects of the Department appropriated 
under this Act may be retained by the Sec
retary of Energy. to be available until ex
pended, and used only for plant construction, 
operation, costs, and payments to cost-shar
ing entities as provided in appropriate cost
sharing contracts or agreements: Provided 
further, That the remainder of revenues after 
the making of such payments shall be cov
ered into the Treasury as miscellaneous re
ceipts: Provided further, That any contract, 
agreement, or provision thereof entered into 
by the Secretary pursuant to this authority 
shall not be executed prior to the expiration 
of 30 calendar days (not including any day in 
which either House of Congress is not in ses
sion because of adjournment of more than 
three calendar days to a day certain) from 
the receipt by the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives and the President of the 
Senate of a full comprehensive report on 
such project, including the facts and cir
cumstances relied upon in support of the pro
posed project. 

The Secretary . of Energy may transfer to 
the Emergency Preparedness appropriation 
such funds as are necessary to meet any un
foreseen emergency needs from any funds 
available to the Department of Energy from 
this Act. 

No funds provided in this Act may be ex
pended by the Department of Energy to pre
pare, issue, or process procurement docu
ments for programs or projects for which ap
propriations have not been made. 

The thirty-day waiting period required under 
this head in Public Law 101-512, Department of 
Energy Administrative Provisions, relating to a 
contract, agreement, or arrangement with a 
profit-making or non-profit entity to conduct 
activities at the Department of Energy's re
search facilities at Bartlesville, Oklahoma, is 
hereby waived. 

(REVISION OF AMOUNTS FOR DEPARTMENT OF 
ENERGY 

[The amounts otherwise provided by this 
title for the Department of Energy are re
:v:ised by reducing the amount made available 
under the heading "Fossil Energy Research 
and Development" by, and also transferring 
from the remaining amount made available 
under such heading to the appropriation for 
"Energy Conservation" an additional, 
$24 ,873,000.) 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 

INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE 

INDIAN HEALTH SERVICES 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
Act of August 5, 1954 (68 Stat. 674), the Indian 
Self-Determination Act, the Indian Health 
Care Improvement Act, and titles III and 
XX.VII and section 208 of the Public Health 
Service Act with respect to the Indian 
Health Service, ($1,652,394,000) $1,641,592,000, 
together with payments received during the 
fiscal year pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 300aaa-2 for 
services furnished by the Indian Health Serv
ice: Provided, That funds made available to 
tribes and tribal organizations through con
tracts, grant agreements, or any other agree-

ments or compacts authorized by the Indian 
Self-Determination and Education Assist
ance Act of 1975 (88 Stat. 2203; 25 U.S.C. 450), 
shall be deemed to be obliga ted at the time 
of the grant or contract award and there
after shall remain available to the tribe or 
tribal organization without fiscal year limi
tation: Provided further , That $12,000,000 shall 
remain available until expended, for the In
dian Catastrophic Health Emergency Fund: 
Provided further, That $337,848,000 for con
tract medical care shall remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 1995: Provided 
further, That of the funds provided, not less 
than $11,526,000 shall be used to carry out the 
loan repayment program under section 108 of 
the Indian Health Care Improvement Act, as 
amended: Provided further, That funds pro
vided in this Act may be used for one-year 
contracts and grants which are to be per
formed in two fiscal years, so long as the 
total obligation is recorded in the year for 
which the funds are appropriated: Provided 
further, That the amounts collected by the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services 
under the authority of title IV of the Indian 
Health Care Improvement Act shall be avail
able for two fiscal years after the fiscal year 
in which they were collected, for the purpose 
of achieving compliance with the applicable 
conditions and requirements of titles XVIII 
and XIX of the Social Security Act (exclu
sive of planning, design, or construction of 
new facilities): Provided further, That of the 
funds provided, ($8,000,000J $7,000,000 shall re
main available until expended, for the Indian 
Self-Determination Fund, which shall be 
available for the transitional costs of initial 
or expanded tribal contracts, grants or coop
erative agreements with the Indian Health 
Service under the provisions of the Indian 
Self-Determination Act: Provided further, 
That funding contained herein, and in any 
earlier appropriations Acts for scholarship 
programs under the Indian Heal th Care Im
provement Act (25 U.S.C. 1613) shall remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
1995: Provided further, That amounts received 
by tribes and tribal organizations under title 
IV of the Indian Heal th Care Improvement 
Act, as amended, shall be reported and ac
counted for and available to the receiving 
tribes and tribal organizations until ex
pended. 

INDIAN HEALTH FACILITIES 

For construction, repair, maintenance, im
provement, and equipment of health and re
lated auxiliary facilities, including quarters 
for personnel; preparation of plans, specifica
tions, and drawings; acquisition of sites, pur
chase and erection of modular buildings, and 
purchases of trailers; and for provision of do
mestic and community sanitation facilities 
for Indians, as authorized by section 7 of the 
Act of August 5, 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2004a), the In
dian Self-Determination Act and the Indian 
Health Care Improvement Act, and for ex
penses necessary to carry out the Act of Au
gust 5, 1954 (68 Stat. 674), the Indian Self-De
termination Act, the Indian Health Care Im
provement Act, and titles III and XX.VII and 
section 208 of the Public Health Service Act 
with respect to environmental health and fa
cilities support activities of the Indian 
Health Service, ($296,997,000) $293,682,000, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, funds appropriated for the planning, de
sign, construction or renovation of health fa
cilities for the benefit of an Indian tribe or 
tribes may be used to purchase land for sites 
to construct, improve, or enlarge health or 
related facilities: Provided further, That of 
the funds provided herein, $500,000 is avail
able to initiate planning and design for the 
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replacement facility at Winnebago, Nebraska 
upon approval of a program justification 
document by the Assistant Secretary for 
Health. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS, INDIAN HEALTH 
SERVICE 

Appropriations in this Act to the Indian 
Health Service shall be available for services 
as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109 but at rates 
not to exceed the per diem rate equivalent to 
the maximum rate payable for senior-level 
positions under 5 U.S.C. 5376; hire of pas
senger motor vehicles and aircraft; purchase 
of medical equipment; purchase of reprints; 
purchase, renovatiE>n and erection of modu
lar buildings and renovation of existing facili
ties; payments for telephone service in pri
vate residences in the field, when authorized 
under regulations approved by the Secretary; 
and for uniforms or allowances therefor as 
authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901-5902); and for 
expenses of attendance at meetings which 
are concerned with the functions or activi
ties for which the appropriation is made or 
which will contribute to improved conduct, 
supervision, or management of those func
tions or activities: Provided, That in accord
ance with the provisions of the Indian Health 
Care Improvement Act, non-Indian patients 
may be extended health care at all tribally 
administered or Indian Health Service facili
ties, subject to charges, and the proceeds 
along with funds recovered under the Federal 
Medical Care Recovery Act (42 U.S.C. 2651-53) 
shall be credited to the account of the facil
ity providing the service and shall be avail
able without fiscal year limitation: Provided 
further, That notwithstanding any other law 
or regulation, funds transferred from the De
partment of Housing and Urban Development 
to the Indian Health Service shall be admin
istered under Public Law 86-121 (the Indian 
Sanitation Facilities Act) and Public Law 
93-638, as amended: Provided further, That 
funds appropriated to the Indian Health 
Service in this Act, except those used for ad
ministrative and program direction pur
poses, shall not be subject to limitations di
rected at curtailing Federal travel and trans
portation: Provided further, That the Indian 
Heal th Service shall neither bill nor charge 
those Indians who may have the economic 
means to pay unless and until such time as 
Congress has agreed upon a specific policy to 
do so and has directed the Indian Health 
Service to implement such a policy: Provided 
further, That personnel ceilings may not be 
imposed on the Indian Heal th Service nor 
may any action be taken to reduce the full
time equivalent level of the Indian Health 
Service by the elimination of temporary em
ployees by reduction in force, hiring freeze 
or any other means without the review and 
approval of the Committees on Appropria
tions: Provided further, That none of the 
funds made available to the Indian Health 
Service in this Act shall be used to imple
ment the final rule published in the Federal 
Register on September 16, 1987, by the De
partment of Health and Human Services, re
lating to eligibility for the health care serv
ices of the Indian Health Service until the 
Indian Health Service has submitted a budg
et request reflecting the increased costs as
sociated with the proposed final rule, and 
such request has been included in an appro
priations Act and enacted into law: Provided 
further, That funds made available in this 
Act are to be apportioned to the Indian 
Health Service as appropriated in this Act, 
and accounted for in the appropriation struc
ture set forth in this Act: Provided further, 
That the appropriation structure for the In
dian Health Service may not be altered with-

out the advance approval of the House and 
Senate Committees on Appropriations. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
OFFICE OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 

EDUCATION 

INDIAN EDUCATION 

For necessary expenses to carry out, to the 
extent · not otherwise provided, the Indian 
Education Act of 1988, ($83,500,000) 
$83,405,000, of which $60,304,000 shall be for 
subpart 1, $19,161,000 shall be for subparts 2 
and 3, and $200,000 shall be for collection and 
analyses of data on Indian education: Pro
vided, That $1,735,000 available pursuant to 
section 5323 of the Act shall remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 1995. 

OTHER RELATED AGENCIES 
OFFICE OF NAVAJO AND HOPI INDIAN 

RELOCATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of 
Navajo and Hopi Indian Relocation as au
thorized by Public Law 93-531, ($26,936,000) 
$27,736,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That funds provided in this 
or any other appropriations Act are to be 
used to relocate eligible individuals and 
groups including evictees from District 6, 
Hopi-partitioned lands residents, those in 
significantly substandard housing, and all 
others certified as eligible and not included 
in the preceding categories: Provided further, 
That none of the funds contained in this or 
any other Act may be used by the Office of 
Navajo and Hopi Indian Relocation to evict 
any single Navajo or Navajo family who, as 
of November 30, 1985, was physically domi
ciled on the lands partitioned to the Hopi 
Tribe unless a new or replacement home is 
provided for such household: Provided further, 
That no relocatee will be provided with more 
than one new or replacement home: Provided 
further, That the Office shall relocate any 
certified eligible relocatees who have se
lected and received an approved homesite on 
the Navajo reservation or selected a replace
ment residence off the Navajo reservation or 
on the land acquired pursuant to 25 U.S.C. 
640d-10. 

INSTITUTE OF AMERICAN INDIAN AND ALASKA 
NATIVE CULTURE AND ARTS DEVELOPMENT 

PAYMENT TO THE INSTITUTE 

For payment to the Institute of American 
Indian and Alaska Native Culture and Arts 
Development, as authorized by Public Law 
99-498, as amended (20 U.S.C. 56, Part A), 
$12,563,000, of which not to exceed $350,000 for 
Federal matching contributions, to remain 
available until expended, shall be paid to the 
Institute endowment fund: Provided, That 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the annual budget proposal and justification 
for the Institute shall be submitted to the 
Congress concurrently with the submission 
of the President's Budget to the Congress: 
Provided further, That the Institute shall act 
as its own certifying officer. 

SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Smithsonian 
Institution, as authorized by law, including 
research in the fields of art, science, and his
tory; development, preservation, and docu
mentation of the National Collections; pres
entation of public exhibits and perform
ances; collection, preparation, dissemina
tion, and exchange of information and publi
cations; conduct of education , training, and 
museum assistance programs; maintenance, 
alteration, operation, lease (for terms not to 
exceed thirty years), and protection of build-

ings, facilities, and approaches; not to exceed 
$100,000 for services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 
3109; up to 5 replacement passenger vehicles; 
purchase, rental, repair, and cleaning of uni
forms for employees; ($302,083,000) 
$302,349,000, of which not to exceed 
($27,579,000) $24,552,000 for the instrumenta
tion program, collections acquisition, Mu
seum Support Center equipment and move, 
exhibition reinstallation, the National Mu
seum of the American Indian, and the repa
triation of skeletal remains program shall 
remain available until expended and, includ
ing such funds as may be necessary to sup
port American overseas research centers and 
a total of $125,000 for the Council of Amer
ican Overseas Research Centers: Provided , 
That funds appropriated herein are available 
for advance payments to independent con
tractors performing research services or par
ticipating in official Smithsonian presen
tations. 
CONSTRUCTION AND IMPROVEMENTS, NATIONAL 

ZOOLOGICAL PARK 

For necessary expenses of planning, con
struction, remodeling, and equipping of 
buildings and facilities at the National Zoo
logical Park, by contract or otherwise, 
$5,400,000, to remain available until ex
pended. 

REPAIR AND RESTORATION OF BUILDINGS 

For necessary expenses of repair and res
toration of buildings owned or occupied by 
the Smithsonian Institution, by contract or 
otherwise, as authorized by section 2 of the 
Act of August 22, 1949 (63 Stat. 623), including 
not to exceed $10,000 for services as author
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $24,000,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided , That con
tracts awarded for environmental systems, 
protection systems, and exterior repair or 
restoration of buildings of the Smithsonian 
Institution may be negotiated with selected 
contractors and awarded on the basis of con
tractor qualifications as well as price. 

CONSTRUCTION 

For necessary expenses for construction, 
$10,400,000, to remain available until ex
pended. 

NATIONAL GALLERY OF ART 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For the upkeep and operations of the Na
tional Gallery of Art, the protection and 
care of the works of art therein, and admin
istrative expenses incident thereto, as au
thorized by the Act of March 24, 1937 (50 Stat. 
51), as amended by the public resolution of 
April 13, 1939 (Public Resolution 9, Seventy
sixth Congress), including services as author
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109; payment in advance 
when authorized by the treasurer of the Gal
lery for membership in library, museum, and 
art associations or societies whose publica
tions or services are available to members 
only, or to members at a price lower than to 
the general public; purchase, repair, and 
cleaning of uniforms for guards, and uni
forms, or allowances therefor, for other em
ployees as authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901-
5902); purchase or rental of devices and serv
ices for protecting buildings and contents 
thereof, and maintenance, alteration, im
provement, and repair of buildings, ap
proaches, and grounds; and purchase of serv
ices for restoration and repair of works of 
art for the National Gallery of Art by con
tracts made, without advertising, with indi
viduals, firms, or organizations at such rates 
or prices and under such terms and condi
tions as the Gallery may deem proper, 
$51,908,000, of which not to exceed $3,026,000 
for the special exhibition program shall re-

. main available until expended. 
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REPAIR, RESTORATION AND RENOVATION OF 

BUILDINGS 
For necessary expenses of repair, restora

tion and renovation of buildings, grounds 
and facilities owned or occupied by the Na
tional Gallery of Art, by contract or other
wise, as authorized $2,831,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided , That con
tracts awarded for environmental systems, 
protection systems, and exterior repair or 
renovation of buildings of the National Gal
lery of Art may be negotiated with selected 
contractors and awarded on the basis of con
tractor qualifications as well as price. 
WOODROW WILSON INTERNATIONAL CENTER FOR 

SCHOLARS 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary in carrying out the 
provisions of the Woodrow Wilson Memorial 
Act of 1968 (82 Stat. 1356) including hire of 
passenger vehicles and services as authorized 
by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $6,352,000. 
NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON THE ARTS AND THE 

HUMANITIES 
NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE ARTS 

GRANTS AND ADMINISTRATION 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

National Foundation on the Arts and Hu
manities Act of 1965, as amended, 
($137 ,228,450) $140,836,000 shall be available to 
the National Endowment for the Arts for the 
support of projects and productions in the 
arts through assistance to groups and indi
viduals pursuant to section 5(c) of the Act, 
and for administering the functions of the 
Act. 

MATCHING GRANTS 
To carry out the provisions of section 

10(a)(2) of the National Foundation on the 
Arts and the Humanities Act of 1965, as 
amended, ($28,634,900) $29,392,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 1995, to the Na
tional Endowment for the Arts, of which 
$13,187,000 shall be available for purposes of 
section 5(1) : Provided, That this appropria
tion shall be available for obligation only in 
such amounts as may be equal to the total 
amounts of gifts, bequests, and devises of 
money, and other property accepted by the 
Chairman or by grantees of the Endowment 
under the provisions of section 10(a)(2), sub
sections ll(a)(2)(A) and ll(a)(3)(A) during the 
current and preceding fiscal years for which 
equal amounts have not previously been ap
propriated. 

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE HUMANITIES 
GRANTS AND ADMINISTRATION 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
National Foundation on the Arts and the Hu
manities Act of 1965, as amended, $151,300,000 
shall be available to the National Endow
ment for the Humanities for support of ac
tivities in the humanities, pursuant to sec
tion 7(c) of the Act, and for administering 
the functions of the Act, of which $5,000,000 
for the Office of Preservation shall remain 
available until September 30, 1995. 

MATCHING GRANTS 
To carry out the provisions of section 

10(a)(2) of the National Foundation on the 
Arts and the Humanities Act of 1965, as 
amended, $26,191 ,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 1995, of which $14,228,000 
shall be available to the National Endow
ment for the Humanities for the purposes of 
section 7(h): Provided, That this appropria
tion shall be available for obligation only in 
such amounts as may be equal to the total 
amounts of gifts , bequests, and devises of 
money, and other property accepted by the 
Chairman or by grantees of the Endowment 

under the prov1s10ns of subsections 
ll(a)(2)(B) and ll(a)(3)(B) during the current 
and preceding fiscal years for which equal 
amounts have not previously been appro
priated. 

INSTITUTE OF MUSEUM SERVICES 
GRANTS AND ADMINISTRATION 

For carrying out title II of the Arts, Hu
manities, and Cultural Affairs Act of 1976, as 
amended, $28,777,000. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 
None of the funds appropriated to the Na

tional Foundation on the Arts and the Hu
manities may be used to process any grant 
or contract documents which do not include 
the text of 18 U.S.C. 1913: Provided, That none 
of the funds appropriated to the National 
Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities 
may be used for official reception and rep
resentation expenses[:-Provided further, That 
none of the funds in this Act may be used for 
the President's Committee on the Arts and 
the Humanities] . 

COMMISSION OF FINE ARTS 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses made necessary by the Act 
establishing a Commission of Fine Arts ( 40 
U.S.C. 104), $805,000. 

NATIONAL CAPITAL ARTS AND CULTURAL 
AFFAIRS 

For necessary expenses as authorized by 
Public Law 99-190 (99 Stat. 1261; 20 U.S.C. 
956(a)), as amended, $7,500,000. 

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For expenses made necessary by the Act 

establishing an Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation, Public Law 89-665, as amended, 
$2,959,000: Provided, That none of these funds 
shall be available for the compensation of 
Executive Level V or higher positions. 

NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses, as authorized by 
the National Capital Planning Act of 1952 (40 
U.S.C. 71-71i), including services as author
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $5,868,000: Provided, 
That all appointed members will be com
pensated at a rate equivalent to the rate for 
Executive Schedule Level IV. 

FRANKLIN DELANO ROOSEVELT MEMORIAL 
COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses of the Franklin 

Delano Roosevelt Memorial Commission, es
tablished by the Act of August 11, 1955 (69 
Stat. 694), as amended by Public Law 92-332 
(86 Stat. 401), $49,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 1995. 

PENNSYLVANIA A VENUE DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses, as authorized by 

section 17(a) of Public Law 92-578, as amend
ed, $2,738,000 for operating and administra
tive expenses of the Corporation. 

PUBLIC DEVELOPMENT 
For public development activities and 

projects in accordance with the development 
plan as authorized by section 17(b) of Public 
Law 92-578, as amended, ($4,289,000) 
$4,389,000, to remain available until ex
pended. 

LAND ACQUISITION AND DEVELOPMENT FUND 
The Pennsylvania Avenue Development 

Corporation is authorized to borrow from the 
Treasury of the United States $7,193,000, pur-

suant to the terms and conditions in para
graph 10, section 6, of Public Law 92-576, as 
amended. 

UNITED STATES HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL 
COUNCIL 

HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL COUNCIL 
For expenses of the Holocaust Memorial 

Council, as authorized by Public Law 96-388, 
as amended, $21,679,000. 

TITLE III-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 301. The expenditure of any appropria

tion under this Act for any consulting serv
ice through procurement contract, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to those 
contracts where such expenditures are a 
matter of public record and available for 
public inspection, except where otherwise 
provided under existing law, or under exist
ing Executive order issued pursuant to exist
ing law. 

SEC. 302. No part of any appropriation 
under this Act shall be available to the Sec
retary of the Interior or the Secretary of Ag
riculture for the leasing of oil and natural 
gas by noncompetitive bidding on publicly 
owned lands within the boundaries of the 
Shawnee National Forest, Illinois: Provided, 
That nothing herein is intended to inhibit or 
otherwise affect the sale, lease, or right to 
access to minerals owned by private individ
uals. 

SEC. 303. No part of any appropriation con
tained in this Act shall be available for any 
activity or the publication or distribution of 
literature that in any way tends to promote 
public support or opposition to any legisla
tive proposal on which congressional action 
is not complete. 

SEC. 304. No part of any appropriation con
tained in this Act shall remain available for 
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un
less expressly so provided herein. 

SEC. 305. None of the funds provided in this 
Act to any department or agency shall be ob
ligated or expended to provide a personal 
cook, chauffeur, or other personal servants 
to any officer or employee of such depart
ment or agency except as otherwise provided 
by law. 

SEC. 306. None of the funds provided in this 
Act shall be used to evaluate, consider, proc
ess, or award oil, gas, or geothermal leases 
on Federal lands in the Mount Baker
Snoqualmie National Forest, State of Wash
ington, within the hydrographic boundaries 
of the Cedar River municipal watershed up
stream of river mile 21.6, the Green River 
municipal watershed upstream of river mile 
61.0, the North Fork of the Tolt River pro
posed municipal watershed upstream of river 
mile 11.7, and the South Fork Tolt River mu
nicipal watershed upstream of river mile 8.4. 

SEC. 307. No assessments may be levied 
against any program, budget activity, sub
activity, or project funded by this Act unless 
notice of such assessments and the basis 
therefor are presented to the Committees on 
Appropriations and are approved by such 
Committees. 

[SEC. 308. No part of any appropriation 
under this Act shall be available to the Sec
retaries of the Interior and Agriculture for 
use for any sale hereafter made of unproc
essed timber from Federal lands in the State 
of Texas which will be exported by the pur
chaser: Provided, That this limitation shall 
not apply to specific quantities of grades and 
species of timber which said Secretaries de
termine are surplus to domestic lumber and 
plywood manufacturing needs. 

[SEC. 309. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, payments to States pursuant 
to 16 U.S.C. 500 for National Forests affected 
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by decisions relating to the Northern Spot
ted Owl from fiscal year 1994 receipts shall 
not be less than 70 per centum of the average 
annual payments to States, based on receipts 
collected on those National Forests during 
the five-year baseline period of fiscal years 
1986 through 1990: Provided, That in no event 
shall these payments exceed the total 
amount of receipts collected from the af
fected National Forests during fiscal year 
1994. 

[SEC. 310. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, the payment to be made by the 
United States Government pursuant to the 
provision of subsection (a) of title II of the 
Act of August 28, 1937 (50 Stat. 876) to the Or
egon and California land-grant counties in 
the State of Oregon from fiscal year 1994 re
ceipts derived from the Oregon and Califor
nia grant lands shall not be less than 70 per 
centum of the average annual payment made 
to those counties of their share of the Or
egon and California land-grant receipts col
lected during the five-year baseline period of 
fiscal years 1986 through 1990: Provided, That 
in no event shall this payment exceed the 
total amount of receipts collected from the 
Oregon and California grant lands during fis
cal year 1994 or $38,111,000, whichever is 
lower.] 

SEC. 311. Section 314 of Public Law 101-512 
(104 Stat. 1959--1960) is amended by striking 
the words "cooperative agreement" and in
serting in lieu thereof: "any other agreement 
or compact". 

SEC. 312. Section 1405, subsection (a) of 
title 36, United States Code, is amended by 
striking all of the first sentence through the 
words "confirmation of the Council and 
who" and inserting in lieu thereof: "There 
shall be an Executive Director of the Holo
caust Memorial Museum who shall be ap
pointed by the Chairperson of the Council, 
subject to confirmation of the Council, who 
may be paid with nonappropriated funds, and 
who, if paid with appropriated funds,". 

[SEC. 313. Section 42 of title 20, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting " the 
Speaker of the United States House of Rep
resentatives," immediately after the phrase 
"the Chief Justice of the United States,". 

[SEC. 314. (a) COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMER
ICAN ACT.-None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be expended by an entity un
less the entity agrees that in expending the 
funds the entity will comply with sections 2 
through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1933 ( 41 
U.S.C. 10a-10c: popularly known as the "Buy 
American Act"). 

[(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT RE
GARDING NOTICE.-

((1) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIP
MENT AND PRODUCTS.-In the case of any 
equipment or product that may be author
ized to be purchased with financial assist
ance provided using funds made available in 
this Act, it is the sense of the Congress that 
entities receiving the assistance should, in 
expending the assistance, purchase only 
American-made equipment and products. 

((2) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.
In providing financial assistance using funds 
made available in this Act, the head of each 
Federal agency shall provide to each recipi
ent of the assistance a notice describing the 
statement made in paragraph (1) by the Con
gress. 

[(C) PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS WITH PER
SONS FALSELY LABELING PRODUCTS AS MADE 
IN AMERICA.-If it has been finally deter
mined by a court or Federal agency that any 
person intentionally affixed a label bearing a 
" Made in America" inscription, or any in
scription with the same meaning, to any 
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product sold in or shipped to the United 
States that is not made in the United States, 
the person shall be ineligible to receive any 
contract or subcontract made with funds 
made available in this Act, pursuant to the 
debarment, suspension, and ineligibility pro
cedures described in sections 9.400 through 
9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Regula
tions.] 

SEC. 315. The Forest Service and Bureau of 
Land Management may offer for sale salvage
able timber in the Pacific Northwest in fiscal 
year 1994: Provided, That for public lands 
known to contain the Northern spotted owl, 
such salvage sales may be offered as long as the 
offering of such sale will not render the area 
unsuitable as habitat for the Northern spotted 
owl: Provided further, That timber salvage ac
tivity in spotted owl habitat is to be done in full 
compliance with all existing environmental and 
forest management laws. 

SEC. 316. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, payments to states pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 
500 for National Forests affected by decisions re
lating to the Northern Spotted Owl from fiscal 
year 1994 receipts shall not be less than 70 per 
centum of the average annual payments to 
states, based on receipts collected on those Na
tional Forests during the five-year baseline pe
riod of fiscal years 1986 through 1990: Provided, 
That in no event shall these payments exceed 
the total amount of receipts collected from the 
affected National Forests during fiscal year 
1994. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the payment to be made by the United States 
Government pursuant to the provision of sub
section (a) of title II of the Act of August 28, 
1937 (50 Stat. 876) to the Oregon and California 
land-grant counties in the State of Oregon from 
fiscal year 1994 receipts derived from the Oregon 
and California grant lands shall not be less 
than 70 per centum of the average annual pay
ment made to those counties of their share of 
the Oregon and California land-grant receipts 
collected during the five-year baseline period of 
fiscal years 1986 through 1990: Provided, That in 
no event shall this payment exceed the total 
amount of receipts collected from the Oregon 
and California grant lands during fiscal year 
1994. 

SEC. 317. None of the funds provided in this 
Act may be used to initiate any new construc
tion or land acquisition project, or any new op
erating program which is estimated to have a 
total cost in excess of $500,000, unless such 
project or program is described in the budget 
justification material submitted to the Congress 
·or is expressly provided for in this Act or its ac
companying reports or is requested through es
tablished reprogramming procedures: Provided 
further, That this provision shall not apply to 
emergency acquisitions or transfers made pursu
ant to emergency transfer authority. 

SEC. 318. None of the funds in this Act may be 
used to plan, prepare, or offer for sale timber 
from trees classified as giant sequoia 
(sequoiadendron giganteum) which are located 
on National Forest System or Bureau of Land 
Management lands until an environmental as
sessment has been completed and the giant se
quoia management implementation plan is ap
proved. In any event , timber harvest within the 
identified groves will be done only to enhance 
and perpetuate giant sequoia. There will be no 
harvesting of giant sequoia specimen trees. Re
moval of hazard, insect, disease and fire killed 
giant sequoia other than specimen trees is per
mitted. 

SEC. 319. None of the funds appropriated in 
this Act may be used to implement any increase 
in government housing rental rates in excess of 
10 per centum more than the rental rates which 
were in effect on September 1, 1993, for such 
housing. 

This Act may be cited as the "Department 
of the Interior and Related Agencies Appro
priations Act, 1994". 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

My colleague is here. 
Mr. President, the bill before the 

Senate is the fiscal year 1994 Depart
ment of the Interior and related agen
cies appropriations bill. 

As we begin consideration of this bill, 
I remind all Sena tors that a unani
mous-consent agreement was reached 
just prior to the start of the August re
cess which limits the amendments that 
will be in order to this bill. The list has 
64 amendments on it, but I am hopeful 
that we can ascertain how many of 
these amendments will actually be of
fered. A number of the amendments 
have already been withdrawn, and nu
merous others have been categorized to 
the subcommittee staff as 
placeholders, with little or no expecta
tion that they will be offered. 

I encourage all Senators who have 
amendments on the list and who intend 
to offer the amendments to confirm 
with the managers and/or the respec
tive cloakrooms that they do intend to 
offer those or that they do not in which 
case if they do not we can go ahead and 
strike those amendments off the list. 

This will help us expedite consider
ation of this bill. The start of the new 
fiscal year is a little over 2 weeks 
away. In that time, we must complete 
action here in the Senate, and then go 
to conference with the House. As many 
Senators are aware, the conference on 
this bill is never easy. We gain nothing 
by further delay. 

Now, let me turn to the specifics of 
the Interior bill. The allocations for 
the subcommittee total $13, 736,000,000 
in budget authority and $13,731,000,000 
in outlays. The bill reported by the Ap
propriations Committee is $55,462,000 
million under the Interior allocation in 
budget authority and slightly less than 
the outlay allocation, based on the 
most recent Congressional Budget Of
fice scoring estimates. The bill pres
ently totals $13,680,538,000 for budget 
authority and the outlay scoring totals 
$13,730,319,000, which is $681,000 below 
the 602(b) allocation assigned by the 
full committee to the subcommittee. 
When compared to the President's 
budget, the recommendations represent 
a decrease of $254,149,000 in budget au
thority and a decrease of $233,561,000 in 
outlays below CBO's scoring of the 
budget. Therefore, even without con
sidering a single item brought to our 
attention by interested parties, we had 
to make reductions from the amounts 
requested in the budget. 

As is the usual practice on the Inte
rior bill, this bill has been formulated 
in a bipartisan manner, and I thank 
Senator NICKLES and his staff for their 
cooperation in preparing the bill which 
is before us today. 
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Senator NICKLES participated in the 

hearings and was an active participate 
in the hearings and his staff and mine 
have continued their cooperation in 
the usual characteristic way with ex
cellent cooperation between the two 
staffs. So this is not an easy task. The 
subcommittee received about 1,800 re
quests for projects of interest to Mem
bers of the Senate-there are not that 
many Senators, not 1,800 Senators, but 
there were 1,800 requests for projects of 
interest to Members of the Senate-re
questing $2.7 billion in add-on funding. 

The recommendations before the 
Senate today represent the result of 
extensive review of the President's 
budget proposals through subcommit
tee hearings with agencies, briefings, 
and input through written testimony 
from the public. 

Now I should say to my Senate col
leagues who are less than satisfied with 
the funds allocated within this bill 
that many of these programs would 
have received additional funding with
in the economic stimulus package, 
which was never brought to a vote be
fore the Senate earlier this year as a 
result of the filibuster. The President 
had proposed nearly $750 million for 
many of the same types of projects 
brought before the subcommittee in 
preparation for markup. The sub
committee has attempted to provide 
the resources needed for these pro
grams in the context of this bill. In 
many cases, that has meant additional 
funds were not available to address 
other priorities suggested by Senators. 
The programs in this bill have an iden
tified maintenance, rehabilitation, and 
reconstruction backlog of about $6 bil
lion. We are doing everything we can to 
keep that from growing. 

I would like to highlight some of the 
items of interest in the bill. These in
clude: 

The subcommittee has attempted to 
protect the operational base of the 
agencies funded in the bill. The Na
tional Park Service operating account 
is increased by 9 percent over last year, 
which will mean more campgrounds 
stay open, more interpretive programs 
will be offered, and deferrals of mainte
nance will be kept to a minimum. 

Total funding in the bill for Federal 
land acquisition and State outdoor 
recreation grants is $236 million. This 
amount is $47.6 million below the fiscal 
year 1993 level and $22.7 million above 
the President's request for fiscal year 
1994. The subcommittee received re
quests for increases totaling $374 mil
lion above the amounts already in the 
budget for land acquisition. 

Total funding for construction in the 
land management agencies amounts to 
nearly $535.3 million. This total is 
about $46.8 million, or. 8 percent, below 
the fiscal year 1993 appropriation for 
these same construction accounts and 
$10.1 million below the President's re
quest for the same. The requests for in-

creases above the budget for construc
tion totaled $577 million. 

Funding for energy conservation pro
grams grows by $98.1 million, or 17 per
cent, over the fiscal year 1993 enacted 
level. Funding for the energy weather
ization grants program is rec
ommended at $200 million, an increase 
of about 8 percent over last year. 

Funding for fossil energy research 
and development is $10.7 million, or 2.5 
percent, above the fiscal year 1993 ap
propriation. The recommendation in
cludes increases above fiscal year 1993 
of 39 percent for natural gas research, 
53 percent for petroleum programs, and 
a reduction of 13.6 percent for coal re
search and development. 

Indian programs are funded at a total 
of $3.8 billion, which includes signifi
cant increases for Indian education, 
health care, contract support, and 
funding for negotiated land and water 
claim settlements. 

The bill includes $157 million for the 
National Biological Survey, the new 
science research agency proposed at 
the Interior Department. 

The recommendations restore the 
funding for the BLM, which was strick
en during House floor consideration on 
a point of order. This funding will 
allow for the continued management of 
270 million acres owned by the Federal 
Government, principally in the West. 

The bill contains none of the mining
claim patent moratoria language 
which was in the House bill. 

The bill does continue the same lan
guage as enacted last year related to 
Outer Continental Shelf oil and gas 
leasing moratoria in the areas of Cali
fornia, Oregon, Washington, the North, 
Mid- and South Atlantic, Florida south 
of 26 degrees north latitude, and the 
North Aleutian Basin in Alaska. The 
administration has written the com
mittee in support of this position. 

The bill further supports the goals of 
the Energy Policy Act through the de
velopment and deployment of advanced 
technologies within the Energy Con
servation Program which will signifi
cantly reduce energy consumption in 
the transportation, industrial, build
ing, and utility sectors. 

The bill includes no specific legisla
tive protection regarding timber har
vest and the spotted owl in the Pacific 
Northwest. The subcommittee has pro
vided flexibility to the administration, 
subject to the committee's repro
gramming guidelines, to allocate addi
tional resources to address the highest 
priority areas identified by the Presi
dent subsequent to the forest con
ference. 

With respect to the balance of the 
Timber Sales Program, the committee 
has not concurred in the administra
tion's proposal to proceed with elimi
nating timber sale programs that 
might be below cost. The switch to eco
system management will increase the 
cost of the timber sales programs, and 

any assessment should reflect this di
rected policy change. 

The bill provides funding for the Na
tional Endowment for the Arts at a 
level of $170.2 million. This restores 
one-half of the reduction taken by the 
House. No restrictive language regard
ing the NEA is included. 

And finally, the bill retains language 
added by the House providing for a pay
ment to the widow of James Hudson, 
the Park Service employee who took 
care of the Lincoln Memorial, and who 
died recently while on the job. Despite 
having been employed by the National 
Park Service for 8 years, Mr. Hudson 
was considered to be a temporary em
ployee. This language will allow for the 
payment of benefits commensurate 
with what a permanent employee of 
the same tenure would receive. 

Mr. President, I remind Senators 
that the subcommittee has attempted 
to balance the many competing de
mands for funds within the bill, while 
still maintaining program continuity 
within the base. The bill addresses is
sues of concern to many States. 

Mr. President, before turning to Sen
ator NICKLES for any statements he 
may wish to make regarding this bill, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD the clarification of sev
eral items in the Senate report accom
panying this bill, Senate report 103-114. 

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

SENATE REPORT 103-114 CLARIFICATIONS 

On page 24, in the section dealing with 
ecosystems research for the National Bio
logical Survey. the funding provided for 
landscape functions is actually $3,250,000, 
rather than $2,450,000. Also on page 24, the 
funding in the National Biological Survey 
for the gap analysis project is $1 ,751,000. 
These are corrections in the text; the num
bers in the table are correct. 

On page 36, with respect to the Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt Memorial, the correct 
amount for the total estimated cost should 
be $49,000,000, which includes the previously 
unknown estimated cost of $1,200,000 for up
graded electrical utilities. Thus, with the 
Committee's recommendation of $11,000,000 a 
total of $36,550,000 in Federal funds will have 
been provided for this project. So, rather 
than completing the Federal share this year, 
an estimated $2,450,000 in Federal funds re
main to be appropriated. The Committee 
continues to expect $10,000,000 to be raised 
privately. 

On page 38, in National Park Service land 
acquisition, the Palo Alto National Battle
field is in Texas, not California. 

On page 78, the date for the Arizona wild 
and scenic rivers report should be December 
31, 1993. 

On page 35, the funds for Crater Lake are 
for continuing work related to the removal 
of facilities from the rim. The Committee 
understands that an estimated $396,000 will 
be required in FY 1995 for construction docu
ments. 

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

pore. The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, first, 

let me say, it is a pleasure for me, as 
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ranking Republican on the Interior 
Subcommittee, to work with Chairman 
BYRD on this committee and on others, 
but on this committee especially. 

This committee is a very important 
committee. It is one that affects prob
ably every single Senator and certainly 
I would say every single congressional 
district, as well, because we are dealing 
with a lot of issues that affect land and 
water and Indian tribes in my State 
and yours. 

So I would just say it is an important 
bill. In some cases, it is a controversial 
bill, because we get into issues like 
grazing policy and sometimes mining 
and other issues that are vitally impor
tant to the West, and I expect we will 
have some debate on that. 

I have always found Senator BYRD 
and his staff to be very fair, open
minded, and willing to work with all 
members of the committee, sub
committee, and full committee, as 
well. I appreciate that. 

I also appreciate the very competent 
staff that Senator BYRD has assembled. 
Sue Masica has done an excellent job; 
as well as Cheri Cooper on my staff. It 
is a pleasure to work with true profes
sionals who do the work in trying to 
put together and fashion a package 
that is responsible, reasonable, and af
fordable. That is not easy to do, given 
the demands that the Senator men
tioned, I think, 1,800 requests from 
Members. That is a lot of requests, 
with a lot of those requests trying to 
tell the Federal Government or give 
some suggestions to the Federal Gov
ernment on how to better manage some 
of the facilities that we have. 

Many of those are very well taken. 
Some are not affordable, and so we 
have to wrestle with competing issues 
and competing with the fiscal realities. 

Mr. President, this bill before us, as 
Senator BYRD said, has $13.736 billion 
for budget authority and $13.731 billion 
for outlays. It is evident that the 
chairman and his staff have done an ex
cellent job of meshing the competing 
demands. The committee's rec
ommendations will contribute to a bal
anced Federal budget while continuing 
to provide the expected Government 
services. 

The Interior appropriations bill for 
fiscal year 1994 is 10 percent over the 
fiscal year 1993 enacted level. We have 
provided for the Secretary's request to 
form the National Biological Survey 
[NBS]. To name a few of the 40 agencies 
funded by the Interior bill and taking 
into consideration the adjustment for 
the NBS: the Bureau of Land Manage
ment is increased by 8 percent; the 
Fish and Wildlife Service is increased 
by 10 percent; the National Park Serv
ice is increased by 5 percent; the Bu
reau of Indian Affairs is increased by 14 
percent; the Forest Service remains ap
proximately level with the fiscal year 
1993 appropriations; Fossil Energy is 
irtcreased by 3 percent; Energy Con-

servation is increased by 17 percent; 
and Indian Heal th Service is increased 
by 4 percent. 

The construction accounts and land 
acquisition accounts are below the fis
cal year 1993 enacted levels. Both of 
these items contribute to substantial 
future funding requirements. Across 
the Nation we have experienced the 
closing and use-restrictions of camp
grounds, parks, and roads because of 
insufficient operations and mainte
nance dollars. The construction ac
counts for the Forest Service, the Bu
reau of Land Management, the Fish 
and Wildlife Service, and the National 
Park Service total $535.3 million, which 
is a decrease of $46.8 million from the 
fiscal year 1993 enacted level of $582.2 
million. The land acquisition accounts 
for these same agencies total $236.0 
million, which is a decrease of $47.6 
million from the fiscal year 1993 en
acted level of $283. 7 million. 

The Indian activities, which are fund
ed under the Interior bill, require 28.6 
percent of our allocation resources, 
while still not meeting the health and 
other needs of the Indian population. 
The demands for Indian activities con
tinue to increase yearly taking more of 
the interior bill's limited resources. 
Our recommendation provides a total 
increase of 8 percent in Indian activi
ties. 

The timber sale program is an area of 
great concern to many of the Members 
of the Senate. We have tried to put to
gether a timber sale program which 
would rectify the devastating effect of 
the House action and fit within our al
locations. The following adjustments 
are made to the timber program: First, 
timber harvest is restored to the budg
et request level of $67.1 million. Fiscal 
year 1993 level is $69. 7 million. Second, 
timber roads are $76.9 million which is 
$5 million below the request with lan
guage on savings assumed from road 
use restrictions and more timber pur
chaser responsibilities. Third, $5 mil
lion is added to partially restore the 
administration's reduction of $46 mil
lion for below-cost sales. Fourth, ex
panded salvage sale authority, which 
was deleted by the House, is included. 

Mr. President, again, I just want to 
say it is a pleasure to work with Chair
man BYRD on this committee. As he 
mentioned, I believe we had, at the 
close of business before the recess, 64 
amendments that were listed as pend
ing. 

I urge those Senators who have 
amendments--and many of those are 
just mentioned as "relevant"-to con
tact us and notify us, one, whether 
they intend to offer the amendment; 
two, and more preferably, that they 
would like to withdraw the amend
ment; or, three, if they wish to pursue 
the amendment, if they would please 
give us the language and see if we 
might be able to accept that language 
and, if not, please bring it to the floor 

so we might discuss it and dispose of it 
one way or another. 

So, again, we have some time this 
morning that would be an excellent 
time for Members to dispose of amend
ments. I encourage them to come to 
the floor and do so. 

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The absence of a quorum has been 
suggested. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. 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. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent I be excused from 
attending the session of the Senate to
morrow, the 15th, so I might travel to 
Ketchikan, AK, to attend the remem
brance ceremony for a very dear friend 
who has passed away, Pete Cessnun, 
former State legislator of the State of 
Alaska. 

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

Does the Senator suggest the absence 
of a quorum? 

Mr. STEVENS. I do. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I com
pliment the senior Senator from Alas
ka, Mr. STEVENS, for his insistence 
upon conforming with the provisions of 
paragraph 2 of rule 6 of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate. He always does 
this. And I would wager that there are 
not a majority of Senators who even 
are aware of this rule. There may have 
been in the past. But he always comes 
to the Senate and asks unanimous con
sent that he be permitted to proceed 
elsewhere on matters that, I take it, do 
not constitute Senate business. 

That is a rule that nobody else seems 
to pay any attention to. But this Sen
ator from Alaska, Mr. STEVENS, always 
does. I compliment him and say to my
self and other Senators, we might do 
well to emulate him in this regard. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator. 
~r. BYRD. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

WELLSTONE). The clerk will call the 
roll. 
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The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

INTERIOR APPROPRIATIONS ACT 
OF 1994 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

EN BLOC AMENDMENTS NOS. 884-889 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, there are 
several amendments that have been 
cleared on both sides, and Mr. NICKLES 
and I are ready to present these at this 
time. 

I ask unanimous consent that on be
half of myself and Senator NICKLES, 
the following amendments be agreed to 
en bloc, including several technical and 
conforming corrections to the bill. 

These are: 
An amendment (No. 884) on behalf of 

Sena tors MURRA y and HATFIELD that 
reallocates funds provided in the bill 
for timber receipt payments to imple
mentation activities associated with 
the President's Pacific Northwest for
est plan; 

An amendment (No. 885) on behalf of 
Senator DECONCINI that reallocates 
funds among Arizona projects; 

An amendment (No. 886) on behalf of 
Senators DOLE and KASSEBAUM that re
allocates funds from one Kansas 
project in the Fish and Wildlife Service 
to the Haskell Indian Junior College; 

An amendment (No. 887) on behalf of 
Senator NICKLES and myself restoring 
language carried in the bill in prior 
years related to rural development ac
tivities of the Forest Service; 

An amendment (No. 888) on behalf of 
Senators HATFIELD and INOUYE related 
to the FDR Memorial Commission; and 

An amendment (No. 889) on behalf of 
Senator NICKLES and myself making 
technical and conforming corrections. 

The amendment offered on behalf of 
Senators MURRAY and HATFIELD pro
vides for the use of funds scored 
against the bill for timber receipt pay
ments to be used instead to begin im
plementation of the economic assist
ance and jobs-in-the-woods components 
of the President's forest plan for the 
Pacific Northwest. The timber receipt 
payment provision is no longer needed 
in the Interior appropriation bill as a 
result of inclusion of language in the 
budget reconciliation package address
ing this problem. The funds are reallo
cated to the following purposes: 
$14,000,000 equally divided for water
shed and ecosystem restoration for 
both the Interior Department and the 
Forest Service; $10,000,000 for commu
nity assistance programs of the Forest 
Service, with the increased amounts 
provided as a result of this amendment 
to be targeted to the Pacific North
west; and $5,000,000 for the old growth 

diversification initiative of the Forest 
Service, which brings the fiscal year 
1994 total to a level of $6,500,000. The 
committee expects the old growth di
versification funds to be allocated as 
follows: 40 percent each to Washington 
and Oregon, and 20 percent to northern 
California. The amendment also in
cludes language clarifying the eligible 
comm uni ties in the Community Assist
ance Program. 

The funds for watershed and eco
system protection are to be expended 
for the highest priority watersheds, as 
identified by the Forest Ecosystem 
Management Assessment Team 
[FEMAT] report. These projects will 
help to repair and protect damaged 
salmon habitat for at-risk salmon 
stocks and I also create economic ac
tivity in distressed areas. It is the com
mittee's understanding that 83 percent 
of these key watersheds are located 
principally on Forest Service lands. It 
is also the committee's expectation 
that activities funded with these re
sources will be directed at options with 
the greatest potential for long-term 
impact on saving the watershed. 

The amendment offered on behalf of 
Senator DECONCINI reallocates funds 
provided for the Morris K. Udall Schol
arship Foundation to other projects in 
Arizona, with $400,000 provided in addi
tion to amounts in the budget for the 
southwestern forestry study and 
$700,000 to the Office of Navajo and 
Hopi Relocation to increase the 
amount included in the committee's 
recommendation for the former Ben
nett freeze area. 

The amendment on behalf of Sen
ators DOLE and KASSEBAUM transfers 
$200,000 from Fish and Wildlife Service 
construction for dike repairs at Kirwin 
to increased operations at Haskell In
dian Junior College. The need for dike 
repairs to · Kirwin NWR has been over
taken by the flood recovery effort. 

The amendment on behalf of Sen
ators BYRD and NICKLES restores lan
guage from last year's appropriation 
bill allowing the Forest Service to en
gage in technical assistance activities 
associated with rural development in 
communities adjacent to National For
est System lands. This language will 
assist the Forest Service in its efforts 
to assist local communities as they en
gage in a transition period associated 
with a declining public timber harvest. 

The amendment on behalf of Sen
ators HATFIELD and INOUYE extends the 
availability of funds appropriated to 
the FDR Memorial Commission until 
expended. This extension is necessary 
due to the need to continue the fund
raising effort beyond the end of fiscal 
year 1994. This amendment has no fis
cal year 1994 scoring impact, based on 
CBO review. 

The technical and conforming correc
tions do not change the scoring of the 
bill, but instead correct inadvertent er
rors in the drafting of the bill. Three 

numbers are being corrected to reflect 
narrative in the report or to comply 
with program or formula distributions, 
and one date is being changed. 

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

The amendments considered and 
agreed to en bloc are as follows: 

AMENDMENTS NO. 884 

On page 41, after line 15, insert the follow
ing: 

ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION FUND 

For expenses necessary to implement the 
President's Forest Plan for "Jobs in the 
Woods" ecosystem restoration in Northern 
California, Washington, and Oregon, 
$7,000,000, to remain available until Septem
ber 30, 1995: Provided, That with the approval 
of the Secretary, such amounts as may be 
identified in implementation plans may be 
transferred to the Bureau of Land Manage
ment, the Fish and Wildlife Service, and the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

On page 50, line 7, increase the italicized 
number by $15,000,000. 

On page 53, line 12, increase the italicized 
number by $7 ,000,000. 

On page 53, line 15, increase the italicized 
number by $7 ,000,000. 

On page 95, delete beginning on line 4 
through "1994." on page 96, line 2. 

On page 97, after line 5, insert the follow
ing: 

Sec. . (a) Section 2374(2) of the Food, Agri
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(7 U.S.C. 6612) is amended by inserting", for
age production" after "recreation". 

(b) Section 2374(3) of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
6612) is amended to read as follows: 

(3) The term "rural community" means
(A) any town, township, municipality, or 

other similar unit of general purpose local 
government, or any area represented by a 
not-for-profit corporation organization under 
state law for any purpose of promoting broad 
based economic development, that has a pop
ulation or not more than 10,000 individuals 
(according to the latest decennial census), 
that is located within a county in which at 
least 15 percent of the total primary and sec
ondary labor and proprietor income is de
rived from forestry, wood products, and for
est-related industries such as recreation, for
age production, and tourism, and that is lo
cated within the boundary, or within 100 
miles of the boundary, of a national forest; 
or 

(B) any county that is not contained with
in a Metropolitan Statistical Area as defined 
by the United States Office of Management 
and Budget, in which at least 15 percent of 
the total primary and secondary labor and 
proprietor income is derived from forestry, 
wood products, and forest-related industries 
such as recreation, forage production, and 
tourism, and that is located within the 
boundary, or within 100 miles of the bound
ary, of a national forest. 

(C) any unincorporated area of a county 
having a population larger than 22,550 indi
viduals (according to the latest decennial 
census) in which at least 15 percent of the 
total primary and secondary labor and pro
prietor income is derived fro:;.1 forestry, wood 
products, and forest-related industries such 
as recreation, forage production, and tour
ism, and that is located more than 10 miles 
from an incorporated municipality. 

(c) Section 2374 of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
6612) is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new subsection: 
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(5) The term " National Forests" means Na

tional Forest System Lands. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise 

in strong support today of the Byrd
Nickles amendment to H.R. 2520, the 
Interior Appropriations Act for fiscal 
year 1994. This amendment means a 
tremendous amount to my State of 
Washington, and the entire Pacific 
Northwest. 

Ths amendment is important for two 
reasons. First, it provides $29 million 
for watershed restoration and rural 
economic development. These funds 
will be used to put our forest eco
system on the road to stability, includ
ing at-risk salmon stocks throughout 
the Pacific Northwest. Second, the re
sulting economic activity-construc
tion jobs in the woods, technical mon
itoring, and biological analysis-will 
help set a new course for the natural 
resource economy. 

Mr. President, when I traveled 
through the Olympic Peninsula during 
the recess, I visited communities that 
have been fighting for years to resolve 
the conflict over management of our 
natural resources. People throughout 
rural Washington have been buffeted 
from afar by faceless bureaucrats and 
court decisions beyond their control. 
They have seen gridlock of all types 
prevent movement on issues that affect 
their day-to-day lives. They've been 
caught in the middle while scientists 
and lawyers argue. The only thing 
they've been able to count on in this 
situation is more uncertainty. 

Likewise, conservation advocates 
have been frustrated by an unrespon
sive Federal bureaucracy in their ef
forts to bring change to Federal forest 
management. I have often looked at 
my own kids and wondered whether 
their children will be able to experi
ence the amazing character of a North
west old-growth forest. 

Today, we can bring some of that un
certainty to an end by adopting this 
amendment to fund a watershed res
toration initiative. 

We've heard a lot about watershed 
restoration. The term has become one 
of the most heavily used buzzwords in 
the forest debate. We've heard state
ments like, "watershed restoration will 
save the salmon." Or, " watershed res
toration will repair damage to the 
landscape." Or, "watershed restoration 
will create new jobs." 

This may be true, but what does it all 
mean? As I understand it, watershed 
restoration begins with the premise 
that we have overworked the forest 
landscape, resulting in stress to salmon 
habitat, water quality, and wildlife 
cover. It proposes to send construction 
crews into the forest to undertake a 
variety of projects. These would in
clude removing some logging roads, 
stabilizing others to control soil ero
sion, and converting some into trails 
for recreational use. It would also in
volve improving salmon habitat by en-

hancing in-stream structures and 
spawning beds. 

What would the effects be? Over the 
next 5 years we would be creating con
struction jobs. Continued maintenance 
would be necessary, as would monitor
ing, data collection, and biological 
analysis to assess improvements in 
ecosystem health. Over time, the eco
system would grow stronger until such 
time as salmon and other wildlife have 
stable habitat. This is a long-term 
proposition. It is definitely not a pana
cea for advocates of higher timber har
vests. It may lead us to a point where 
higher timber yields are possible. But 
it will also protect the long-term via
bility of commercial fisheries and con
serve natural resources for our children 
and grandchildren. 

Some people may ask, "can we afford 
to do this?" The answer is an emphatic 
"yes." No new money is being spent 
here. This amendment fits entirely 
within the Interior budget allocation. 
It is possible because we used the budg
et reconciliation bill to repeal a tax 
subsidy for raw log exports. This en
abled us to stabilize payments to coun
ties in lieu of property taxes, which in 
turn has freed up resources within the 
Interior allocation. This amendment 
does not take funds away from any 
other program or project within the In
terior bill. 

Perhaps most importantly, this 
amendment represents the fulfillment 
of a commitment from myself, other 
members of our congressional delega
tion, and the administration to pro
mote new opportunities in historically 
timber-dependent areas. When the 
President announced his forest initia
tive, he pledged to provide incentives 
for economic diversification to help 
folks find a silver lining. People in my 
State has responded. They are not in
terested in handouts. Rather, they are 
working hard coming up with new 
ideas and new proposals to diversify 
their economies and stabilize the job 
base for the long term. By adopting 
this amendment, we can do our part to 
encourage these efforts. We can show 
that investing in people and in our 
communities can pay off. 

I want to say a few things about how 
the agencies involved in these projects 
should administer these funds. The pol
icy objective behind watershed restora
tion is twofold: We want to fund work 
that benefits the environment and cre
ate economic activity in distressed 
areas. Therefore, I want to ensure that 
funds are used exclusively for restora
tion work, and that such work is car
r ied out by local personnel. I am not 
comfortable providing these funds to 
agencies carte blanche, unless the 
funds are targeted very narrowly on 
the problem. It is my understanding 
that this is the case; these funds will 
not be used for projects not directly re
lated to improving the natural eco
system. 

I want to commend the chairman of 
the committee, Senator BYRD, and the 
ranking members, Senators HATFIELD 
and NICKLES, for their excellent work 
on this issue. This effort has respected 
budget realities, and has been biparti~ 
san in nature. I hope this will set a 
tone for future discussions on these is
sues. I urge my colleagues to support 
the Byrd-Nickles amendment, and H.R. 
2520 on final passage. Thank you, Mr. 
President, I yield the floor. 

AMENDMENT NO. 885 

On page 4, line 23, delete beginning with 
the ";" through "expended" on page 5, line 2 

On page 49, line 22, increase the italicized 
number by $400,000. 

On page 79, line 21, increase the italicized 
number by $700,000. 

AMENDMENT NO. 886 

On page 10, line 10, reduce the italicized 
number by $200,000. 

On page 27, line 23, increase the italicized 
number by $200,000. 

AMENDMENT NO. 887 

On page 65, after line 2, insert the follow
ing: 

Funds appropriated to the Forest Service 
shall be available for interactions with and 
providing technical assistance to rural com
munities for sustainable rural development 
purposes outside the boundaries of National 
Forest System lands. 

AMENDMENT NO. 888 

On page 88, line 18, insert the following: 
: Provided, That funds provided under this 

head in Public Law 102-381 shall remain 
available until expended 

AMENDMENT NO. 889 

On page 28, line 3, strike " $52,701,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof " $49,226,000" . 

On page 29, line 14, strike " $83,808,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof " $84 ,808,000" . 

On page 33, line 15, strike " July 1, 1993" 
and insert in lieu thereof " September 30, 
1994" . 

On page 85, line 17, linetype " $13,187,000" 
and insert in italics " $12,858,000". 

The amendments (Nos. 884-889) were 
agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan
·imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, as I indi
cated in the beginning, there are 64 
amendments on the list. Some of those 
are coming off. I hope that Senators 
whose names are listed will take a sec
ond look at the amendments and indi
cate to the managers of the bill as soon 
as possible if there is a possibility of 
those amendments coming off the list. 

This afternoon, beginning at 2:15 
·p.m., under the order that has been 
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previously entered, there can be up to 
10, 11, or 12 amendments to the Depart
ment of Defense authorization bill on 
which rollcall votes have already been 
ordered. Under the order that has been 
entered, the votes on these amend
ments will be 10 minutes in length, ex
cept for the first amendment. A vote 
on the Leahy amendment will be the 
usual 15 minutes. But this means that 
at least 2 hours will be consumed in 
voting on amendments beginning at 
2:15 p.m. today. 

Now, tomorrow we will have some 
time, up to 3 or 4 o'clock, I presume, to 
act on this bill, after which the Senate 
will not have any more votes either 
late tomorrow or Thursday or Friday, 
which means that if we are going to 
finish this bill this week, we need to be 
done with it by 3 or 4 o'clock tomorrow 
afternoon. Consequently, Senators 
should come over and call up their 
amendments. 

I suggest that the prospects for a late 
session today are probably pretty good; 
the prospects are good. Of course, the 
longer we wait at this point or at any 
point during the time we are on this 
bill for Senators to call up their 
amendments, then the prospects for 
our lateness become "gooder," they in
crease, and the prospects for complet
ing the bill this week become less good. 

I urge Senators to come to the floor 
then and call up amendments. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I echo 
the comments made by Chairman BYRD 
to encourage our colleagues to notify 
us if they intend to offer their amend
ments. Frankly, I think they would be 
wise-I am sure that we will try to ac
commodate Members if we can. We will 
be a lot more accommodative, in my 
opinion, early this morning than we 
will be very late tonight. So I encour
age our colleagues, if they have amend
ments, to bring them to the floor and 
let us see the language. If we can work 
out and agree to the language, that 
would be well and good. If not, it would 
be good for us to know what the lan
guage is and hopefully debate the 
amendment and dispose of it one way 
or another. 

I believe it is the chairman's inten
tion that he would like to finish this 
bill before we adjourn this week. That 
is certainly my intention as well. 

Again, colleagues should be advised, 
if they have amendments, we have a fi
nite list of amendments. That list is 
shrinking. We would like for it to 
shrink even more rapidly. So if they 
could give us their intentions on the 
amendment, and if they do care to 
move forward, if they do so as soon as 
possible, we would be very grateful. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished Senator yield? 

Mr. NICKLES. I will be happy to. 
Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator for 

his very supportive statement. 
I would estimate-and I wonder if he 

would agree-once this bill is put aside, 

in accordance with the order pre
viously entered, that the Senate will 
not be able to resume consideration of 
this bill until somewhere between 4 and 
5 o'clock this afternoon, so as to allow 
for the several votes on amendments 
that have already been discussed and 
stacked. 

Consequently, we will be getting 
back on it late. It would be of the ut
most assistance to the managers if 
Senators again, if I may repeat, would 
inform the managers that they will or 
will not call up their amendments that 
are listed. Several of those amend
ments are now in the process of being 
marked off in accordance with indica
tions there is no intent to bring them 
up. But after 3 or 4 o'clock tomorrow, 
there will be no possibility to complete 
action on this bill this week. So that 
any and all amendments that are going 
to require votes, rollcall votes, should 
be called up and disposed of no later 
than 3 o'clock tomorrow. 

Mr. NICKLES. I appreciate the Sen
ator's comment. I happen to agree 
wholeheartedly. I only know of one 
controversial amendment. I see a cou
ple others on the list that may well be 
controversial. And again, knowing this 
body and Senators' inclinations, the 
majority leader has already announced 
we would be in late tonight. I would 
like to dispose of these amendments. 
Most of these I think we can agree to 
or the sponsors of the amendments, it 
is my guess, will drop the amendments. 
There are a few that probably will re
quire some discussion. 

Again, I encourage those Senators to 
bring those amendments forward. We 
have some that are listed as relevant, 
and we do not know what they are. We 
would like to find out what they are. If 
we can agree to them, that would be 
great. If not, we can hopefully dispose 
of them. 

With the majority leader saying he is 
willing to stay in late tonight, with the 
chairman of the committee saying he 
wants to finish this bill this week, it 
tells me that we may well have a late 
night session tonight with some of 
these amendments. I would like to dis
pose of as many as possible this morn
ing and maybe even while we are work
ing on the DOD bill do some staff work 
and some meeting with Senators to see 
if we cannot dispose of many as pos
sible so we can finish the bill late to
night or tomorrow. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator for his help
ful suggestions. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. 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. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, of the 64 
amendments that are on the list as 
shown on the Calendar of Business, 
page 2, Senator NICKLES and I have now 
been informed by Senators that there 
are 31 that can come off the list. 

So I therefore ask unanimous con
sent that these 31 amendments which 
are on the list of 64 amendments be 
eliminated from the list with the un
derstanding that if anyone of these 
Senators has a change of heart and 
wishes to have his particular amend
ment restored, so long as it is the same 
amendment that is identified on the 
list, that he may have that privilege of 
doing so. 

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Republican manager, 
Mr. NICKLES. I thank his staff, my 
staff, and all staff members, as well as 
those Senators who agreed to eliminate 
their names from the list. I hope that 
other Senators will do likewise. 

The list which Senator NICKLES is 
aware of, and which is the same list in 
the hands of both managers, I now send 
to the desk in accordance with the 
order that has been entered. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I com
pliment the chairman. It now means 
we believe we have eliminated 31 
amendments. We still have 30-some 
amendments left and some of our col
leagues are kind enough now to re
spond. They are calling and taking off 
amendments or notifying us. I appre
ciate that. I encourage others who still 
have amendments on the list to con
tact us as soon as possible. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to proceed as if in morning busi
ness for 10 minutes. 

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

CHEROKEE STRIP LAND RUN 
CENTENNIAL 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this opportunity to bring 
to the attention of the Senate an event 
of significant historical importance to 
the State of Oklahoma and our Nation. 
The event which took place 100 years 
ago this week was the Cherokee strip 
land run. 

The day was September 16, 1893, when 
more than 7 million acres of land were 
opened for settlement. The land had 
long been known as the Cherokee strip. 
It was 226 miles long and 58 miles wide; 
larger than the States of Connecticut, 
Delaware, and Rhode Island combined. 
Although vast and impressive from 
rolling prairies in the east to gypsum 
sand dunes and rugged plateaus in the 
west, the Cherokee strip was much 
more than a parcel of land. It was the 
setting for the largest, most spectacu
lar competitive event in history: the 
Cherokee strip land run of 1893. 
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At noon, a shot rang out and more 

than 100,000 courageous pioneers surged 
into the strip. The run attracted people 
from every corner of the Nation and 
abroad. Most had very few possessions, 
but all had a dream to stake a claim to 
the vast opportunity for a better life 
on the untouched prairies of Okla
homa. When the dust had cleared, more 
than 40,000 settlers had staked their 
claims. But these people faced an even 
greater struggle than the land run it
self. They had to prove that they had 
what it took to be a pioneer. Many set
tlers carved sod houses out of the prai
rie and others lived in their covered 
wagons. The first winters were terribly 
harsh and tested their endurance. But 
hard times gave way to better days as 
crops flourished and cities and indus
tries sprang from the plains. The peo
ple here have prevailed with a pioneer 
spirit, a rare combination of grit and 
determination combined with respect 
and gratitude for the land on which 
they built their future. The stories of 
these brave homesteaders still echo 
throughout Oklahoma and the Nation 
and are a testament to the enduring 
spirit of the American pioneers. That 
spirit is alive in Oklahoma today as 
evidenced by our optimism, determina
tion and enduring pride in our State. 

As a native of Ponca City, located in 
the Cherokee strip, I am honored to 
join in recognizing my own heritage as 
well as that of all Oklahomans. Okla
homa is home to people who embody 
the American ideals of hard work and 
integrity, as well as loyalty and toler
ance toward others. 

In our celebration, we also recognize 
the role of the American Indian in the 
history of the Cherokee strip and our 
State. Oklahoma has been blessed with 
the rich heritage of our native Ameri
cans. In fact, the State derives it name 
from two Choctaw Indian words-okla, 
meaning people, and homma meaning 
red. The innumerable contributions of 
this great people continue to add to the 
enduring spirit of Oklahoma where all 
hearts embrace the same hopes, 
dreams, and aspirations. 

Today, the Cherokee strip is the 
wheat center of Oklahoma. The strip 
also provided to be rich in oil which 
continues to be an important industry 
throughout the region. The windswept 
prairie has been transformed into mod
ern cities, rich farmlands, and beau
tiful lakes. 

The Nation learned about the Chero
kee strip on April 18 of this year when 
93 million copies of the commemora
tive stamp honoring the centennial of 
the land run were issued. The stamp 
was designed by Harold T. Holden of 
Kremlin, OK; who sculpted the Boomer 
statue which has become the symbol of 
the centennial. The stamp depicts land 
run contestants on horseback and in a 
covered wagon racing to stake a claim. 
People in the Enid area worked for sev
eral years to get the commemorative 

stamp for the celebration. Only 30 to 40 
stamp ideas are chosen each year from 
more than 4,000 requests. The issuance 
of the commemorative stamp let all 
Americans know about the Cherokee 
strip land run. 

And now on the lOOth anniversary of 
this spectacular event, the Cherokee 
strip land run, I am pleased to have the 
opportunity to salute that historic 
event during or centennial celebration. 
The heritage of the run embodies not 
only the settling of the Cherokee strip 
by homesteaders but also the contribu
tions of native Americans, pioneers, 
and all those who occupied the land be
fore and after the opening. Oklahomans 
invite all Americans to celebrate with 
us this historic beginning 100 years 
ago, the Cherokee strip land run of 
1893. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

INTERIOR APPROPRIATIONS ACT 
OF 1994 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, are 
we in morning business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate is on H.R. 2520. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for 4 min
utes as if in morning business. 

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I reserve 
the right to object. I have no objection. 
I do hope that Senators however will 
come to the floor and call up their 
amendments on the bill. I am not over
ly interested at this particular point in 
having Senators come to the floor to 
deliver morning business speeches. 
They are important to Senators. I also 
make such speeches myself. I want to 
encourage Senators however to come 
to the floor and call up their amend
ments on their bill. 

Mr. President, I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

a tor is recognized. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ap

preciate very much the indulgence of 
my colleagues and particularly the dis
tinguished senior Senator from West 
Virginia. Perhaps there was some 
query on one other amendment that I 
had on the pending bill that I was 
going to offer, and I have decided not 
to offer the amendment that deals with 
the C-17. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from the State of Iowa is rec
ognized. 

MR. GRASSLEY. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. GRASSLEY per

taining to the introduction of S. 1453 
are located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN). The clerk will call 
the roll. The assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BYRD. 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. BYRD. Madam President, the 
pending Interior appropriations bill has 
now been before the Senate over 2 
hours, almost 2% hours, and we have 
had one Senator come over and indi
cate an interest in his amendment. We 
discussed that amendment with him, 
and hopefully we will be able to work 
something out on it. 

But there are at least 20 other Sen
ators who have amendments on the list 
still. The managers are just sitting 
here on the floor twiddling their 
thumbs waiting for Senators to come 
to the floor and call up their amend
ments. It is not a very good utilization 
of time of the managers. 

I express the hope again that Sen
ators whose names are on the list still 
will come to the floor and discuss their 
amendments with the managers or call 
up their amendments. There is yet 
time before the Senate goes into recess 
for the two party conferences today. 
There is yet time to dispose of one or 
several amendments. 

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, will 
the chairman yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, I 

mention and echo the comments that, 
if Senators do have amendments, they 
bring them forward. If not, we might 
make the assumption they do not in
tend to offer the amendments. If they 
do not notify either the chairman or 
myself, or the staff, of an intention to 
offer the amendments, maybe we can 
assume they will not be offered and we 
might be able to move forward anyway. 

We are here and ready to try to be as 
agreeable as possible and, as I have 
stated in the past, I think it would be
hoove Senators, if they do have amend
ments, to work with the Senator from 
West Virginia and myself in trying to 
get those amendments adopted. 

We are in a very agreeable mood this 
morning. So I would encourage our col
leagues, if they do have amendments, 
to bring them forward as early as pos
sible and to notify us if they intend to 
offer their amendments so we can 
schedule them accordingly. 

We would like to finish this bill 
today, if possible. I really do not see 
why we could not. 

I only know of a couple amendments 
that are controversial. Hopefully, we 
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can work out the amendment of the 
Senator from Montana and, if not, have 
some debate on it and dispose of it in 
short order. 

If other Senators have amendments, I 
hope they will bring them forward. If 
not, I assume they will not call them 
up. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I 
thank my friend for his comments. 

I shall now take my seat confident, 
and, hopeful, Senators will respond. 

Madam President, I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BREAUX). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

RECESS UNTIL 2:15 P.M. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the hour of 12:30 
p.m. having arrived, the Senate will 
now stand in recess until the hour of 
2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, at 12:28 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until 2:15 p.m.; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer (Mrs. 
MURRAY). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In my 
capacity as a Senator from the State of 
Washington, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. 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. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re
sume consideration of S. 1298, which 
the clerk will report. 

The legislative 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 anti-personnel 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. 

(4) Grassley Amendment No. 840, to require 
the Secretary of Defense to terminate the 
Defense Business Operations Fund if the In
spector General of the Department of De
fense determines that the Fund was not in 
compliance with applicable financial man
agement standards during fiscal year 1993. 

(5) Bingaman Amendment No. 850, to strike 
provisions providing loan guarantees for the 
sale of defense articles and defense services 
to NATO members and to Israel, Australia, 
Japan, and the Republic of Korea. 

(6) Shelby/Smith Amendment No. 851, (to 
Amendment No. 829), in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

(7) Domenici/Bingaman Amendment No. 
853, to provide additional funding and pro
gram guidance for the single stage rocket 
technology and single-state-to-orbit program 
of the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization. 

(8) Metzenbaum Amendment No. 854, to 
prohibit the use of funds for a Department of 
Defense task force on the effects of antitrust 
laws on the national defense technology and 
industrial base. 

(9) Simon Amendment No. 856, to authorize 
the Secretary of the Army to pay 100 percent 
of the repair costs of Federal and non-Fed
eral levees damages as a result of the wide
spread flooding in the Midwest in 1993. 

(10) Simon Amendment No. 857, to direct 
the Secretary of the Army to conduct a 
study to assess the adequacy of current flood 
control measures on the Upper Mississippi 
River and its tributaries. 

(11) Nunn (for Breaux) Amendment No. 878, 
to provide for the long-term lease authority 
for certain roll-on/roll-off vessels. 

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader is recognized .. 
AMENDMENT NO. 857 WITHDRAWN 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, if 
I may have the attention of my col
leagues, there will shortly follow a se
ries of votes on amendments to the 
pending Department of Defense author
ization bill, followed by a vote on final 
passage of the bill itself. 

There are in the list of amendments 
that have previously been ordered, two 
amendments by Senator SIMON. And I 
have been authorized by him, and in 
his behalf I now ask unanimous con
sent that the second of his two amend
ments listed as No. 857 be withdrawn. 

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

The amendment (No. 857) was with
drawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 825 WITHDRAWN 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, 
there is also listed in the order an 
amendment by Senator BROWN, No. 825. 
And in his behalf, I now ask unanimous 
consent that that amendment be with
drawn. 

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

The amendment (No. 825) was with
drawn. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, 
there will be several votes following 
one upon the other with no intervening 
action or debate. 

As I previously announced, the first 
vote will occur under the ordinary time 
procedure; that is, the vote will be for 
15 minutes with an additional time pe
riod of up to 5 minutes for Senators to 
come to the Senate floor to cast their 
votes. However, all of the succeeding 
votes, including the vote on final pas
sage, will be for 10 minutes only. 

I strongly encourage Senators to re
main in the Senate Chamber during 
these votes so that every Senator who 
is present will have his or her vote cast 
and counted on these matters. 

In order to minimize the confusion 
and to help the clerks in this very dif
ficult task, I ask that Senators, while 
they remain in the Chamber, not stand 
in the well, and certainly not directly 
in front of the clerk, so that the clerk 
has the opportunity to perform his or 
her task in a way that is accurate, and 
record every Senator's vote. 

I hope that we can proceed through 
these amendments in a responsible and 
dignified way and get through this 
major bill. 

I finally want to state, so that there 
can be no misunderstanding, that we 
began earlier today on the Interior ap
propriations bill, and we are going to 
return to the Interior appropriations 
bill immediately after the vote on final 
passage on the DOD bill. 

I anticipate that there will be votes 
on the Interior appropriations bill later 
today, and Senators should anticipate 
a lengthy session this evening as we at
tempt to make good progress on the In
terior appropriations bill. It is my hope 
that we can complete action on that 
bill by the close of business tomorrow 
afternoon. 

So Senators are hereby placed on no
tice that there will be a continuing ses
sion with votes expected on the Inte
rior appropriations bill after we com
plete action on all of the amendments 
and final passage of the DOD author
ization bill. 

Madam President, I want to thank 
the chairman and ranking members, 
Senators NUNN and THURMOND, for 
their diligence in handling this very 
important and large and controversial 
measure. 

Madam President, I am advised that 
there are three amendments with re
spect to which the yeas and nays have 
not been ordered, and I will now re
quest the yeas and nays with respect to 
each of those. 

They are: First, the Harkin amend
ment No. 829. 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. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Next is the Metzen

baum amendment No. 854. I now ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
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The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MITCHELL. And finally, the 

Breaux amendment No. 878. I now 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. MITCHELL. Madam President, a 

parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator will state it. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Have the yeas and 

nays been ordered on final passage? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, they 

have. 
VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 821 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on adoption of the Leahy 
amendment No. 821. On this question, 
the yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de
siring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 100, 
nays 0, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bi den 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boren 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 

[Rollcall Vote No. 258 Leg.) 
YEAS-100 

Feingold McConnell 
Feinstein Metzenbaum 
Ford Mikulski 
Glenn Mitchell 
Gorton Moseley-Braun 
Graham Moynihan 
Gramm Murkowski 
Grassley Murray 
Gregg Nickles 
Harkin Nunn 
Hatch Packwood 
Hatfield Pell 
Heflin Pressler 
Helms Pryor 
Hollings Reid 
Hutchison Riegle 
Inouye Robb 
Jeffords Rockefeller 
Johnston Roth 
Kassebaum Sar banes 
Kempthorne Sasser 
Kennedy Shelby 
Kerrey Simon 
Kerry Simpson 
Kohl Smith 
Lau ten berg Specter 
Leahy Stevens 
Levin Thurmond 
Lieberman Wallop 
Lott Warner 
Lugar Wells tone 

Durenberger Mack Wofford 
Exon Mathews 
Faircloth McCain 

NAYS-0 
So the amendment (No. 821) was 

agreed to. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote. 
Mr. GLENN. I move to lay that mo

tion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair reminds the body the remaining 
votes will be 10 minutes each. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 840 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the Grassley 
amendment. · 

Mr. GLENN. Madam President, I 
move to table the Grassley amend
ment, 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. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Ohio. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

LIEBERMAN). Are there any other Sen
ators in the Chamber who desire to 
vote? 

The result was announced, yeas 57, 
nays 43, as follows: 

Baucus 
Bi den 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boren 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

[Rollcall Vote No. 259 Leg.) 
YEAS-57 

Ford Mitchell 
Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Gorton Moynihan 
Graham Nunn 
Gramm Pell 
Hatfield Reid 
Heflin Riegle 
Hollings Robb 
Hutchison Rockefeller 
Inouye Sarbanes 
Johnston Shelby 
Kempthorne Smith 
Kennedy Specter 
Kerrey Stevens 
Kerry Thurmond 
Levin Wallop 

Duren berger Lieberman Warner 
Exon McCain Wells tone 
Feinstein Mikulski Wofford 

NAYS-43 
Akaka Faircloth Mathews 
Bennett Feingold McConnell 
Boxer Grassley Metzenbaum 
Bradley Gregg Murkowski 
Brown Harkin Murray 
Bumpers Hatch Nickles 
Burns Helms Packwood 
Cochran Jeffords Pressler 
Conrad Kassebaum Pryor 
D'Amato Kohl Roth 
Danforth Lau ten berg Sasser 
Daschle Leahy Simon 
DeConcini Lott Simpson 
Dole Lugar 
Domenici Mack 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 840) was agreed to. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the mo
tion was agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. The motion to lay on the 
table was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 878 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I op
pose the Breaux amendment regarding 
long-term lease authority for certain 
roll-on/roll-off vessels. 

The Department of Defense currently 
has the authority to charter foreign
built and foreign-registered ships in 
times of emergency, as it did in the 
gulf war. 

It also has the authority to charter 
ships for up to 18 months, with options 
to extend the lease period, on an as
needed basis. 

There is no doubt that the Depart
ment of Defense could save money by 
executing long-, instead of short-term, 
leases. But this ignores an important 

point: Do we need these leases? Has the 
Department of Defense identified a 
need for a lease for roll-on/roll-off ships 
that will be used for prepositioning and 
point-to-point delivery of equipment? 
The answer is clearly "no." 

The Navy has no requirement for a 
long-term lease for these ships and has 
said as much to staff today. Passing 
this amendment will only lead to re
quests to appropriate money for these 
unnecessary leases. We should ask our
selves the question: As our defense 
budget is shrinking, should we be forc
ing the Pentagon to spend money on a 
program the Defense Department has 
stated is not needed? 

The mobility requirement study 
identified a fast sealift requirement of 
20 ships. By the end of this week, the 
Department of Defense will be under 
contract for 17 of these ships. While the 
foreign-built ships specifically targeted 
in this amendment do not meet the 
fast sealift requirements-too small 
and too slow-identified by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, if we approve this 
amendment this week we'll be standing 
here debating whether or not these 
ships are adequate enough for our 
needs next year. 

I'll save us some time for this week 
and next year. The Navy does not need 
these ships now. These ships are inad
equate for our fast sealift requirements 
for the future. And in a time of declin
ing defense budgets, we should not 
force the Department of Defense to 
purchase unneeded goods and services. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to vote against this amendment. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, in his behalf, 
Senator BREAUX's amendment No. 878 
be withdrawn. And I further ask unani
mous consent that the vote on final 
passage of the bill occur following the 
disposition of Senator SIMON'S amend
ment, as under the previous order. 

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

The amendment (No. 878) was with
drawn. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 851 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now is on agreeing to the 
Shelby amendment No. 851. The yeas 
and nays are ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced-yeas 90, 

nays 10, as fallows: 

Baucus 
Bennett 
Eiden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boren 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 

[Rollcall Vote No. 260 Leg.) 

YEAS-90 
Brown Coverdell 
Bryan Craig 
Burns D'Amato 
Campbell Danforth 
Chafee Daschle 
Coats DeConcini 
Cochran Dodd 
Cohen Dole 
Conrad Domenici 
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Exon Kempthorne Packwood 
Faircloth Kennedy Pell 
Feingold Kerrey Pressler 
Feinstein Kerry Pryor 
Ford Lau ten berg Riegle 
Glenn Leahy Robb 
Gorton Levin Rockefeller 
Graham Lieberman Roth 
Gramm Lott Sarbanes 
Grassley Lugar Sasser 
Gregg Mack Shelby 
Harkin Mathews Simon 
Hatch McCain Simpson 
Heflin McConnell Smith 
Helms Metzenbaum Specter 
Hollings Mitchell Stevens 
Hutchison Moseley-Braun Thurmond 
Inouye Murkowski Wallop 
Jeffords Murray Warner 
Johnston Nickles Wells tone 
Kassebaum Nunn Wofford 

NAYS-10 
Akaka Duren berger Moynihan 
Bumpers Hatfield Reid 
Byrd Kohl 
Dorgan Mikulski 

So the amendment (No. 851) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. 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. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 829 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now is on agreeing to the Har
kin amendment No. 829. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced-yeas 40, 

nays 60, as follows: 

Akaka 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Conrad 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

[Rollcall Vote No. 261 Leg.) 
YEA8-40 

Feingold Moynihan 
Harkin Murray 
Hatfield Pell 
Jeffords Pryor 
Kennedy Reid 
Kerry Riegle 
Kohl Rockefeller 
Lau ten berg Sar banes 
Leahy Sasser 
Levin Simon 
Metzenbaum Wellstone 
Mikulski Wofford 
Mitchell 

Duren berger Moseley-Braun 

NAYS-60 
Baucus Feinstein Lugar 
Bennett Ford Mack 
Bond Glenn Mathews 
Boren Gorton McCain 
Breaux Graham McConnell 
Brown Gramm Murkowski 
Bryan Grassley Nickles 
Burns Gregg Nunn 
Campbell Hatch Packwood 
Coats Heflin Pressler 
Cochran Helms Robb 
Cohen Hollings Roth 
Coverdell Hutchison Shelby 
Craig Inouye Simpson 
D'Amato Johnston Smith 
Danforth Kassebaum Specter 
Dole Kempthorne Stevens 
Domenici Kerrey Thurmond 
Exon Lieberman Wallop 
Faircloth Lott Warner 

So the amendment (No. 829) was re
jected. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. Pr13sident, 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. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 850 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now is on adoption of the 
Bingaman amendment No. 850. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, on behalf 
of Senator THURMOND and myself, the 
managers of the bill, I move to table 
the amendment and ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Georgia to lay on 
the table the amendment of the Sen
ator from New Mexico. On this ques
tion, the yeas and nays have been or
dered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de
siring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 63, 
nays 37, as follows: 

Baucus 
Bennett 
Bond 
Boren 
Breaux 
Brown 
Burns 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 

[Rollcall Vote No. 262 Leg.] 
YEAS-63 

Ford Mack 
· Gorton McCain 
Graham McConnell 
Gramm Mikulski 
Gregg Mitchell 
Hatch Nickles 
Heflin Nunn 
Helms Packwood 
Hollings Pell 
Hutchison Pressler 
Inouye Robb 
Jeffords Rockefeller 
Johnston Roth 
Kempthorne Shelby 
Kennedy Simpson 
Kerrey Smith 
Kerry Specter 
Lau ten berg Stevens 

Duren berger Lieberman Thurmond 
Faircloth Lott Wallop 
Feinstein Lugar Warner 

NAYS-37 
Akaka Exon Moynihan 
Biden Feingold Murkowski 
Bingaman Glenn Murray 
Boxer Grassley Pryor 
Bradley Harkin Reid 
Bryan Hatfield Riegle 
Bumpers Kassebaum Sar banes 
Byrd Kohl Sasser 
Campbell Leahy Simon 
Conrad Levin Wells tone 
Daschle Mathews Wofford 
DeConcini Metzenbaum 
Dorgan Moseley-Braun 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (Nd. 850) was agreed to. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the mo
tion was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 853 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now is on the adoption of the 
Domenici amendment, amendment No. 
853. The yeas and nays have been or
dered. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, on behalf 
of myself and Senator THURMOND, I 
move to table amendment No. 853. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A motion 
to table has been made. Does the Sen
ator wish the yeas and nays? 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
NUNN] to table the amendment of the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN
IC!]. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 

Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced-yeas 66, 
nays 33, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 263 Leg.) 
YEAS-66 

Akaka Feingold Mitchell 
Baucus Ford Moseley-Braun 
Biden Graham Moynihan 
Boren Gregg Murkowski 
Bradley Harkin Murray 
Breaux Hatfield Nickles 
Brown Hollings Nunn 
Bryan Inouye Pell 
Bumpers Jeffords Pressler 
Byrd Kassebaum Pryor 
Campbell Kennedy Reid 
Coats Kerrey Riegle 
Cohen Kerry Robb 
Conrad Kohl Rockefeller 
Coverdell Lau ten berg Roth 
Daschle Leahy Sasser 
DeConcini Levin Simon 
Dodd Lieberman Specter 
Dorgan Mathews Thurmond 
Durenberger McCain Warner 
Exon Metzenbaum Wells tone 
Faircloth Mikulski Wofford 

NAYS-33 
Bennett Domenici Lott 
Bingaman Feinstein Lugar 
Bond Glenn Mack 
Boxer Gorton McConnell 
Burns Grassley Packwood 
Chafee Hatch Sarbanes 
Cochran Heflin Shelby 
Craig Helms Simpson 
D'Amato Hutchison Smith 
Danforth Johnston Stevens 
Dole Kempthorne Wallop 

NOT VOTING-1 
Gramm 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 853) was agreed to. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the mo
tion was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 854 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is now on the adoption of the 
Metzenbaum amendment No. 854. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I do not 
see the Senator on the floor, but he has 
told me he wants to withdraw that 
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amendment. I know he wants to have 1 
minute. It will save us 10 or 15 minutes. 
I ask unanimous consent that Senator 
METZENBAUM be recognized for 1 
minute. 

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

The Chair recognizes the Sena tor 
from Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM]. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
rise to withdraw this amendment, but 
before doing so, I would just like to 
offer a prefatory comment. 

We have had a number of meetings 
with the Department of Defense con
cerning their establishing a new task 
force on antitrust issues, and there 
were some misunderstandings that had 
occurred. We did not come to any 
agreement. But during the last hour, I 
heard from Secretary Deutch who indi
cated to me that they were prepared to 
come over, sit down, and work this 
matter out on a cooperative basis to 
see to it that there are some public 
representatives on such a task force; 
that it not just be a defense-oriented 
task force. 

I believe that will be a much better 
procedure than going forward with a 
vote as to do or do we not prohibit 
them going forward. Under the cir
cumstances, I am prepared and will 
withdraw the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment of the Sen
ator from Ohio is thereby withdrawn. 

The amendment (No. 854) was with
drawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 856 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong opposition to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. SIMON]. The amendment would 
provide the Secretary of the Army with 
the authority to pay 100 percent of the 
costs of repairing Federal and non-Fed
eral levees damaged as a result of the 
recent widespread flooding in the Mid
west. 

First and foremost, the amendment, 
dealing with the civil works program of 
the Army Corps, is within the sole ju
risdiction of the Committee on Envi
ronment and Public Works. It should 
not be offered here on the Department 
of Defense authorization bill . To be 
sure, I am sympathetic to the plight of 
the victims of the flooding in the Mid
west. But this amendment has not re
ceived full Environment Committee re
view. 

Second, the amendment would under
mine the Army Corps' longstanding 
cost-sharing and benefit/cost policy. 
Currently, the Corps requires a 20 per
cent local share for levee repair. This 
amendment would provide the author
ity to do away with the local match. 
The proposal , if enacted, has the poten
tial to cost the Government more than 
$1 billion. And that is over and above 
the $180 million already appropriated 
to the Corps for flood response in the 

recently approved supplemental appro
priations bill . Certainly, there are seri
ous fiscal impacts associated with this 
amendment. That is why I have joined 
with my colleague Senator BAUCUS, the 
chairman of the Committee on Envi
ronment and Public Works, in offering 
to hold an oversight hearing on the 
Corps' overall flood protection financ
ing policy. The Senator from Illinois 
has raised a serious problem. Unfortu
nately, the solution he has proposed 
raises equally serious problems. Hear
ings should be held and, if this amend
ment is defeated, they will be held. 

Finally, the amendment opens the 
door to a whole new category of Fed
eral flood assistance. According to the 
language of the proposal, any levee, 
not just a Federal levee or a non-Fed
eral levee maintained to Federal stand
ards, but any levee could qualify for 
Federal assistance. This amendment in 
no way takes into consideration how 
particular levees are maintained, if 
they are publicly or privately owned, 
rather it puts the Federal Government 
on the hook for 100 percent of the re
pair tab. 

Mr. President, I understand the Sen
ator from Illinois' desire to come to 
the aid of his constituents. That is why 
I supported the $180 million appropria
tion in the supplemental. But I must 
oppose this amendment. The financial 
magnitude of the change in cost-shar
ing policy envisioned by this proposal 
is just too great. It is incumbent upon 
the Environment Committee to review 
this change in the context of the com
mittee process. 

And so Mr. President, although I will 
vote against this amendment, I pledge 
to work with the senior Senator from 
Illinois and the administration to de
velop an equitable solution to the flood 
protection needs of our citizens in the 
Midwest. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 856 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now is on agreeing to the 
Simon amendment No. 856. The Sen
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I move 
to table the Simon amendment and ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to lay on the table amendment No. 856. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

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

ator from Oklahoma [Mr. BOREN] and 
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
CONRAD] are necessarily absent. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] is 
necessarily absent . 

The result was announced- yeas 63, 
nays 34, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Burns 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Faircloth 
Glenn 

Bennett 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bumpers 
Campbell 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Daschle 
DeConcini 

[Rollcall Vote No. 264 Leg.) 

YEAS----63 
Gorton Mitchell 
Graham Moynihan 
Gregg Murkowski 
Hatch Murray 
Hatfield Nickles 
Helms Nunn 
Hollings Packwood 
Hutchison Reid 
Inouye Riegle 
Johnston Robb 
Kassebaum Rockefeller 
Kempthorne Roth 
Kerry Sarbanes 
Lau ten berg Simpson 
Leahy Smith 
Levin Specter 
Lieberman Stevens 
Lott Thurmond 
Lugar Wallop 
McCain Warner 
Mikulski Wofford 

NAYS-34 
Feingold McConnell 
Feinstein Metzenbaum 
Ford Moseley-Braun 
Grassley Pell 
Harkin Pressler 
Heflin Pryor 
J effords Sasser 
Kennedy Shelby 
Kerrey Simon 
Kohl Wellstone 

Duren berger Mack 
Exon Mathews 

NOT VOTING-3 
Boren Conrad Gramm 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 856) was agreed to. 

THE BOXER AMENDMENT 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, we in 
the Senate voted last week to maintain 
the Defense authorization bill's current 
provisions regarding the military's new 
policy on gays in the military. I voted 
against the Boxer amendment and in 
favor of the bill as it now stands. I 
would like to take a moment to explain 
why, now that debate on the larger bill 
is drawing to a close and before we vote 
on final passage. 

The provision I voted to uphold 
would essentially codify the Presi
dent's recently announced policy on 
gays in the military. That is why the 
administration supported the bill as it 
stood. I think it is important to note 
how this policy was developed. 

Back when this issue really arose, in 
January, I agreed with Gen. Alexander 
Macdonald, head of the North Dakota 
National Guard, who said that chang
ing the policy on homosexuals must be 
done in full consultation with the mili
tary. Since then, the President has 
worked with military leaders and oth
ers who know military life so that he 
could understand their views and the 
impact these changes might have on 
our military. The Joint Chiefs' unani
mous support for the President's policy 
shows that full consultation did occur. 

I also think that this policy strikes a 
fair balance between the rights of indi
viduals and the needs of the military. 
Essentially, the new policy means that 
homosexual conduct is still forbidden, 
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but that gays may serve in the mili
tary as long as they comply with appli
cable laws and regulations. The com
mittee provision properly recognizes 
that the military has legitimate con
cerns about unit cohesion. 

To sum up, I feel that the committee 
language establishes a sound frame
work for both service by gays in the 
military and continued unit cohesion 
and morale. That is why I voted 
against the amendment from the Sen
ator from California, and why I support 
the bill's current provision. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I sup
port the amendment offered by the jun
ior Senator from California last week. 

On Monday, July 19, President Clin
ton announced his administration's 
policy on homosexuals in the military. 
No longer is homosexual orientation to 
be considered incompatible with mili
tary service. No longer will applicants 
for the armed services be asked to dis
close their sexual preference. Homo
sexual conduct, same-sex marriages, 
and admission of homosexuality
whether on or off duty, on or off base
will continue to be offenses that war
rant investigation and possible expul
sion from the military. 

I believe the ban on homosexuals in 
the military should be removed; but 
this cannot be done immediately. The 
question for me has always been not 
should the ban on homosexuals in the 
services be overturned, but how should 
it be overturned. 

From the outset of this debate, I 
have understood that any change in 
policy is likely to be gradual, since the 
support of senior officers is essential to 
its success. At the same time, the 
change must be genuine and not a mere 
variation on the status quo, in which 
the fact of a person's sexual orienta
tion is grounds for dismissal from the 
service. 

These are the considerations that 
President Clinton sought to balance. 
Clearly, he decided to proceed very 
cautiously. It is important that the 
policy ends the practice whereby mili
tary recruits are questioned about 
their sexual orientation at the time of 
enlistment. I am encouraged that the 
policy of investigating the sexual sta
tus of enlistees will be curbed. Such in
vestigations are extremely costly and 
are often unrelated to actual cases of 
misconduct. 

But it must be acknowledged that 
the goal of equal opportunity for all 
persons in the military has not been 
met by the President's order. A double 
standard will still be used to judge 
what a person may disclose about his 
or her sexuality: While heterosexuals 
may speak openly, homosexuals may 
make no disclosures about their sexual 
orientation without fear of dismissal. I 
had hoped that an accommodation 
might be included in the President's 
policy to permit gays and lesbians 
some reasonable level of disclosure in 

this regard. One's conduct, not one's 
orientation, should be the basis on 
which a person is judged. 

I am also troubled by the number of 
legal challenges that we can expect 
from this policy. 

The President's directive has dis
appointed those who thought he was 
committed to going further. It clearly 
has also upset those who believe he 
should not have embarked on this path 
in the first place-which is why we 
must have this debate today. 

Last week, we took up the matter of 
whether the President's directive 
should remain a Department of Defense 
directive, or should be enacted into 
law. In my view, the language is S. 1298 
is too restrictive. 

The Nunn language would put into 
law, for the first time, a policy on ho
mosexual service that is, in some ways, 
more draconian than what was in place 
before President Clinton sought 
change. For one, new recruits would 
have to sign an induction contract that 
includes a ban on homosexual conduct. 
Worse yet, it seems that the language 
in the bill would actually increase the 
incidence of so-called witch hunts. 
There would be broad support for inves
tigations of any activity that "affects 
unit cohesion." That seems to open the 
door for all kinds of mischief. 

The President, with the full support 
of the Joint Chiefs, has proceeded with 
caution and wisdom. Let me repeat: 
President Clinton's policy has the full 
backing of the military chain of com
mand. He has rejected appeals to emo
tion, while at the same time remaining 
mindful of the special needs of the 
military. The policy has been corrobo
rated by the results of the Rand study, 
conducted with $1.2 million of taxpayer 
money. The President took a dis
passionate, go-slow approach that, in 
my view, makes the DOD bill's attempt 
to codify a policy on homosexuals in 
the military thoroughly unnecessary. 

I regret my colleagues did not sup
port the sense-of-the-Senate amend
ment of the Senator from California. 

SUPPORT OF C-17 CARGO AIRCRAFT 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to reaffirm my strong sup
port for the C-17 cargo aircraft. 

I recently visited Edwards Air Force 
Base, where the C-17 is being tested, to 
learn everything I could about this im
portant program. I received a full pro
gram briefing by McDonnell Douglas 
officials. I received an overview on the 
flight test program from Air Force per
sonnel. And, I personally talked with 
test pilots who have flown the aircraft. 

As a result of my visit and briefings, 
I have concluded that continued full
scale production of the C-17 must be a 
priority. 

In today's post-cold-war world, it is 
vitally important to our national secu
rity to have the ability to deliver 
troops and supplies anywhere in the 
world-quickly, directly, and effi
ciently. 

The world today, though somewhat 
safer than during the height of the cold 
war, is still a dangerous place. As this 
map illustrates, there are currently 
over 30 conflicts raging throughout the 
world-from Yugoslavia to Africa, and 
from South America to the Republics 
of the former Soviet Union. 

The C-17 is capable of meeting our fu
ture airlift needs. Whether delivering 
tanks to help counter an armed inva
sion; delivering troops to the front 
lines; or delivering emergency relief 
supplies to disaster victims . here at 
home, the C-17 can deliver. 

The unique capabilities of the C-17 
are unmatched by any other aircraft. 

As this chart clearly illustrates, the 
C-17 is capable of direct delivery. Un
like the C-5, C-141, or C-130 cargo air
craft, the C-17 can take off from an air
field in the United States with a full 
load of equipment or troops, and 
through aerial refueling, the C-17 can 
deliver its cargo to small airfields near 
the frontlines-landing on runways as 
short as 3,000 feet. The C-5 and C-141 
must land at large airfields and then 
transfer equipment to smaller aircraft 
or land vehicles. And, the C-130 does 
not have the range to provide direct de
livery. 

This next chart illustrates more 
unique capabilities of the C-17. Though 
similar in external size to the C-141, 
the C-17 can carry twice the cargo. 
Though much smaller than the massive 
C-5, the C-17 has a more efficient cross 
section and is able to carry two trucks, 
side by side. And, though the C-130 can 
also land on short runways, the C-17 
carries four times more cargo. 

The C-17 is also a cost-effective in
vestment as it requires fewer personnel 
to operate than other cargo aircraft
only a pilot, a copilot, and one 
loadmaster are needed. Because of the 
superior technology on the aircraft, in
cluding a heads-up display and full fly
by-wire controls, the C-17 is the most 
technologically advanced airlifter in 
the world today. As one test pilot re
cently told me, flying the C-17 is a pi
lot's dream. 

The time for the C-17 is now. The av
erage age of the other cargo aircraft in 
our current fleet of C-5A's, C-141's, and 
C-130's exceeds 20 years. These older 
aircraft are on their last leg. Produc
tion of the C-17 is essential to mod
ernizing our airlift capabilities. 

The C-17 also plays an important role 
in the economy of the country and, in 
particular, my home State of Califor
nia. Nationally, over 100,000 people are 
employed as a result of C-17 produc
tion. In California alone, 35,000 jobs are 
dependent on the C-17. These are good, 
high-wage jobs. Not minimum wage 
jobs that are all too common in today's 
economy. These jobs pay $30 to $40 
thousand a year. People can raise a 
family and, yes, buy a home. They are 
blue collar jobs-good paying jobs. 

As you know, California has been hit 
hard by defense downsizing. More than 
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250,000 defense-related jobs have been 
lost in California in just the last 2 
years. The State is still in the depths 
of a recession from which most of the 
country has already recovered. The 
nearly 800 California companies that 
help produce the C-17 and the over $153 
million in C-17 contracts that are di
rected at California, are crucial to my 
State's economy. 

I realize that the C-17 has been the 
subject of controversy over the past 
few months, and that many allegations 
have been raised concerning the pro
gram. However, after my visit to Ed
wards Air Force Base, I was assured by 
both the Air Force and McDonnell 
Douglas that the program is proceeding 
well and that any technical problems 
are being corrected. McDonnell Doug
las' CEO, John McDonnell, has person
ally assured me that his company is 
committed to taking corrective action. 
And General Engel, the commander of 
the Air Force Flight Test Center, stat
ed that he is extremely pleased with 
the C-17's progress. 

As I have pointed out, there is clear
ly a need for the C-17. It's unique capa
bilities are unmatched by any other 
cargo aircraft in the world today. Our 
Nation must invest in a new, state-of
the-art airlifter to assure our national 
security in the post-cold-war world. 

America needs a cargo aircraft that 
can provide superior airlift capability 
well into the next century. America 
needs a cargo aircraft that can deliver 
troops and supplies anywhere in the 
world, quickly and directly. America 
needs the C-17. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
important program. 

CONCERNING MILITARY BASE CLOSURE AND 
REUSE-AMENDMENT NO. 828 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
am very pleased to cosponsor and sup
port the Pryor amendment, which 
would greatly assist those commu
nities suffering the effects of military 
base closures. I commend the Senator 
from Arkansas' good work on this issue 
and I am glad that we were able to 
work together to make effective base 
reuse a priority in the U.S. Senate. 

As we have all witnessed, the base 
closure process has dealt a devastating 
blow to communities across the coun
try, particularly in my home State of 
California. After losing 17 bases in the 
previous 1988 and 1991 base closure 
rounds, California stands to lose an ad
ditional eight major bases during the 
current 1993 round. 

As a result, the cumulative economic 
impact on California will total more 
than 200,000 direct and indirect jobs, 
and the economic future of commu
nities across the State will be put in 
jeopardy. 

The economic distress to commu
nities in California and across the 
country as a result of base closures will 
be devastating. Effective base reuse 
must be a priority. This amendment is 
a major step in the right direction. 

The current base closure and reuse 
process is a bureaucratic nightmare. It 
is disjointed and lengthy, and it does 
almost nothing to encourage economic 
development. 

For example, the Federal Govern
ment may transfer surplus property to 
localities at little or no cost if the land 
is made into a park. However, if a lo
cality plans to use the property for a 
jobs-creating manufacturing plant, 
that locality must pay full market 
price for the property. We should en
courage economic development at 
closed military bases, not discourage 
economic development and jobs cre
ation. 

With all the bases that are being 
closed around the Nation, it is critical 
that we implement a reuse process that 
is effective and will lessen the pain of 
base closure. We must ensure that as 
soon as the military leaves a site, new 
economic opportunities are present. We 
must set up a process that will support 
economic growth and job creation on a 
closed military base as soon as pos
sible. 

Senator PRYOR's amendment will 
revolutionize the base reuse process. It 
will cut down on the bureaucratic red 
tape. And, it will greatly assist those 
communities that have been economi
cally devastated by base closures by 
helping with economic growth and job 
creation. 

Specifically, this amendment will: 
Protect communities by requiring 

the military to maintain the condition 
of bases and leave all but mission es
sential property on t.he base for 2 years 
after the closure is approved to give 
communities time to get organized and 
plan for the redevelopment of the base; 

Help create new jobs by making base 
property available for reuse much ear
lier than before, and make bases cheap
er for communities to obtain-all in 
the name of creating jobs and restoring 
communities to economic health; 

Initiate a fast-track cleanup of bases 
slated for closure by removing needless 
delays to cleanup and redevelopment 
while still protecting health and safe
ty; 

Empower communities by g1vmg 
communities the attention, the infor
mation, and the technical assistance 
they need to succeed at redevelopment; 
and 

Speed planning and redevelopment 
grants from the Federal Government to 
the communities within days of receipt 
of an application from a community 
adversely impacted by a closed mili
tary base. 

This amendment is a bold, new step 
in the right direction. It will assist 
comm uni ties in California and across 
the country that have been adversely 
impacted by a military base closure or 
major realignment. This amendment 
will cut down on bureaucratic redtape 
and put the Federal Government to 
work at helping communities create 

new jobs, and lessen the pain of mili
tary base closures. 

I am happy to be an original cospon
sor of this amendment and urge its 
adoption. 

SUPPORT OF THE F/A-18 AIRCRAFT 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
would just like to say a few words in 
support of the Navy's F/A-18 multirole 
attack fighter. 

In this post-cold-war world it is vi
tally important that every scarce de
fense dollar be spent wisely, and that 
our Nation's military be ready to meet 
our future defense-related needs. After 
reviewing the F-18 program carefully, I 
am confident that this aircraft is both 
the right plane for the future and the 
most cost effective investment we can 
make. 

I was happy to see that the Armed 
Services Committee authorized 36 F/A-
18 CID aircraft. In addition, I was par
ticularly happy that funds were au
thorized for research and development 
of the F/A-18 E/F. 

The E/F is the Navy's highest prior
ity, and for good reason. Though the 
plane is commonly referred to as just 
the F-18, as the initials F/A indicate, 
the aircraft has both fighter and at
tack capabilities. This upgrade pro
gram will result in a new and improved 
F-18 with many advantages over the 
earlier A/B and CID versions. Improve
ments include: Greater payload-a 30-
percent increase; longer range-on av
erage, a 50-percent increase; more 
weapons stations; greater stealthi
ness--it is less detectable on radar; and 
enhanced survivability-it can sustain 
damage and still return home safely. 

The F-18 E/F will clearly be able to 
meet the Navy's needs well into the 
21st century. In fact, the Navy esti
mates that with the aircraft's growth 
capacity, the F-18 could be in service 
until the year 2030. 

Additionally, the E/F is not a high
risk program. The aircraft's design is 
not new. Versions of the plane already 
exist and have been in service around 
the world since 1980. Also, the F-18 has 
already been combat tested. During Op
eration Desert Storm, the aircraft flew 
bombing missions, participated in fleet 
defense, and supplied close air support 
for coalition forces. One F-18 squadron 
commander recently told me that his 
kill ratio during Desert Storm ex
ceeded 80 percent. 

In addition to the aircraft's superb 
military capabilities, the F-18 E/F also 
makes fiscal sense. The cost of the E/F 
upgrade is substantially less than any 
of the other proposed Navy tactical air
craft. It just seems to make sense to 
upgrade an existing program that has 
already delivered over a thousand simi
lar aircraft without significant delays 
or cost overruns, rather than invest in 
a paper plane that is not yet tested or 
combat ready. At tens-of-millions of 
dollars less per aircraft, the F-18 E/F is 
a better buy in today's tight budget 
climate. 
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Finally, the F-18 program is also im

portant to my home State of Califor
nia. More than 40 percent of the air
craft is manufactured and assembled in 
California. Over 900 subcontractors
ranging from very large corporations 
to small design and component firms
work on the F-18. With defense 
downsizing hitting California hard, the 
more than 12,000 direct, high-quality 
aerospace jobs that this program will 
create are extremely important to the 
economy of my State. The total em
ployment in California as a result of 
this program could exceed 30,000 peo
ple. 

I firmly believe that the F-18 E/F is 
the right aircraft at the right time. It 
has superb military capabilities and 
makes fiscal sense. It is a win-win for 
the Nation and the State of California. 

EXPORT FINANCING AMENDMENT 

Mr. PELL. Madam President, I am 
supporting the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE] in his amendment to the 
Defense authorization bill. This amend
ment authorizes $25 million to support 
up to $1 billion in exports. These loans 
would be available to certain of Ameri
ca's allies with whom we have close se
curity ties-NATO, Australia, Japan, 
Israel, and South Korea. 

This loan guarantee program will 
help U.S. defense contractors in efforts 
to find competitive financing for allies 
who do not have either grant money or 
sufficient national funds to make pur
chases important to their security in
terests. The limited magnitude of the 
program will help ensure that it does 
not encourage major additional arms 
transfers. Nonetheless, it will make 
U.S. companies competitive in certain 
instances where financing is required. 

I would hope very much that, if this 
funding is approved by the Congress, 
research and development funds will be 
used to back the loans. I believe, too, 
that none of the funds would be made 
available from defense conversion 
funds. I should also note my hope that 
U.S. companies that benefit from these 
sales will use some of the cash flow in 
the quest of commercial, nondefense 
conversion activities. 

I should note that this provision will 
not change at all the legislative review 
process concerning foreign military 
sales. Congress will not lose a single 
opportunity to give a thorough review 
to sales made pursuant to this provi
sion. 

Madam President, I would note fi
nally that a comparable provision was 
approved by the Cammi ttee on Foreign 
Relations and the Senate 2 years ago. 
It did not survive in conference, even 
though it clearly had broad, bipartisan 
support at that time. 

PATUXENT RIVER ANECHOIC CHAMBER 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, over 
the last few years, I have been pressing 
for the construction of a large anechoic 
chamber at the Patuxent River Naval 
Air Station. Completion of this project 

would give our Nation its first com
pletely integrated test facility for air
craft. 

The Naval Air Systems Command has 
constructed an Air Combat Environ
ment Test and Evaluation Facility at 
Patuxent River that is unparalleled. 
The Navy has invested approximately 
$260 million in creating the labora
tories needed for a wide range of test
ing. In order to accommodate bomber 
size aircraft and multiple fighter 
planes, a $60 million large anechoic 
chamber is required to supplement the 
small chamber already in use at the fa
cility. 

I commend the distinguished chair
man of the Armed Services Cammi ttee 
for his foresight in authorizing the 
start of this project during fiscal 1993. 
As my friend from Georgia will recall, 
last year's authorization included $10 
million for phase I of this important 
project. 

Mr. NUNN. The Senator from Mary
land is correct. 

Mr. SARBANES. Did the 1993 author
ization also establish $60,990,000 as the 
upper limit for the cost of the cham
ber? 

Mr. NUNN. The Senator from Mary
land is again correct. 

Mr. SARBANES. The House has wise
ly approved an additional $10 million 
for phase II of this project and has in
cluded the funding in its version of the 
military construction appropriations 
measure that passed on June 23. I want 
to ask my friend from Georgia if, dur
ing the conference on this authoriza
tion measure, it is his intention to con
tinue his support for the construction 
of the large anechoic chamber at Pa
tuxent River. 

Mr. NUNN. As the Senator from 
Maryland may be aware, the Depart
ment of the Navy requested no funds in 
fiscal year 1994 for this project. I am 
advised that the lack of completed de
sign of this highly technical facility 
precludes obligation during the coming 
budget year of construction funds be
yond those authorized and appro
priated in fiscal 1993. 

I know of the longstanding interest 
· of the senior Senator from Maryland in 
this project and assure my colleague 
that, in conference, I will carefully 
evaluate whether further funding of 
this important project would be useful 
in fiscal year 1994. 

Mr. SARBANES. I thank my friend 
for his comments and his fine efforts at 
managing the critical legislation that 
is before us today. 

MARINE PLASTIC AMENDMENT 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to set the record straight with 
respect to floor statements made on 
September 9, 1993, regarding Navy com
pliance with the requirements of the 
Act To Prevent Pollution from Ships 
[APPS]. These statements were made 
in connection with a floor amendment, 
adopted as part of the defense author-

ization bill, making changes to APPS. 
This act provides domestic implemen
tation of the Protocol of 1978 Relating 
to the International Convention for the 
Prevention of Pollution from Ships 
1973, MARPOL Convention. As chair
man of the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation, I take 
this opportunity to review Senate 
Commerce Committee jurisdiction over 
this important marine statute, with 
which the committee has had a long 
and well-established history of involve
ment. 

On December 6, 1977, Senator Magnu
son introduced S. 2346, at the request of 
the administration, to provide for do
mestic implementation of the 
MARPOL Convention. The bill was re
ferred solely to the Commerce Cammi t
tee. 

Similar legislation (S. 2118) was in
troduced in the 96th Congress on De
cember 11, 1979 and was again referred 
to the Commerce Committee. 

H.R. 6665, the Act to Prevent Pollu
tion from Ships, was passed by the 
House of Representatives and referred 
to the Commerce Committee on August 
20, 1980. The legislation was reported 
by the committee to the full Senate on 
September 22, 1980, and later enacted as 
Public Law 96--478. 

S. 1562 was introduced by Senator 
STEVENS on July 29, 1987, and referred 
to the Commerce Committee. The bill 
amended APPS, providing for domestic 
implementation of Annex V of the 
MARPOL Convention, Regulations for 
the Prevention of Pollution by Garbage 
from Ships. 

E.C. 1661 was referred to the Com
merce Committee on August 3, 1987. 
This executive communication from 
the Secretary of Transportation trans
mitted a draft of proposed legislation 
to implement Annex V. 

Upon passage by the House of Rep
resentatives, H.R. 940, the Plastic Pol
lution Research and Control Act of 
1987. was referred to the Commerce 
Committee on October 20, 1987. The bill 
was reported by the Commerce Com
mittee on December 19, 1987, and the 
provisions later were incorporated into 
Public Law 100-220. 

E.C. 1524 was referred to the Com
merce Committee on September 6, 1989. 
This communication from the Sec
retary of Commerce transmitted, pur
suant to section 2203 of APPS, a report 
on the effects of plastic materials on 
the marine environment. 

E.C. 3488 was referred to the Com
merce Committee on September 12, 
1990. This communication from the 
Secretary of Transportation transmit
ted a report on compliance with APPS. 

APPS is clearly within the jurisdic
tion of the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. Any sug
gestion in the Senate consideration of 
this amendment that it is not within 
the jurisdiction of the Commerce Com
mittee runs counter to the jurisdic
tional history in this area. 
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WRAIR 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I am 
pleased that the Department of Defense 
is planning to construct a new facility 
for the Walter Reed Army Institute of 
Research. This $147 .3 million project, 
slated to be built over a number of 
years, will be a state-of-the-art re
search and development support lab
oratory. 

I share the enthusiasm of Montgom
ery County officials and citizens who 
look forward to the construction of 
this worldclass facility at the Forest 
Glen Annex of the Walter Reed Army 
Medical Oen ter. 

This fiscal 1993 National Defense Au
thorization Act included $13.3 million 
for phase I of construction. However, 
included in the committee's report on 
this 1994 authorization measure is lan
guage deferring further funding for this 
project until the Army completes a re
port required by the 1992 National De
fense Authorization Act. 

I ask the distinguished chairman if 
he has received that report. 

Mr. NUNN. The committee is still 
waiting for this report on the future of 
the military medical function. It is my 
understanding that this report will be 
submitted to the committee in late De
cember of this year. 

Mr. SARBANES. I certainly under
stand and respect the chairman's desire 
to review the medical function in light 
of our changing defense needs. How
ever, am I correct that my friend from 
Georgia is not opposed to the WRAIR 
project but simply wants to receive 
this overdue report before proceeding 
further? 

Mr. NUNN. The Senator from Mary
land is correct. I do · not intend to au
thorize further funding for this project 
until the committee has received and 
reviewed the DOD report. It may be 
that this report's findings will generate 
a more cost-effective facility solution 
for the Army Institute of Research, as 
well as other important military medi
cal research and training activities 
currently in the National Capital Re
gion. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I want to join with 
my Maryland colleague in expressing 
my very strong support for this terrific 
new research facility. I look forward to 
working with him on authorizing and 
funding this project once the commit
tee's concerns have been addressed by 
the Department of the Army. 

Mr. SARBANES. I thank the chair
man for his comments on this project. 
I too look to moving ahead with con
struction after the Army submits its 
plan for the future. 

BANG FOR THE BUCK 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, during 
the course of this debate on the De
fense Authorization Act, saving money, 
cutting Government spending, and try
ing to maximize the effectiveness of 
every tax dollar have been constant 
themes. 

A smaller military is inevitable and will never know. Why can't the Air 
necessary, given the potential threats Force, Navy, or civilian .medical facili
we face in today's world. Deficit reduc- ties perform and administer this re
tion is needed to combat the threat search? Another unanswered question. 
from a weakened economy. From these Mr. President, this is an attempt at 
two factors, it naturally follows that gross micromanagement of the Depart
the dollars we spend on the military ment of Defense. This is an attempt to 
must be carefully scrutinized to ensure flout all regulations for the awarding 
that they are being spent in the most of research grants. This is earmarking 
efficient manner; that we get the most at its worst. This is pork at its worst. 
bang for the buck. The readiness of our forces depends 

I am particularly outraged, then, by largely on their health and well being. 
the spending practices of some of the Health care research is important to 
Members of the other body. As we ap- the continued readiness of our forces. I 
proach the time of conference between would hope that hearings could be held 
the Houses of Congress on defense au- in both the Manpower and Readiness 
thorization, I feel it is my duty to Subcommittees in both houses of Con
point out projects that do not increase gress to determine what types of medi
the ability of our forces to defend the cal research are needed, what types of 
country. There exists at least one facilities are needed, the availability of 
project that is not an effective expendi- facilities and personnel to conduct this 
ture of our scarce defense dollars * * * research, and the integration of the 
there may be more. health care industry into research of 

House Resolution 2401, subtitle D, this type. But we should not spend 
section 251 is titled: "Defense Women's money on projects of this type until all 
Health Care Research Center." This en- our questions are answered so that we 
tire section is a ruse for a blatant ex- can be sure to get the best return on 
ample of pork spending. This project is the taxpayer's investment. 
not being competitively bid in any re- Mr. President and my distinguished 
spect, because the authorizing lan- colleagues, we cannot allow this type 
guage is so detailed in its require- of spending on pet projects enter into 
ments, only one military health care the defense budgets that we approve. 
facility in the United States can pos- We cannot allow this type of earmark
sibly meet the specifications. Not sur- ing for research projects. We cannot let 
prisingly, the one military health care politics and personal power undermine 
facility which qualifies for the funding the strength of our armed forces. I urge 
accompanying this project is in the dis- my colleagues on the Conference Com
trict of the sponsor of the legislation. mittee to strike this measure from the 

Let me outline the stringent require- Fiscal Year 1994 Defense Authorization 
ments which prevent competition for and Appropriations Acts. 
this $40 million project: STANDING BY THE B-1 

Department of Defense shall estab- Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I 
lish this Center in the Department of want to take a moment to address our 
the Army, under the authority of the long-range bomber force structure, and 
Army Health Services Command. specifically, the B-1 bomber's place in 

The Center may be established only that structure. As my colleagues know, 
at a facility of the Army. the effectiveness of any piece of mili-

The Center must have been in exist- tary equipment in meeting our Na-
ence on July 1, 1993. tion's defense needs is the subject of 

It must have a physical plant imme- much discussion and debate. The B-1 is 
diately available for headquarters. no exception. There is division within 

It must have ongoing fellowship and Congress on the future of the B-1. This 
residency programs involving research is unfortunate, because when one looks 
with: First, a Veterans Affairs facility, at the capabilities of the B-1 and our 
second, an accredited university with own fiscal capabilities, it is clear the 
specialties in medical research and B-1 is a cost effective, strategically 
clinical diagnostics, and third, a hos- useful component of our bomber force. 
pital owned and operated by a munici- Contrary to what its opponents 
pality. would have you believe, the B-1 bomber 

Maximum multistate geographic ju- is making excellent progress. It has the 
risdiction to allow regional heal th-re- best safety record of any comparable 
lated issues to be * * * integrated into fighter or bomber. It holds 44 world 
national military databases. records in range, payload, altitude, and 

An existing relationship for the pro- speed. It maintains the highest oper
vision of services to native Americans. ational inspection scores for strategic 

Clearly, the only health care facility systems in Air Force history. It has the 
in the United States which can meet largest bomber payload in the world, 62 
all these criteria is Fitzsimmons Army ton&--including external payload. It 
Medical Center in Auroa, CO. Is this has a 94.4 percent mission capable rate 
the best medical facility for this re- in exercises. And it has a 60-year pro
search? We don't know. Can this medi- · jected structural life. 
cal facility provide the least expensive With limited resources virtually 
or most efficient research? We don't across the board, every element of our 
know. In fact, since this money is force structure faces certain strategic 
being granted without competition, we and fiscal realities. The B-52 is limited 
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in its mission capabilities. Our Nation 
does not have the fiscal capability to 
make the B-2 the centerpiece of our 
bomber fleet. That is why the Air force 
rightly has concluded that the B-1 is 
the backbone of the bomber force. 

The Clinton administration agrees 
with that assessment. Last week, the 
Defense Department released its study 
of the future of the U.S. military, 
known as the bottom-up review. In 
that report, the administration made it 
clear that it plans to invest in the fu
ture conventional capabilities of 
the B-1 bomber. The President has 
faith in the B-1. Most important, the 
Air Force believes in the B-1. The dedi
cated pilots who fly the B-1 out of Ells
worth Air Force Base, in my home 
State of South Dakota, are proud of 
the B-1. They have great faith that this 
bomber can meet its conventional and 
nuclear missions. 

Despite the faith in the aircraft of 
those who fly the B-1 and of the Com
mander in Chief, criticism continues. 
Members of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee have faulted the B-1 for not 
performing up to its full potential. 
Every year, opponents of the B-1 seek 
to cut large sums from the B-l's budg
et, thereby effectively slowing its 
progress towards a better system. This 
year is no exception. The Senate 
Armed Services Committee cut the ad
ministration's funding request for the 
B-1 from $306.8 to $220.8 million. 

Budget cuts force the cost of bombers 
and their parts upwards. The $86 mil
lion in cuts proposed by the Senate 
Armed Services Committee not only 
would force contractors to maintain 
existing planes with fewer resources, 
but also thousands of useful parts 
would pile up at the depot at Tinker 
Air Force Base in Texas. To make up 
for fewer resources, the Air Force actu
ally would have to cannibalize parts 
from existing bombers in order to keep 
our full fleet of B-l's flying. Air Force 
experts expect that this would result in 
the grounding of 18 B-1 bombers within 
the year. This is bad policy and bad 
practice. 

The Senate Armed Services Commit
tee's recommendations would have the 
effect of undermining the B-l's current 
capability and needlessly delay the 
future development and success of 
the B-1 bomber. 

In the new, post-cold-war environ
ment, the United States will be com
mitting fewer resources to nuclear de
terrence in favor of advancing conven
tional capabilities. Our bomber force 
must be designed to fill a dual role. 
First, it must continue to fulfill a com
mitment to nuclear deterrence mis
sions. Bombers remain the most flexi
ble leg of our deterrent triad. Second, 
the bomber force must have the flexi
bility to adapt to new conventional 
missions. With the capability to carry 
conventional and nuclear bombs, it is 
no wonder that the B-1 is the backbone 
of the bomber fleet. 

The Air Force intends to fashion the 
B-1 as the centerpiece of our long 
range conventional force. This versa
tile workhorse will use direct attack or 
standoff weapons. The Air Force is well 
on its way toward this goal. Two years 
ago, B-1 crews logged less than one
third of their time covering conven
tional missions. This year they will 
spend two-thirds of their training time 
on conventional missions. 

Of all three heavy bombers-B-1, 
B-2, B-52H-the B-1 has the highest 
speed and greatest payload. After the 
improvement and upgrading of the B-
1 's electronic counter measures [ECM] 
has been completed, it will be able to 
penetrate all but the highest-threat en
vironments. Near supersonic sustained 
airspeed and maneuverability give the 
B-1 the unique ability to fly with Air 
Force fighter aircraft, carrying as 
many as 24 2,000-pound weapons. 

The Air Force is pleased with the po
tential of the B-1. So am I. So is the 
President. Cutting off that potential 
now would only create greater costs in 
the future and undermine our long
range readiness indefinitely. I in tend 
to work with my colleagues in Con
gress, as well as with Secretary Aspin, 
to ensure that the final defense bill in
cludes a strong investment in the fu
ture development of the B-1. Our fu
ture force structure should be cost ef
fective and flexible enough to fulfill a 
wide range of missions. The B-1 is rep
resen ta ti ve of a cost-effective, strategi
cally flexible military strategy. That is 
why continued investment in it is es
sential. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I would 
like to speak to the amendment that 
was offered by my colleague, Senator 
PRYOR, regarding base closure. 

It had been my intention to offer an 
amendment that would require the De
partment of Defense to leave in place 
the assets necessary for communities 
to help convert these bases from de
fense to civilian facilities. My col
leagues all received a "Dear Colleague" 
letter outlining my proposed amend
ment earlier this summer. Senator 
PRYOR, however, was gracious enough 
to include the language of my amend
ment in his more comprehensive pro
posal that he offered on the floor ear
lier in the consideration of the Defense 
Authorization Act of 1993. 

I want to express my appreciation to 
Senator PRYOR for offering his amend
ment, one which I believe will be of 
great benefit to communities all across 
the Nation that are affected by base 
closures. Mr. President, at this time I 
would like to share my views regarding 
the specific language within Senator 
PRYOR's amendment that speaks to my 
concerns. 

HELPING CLOSED BASES 

Mr. President, many Members of this 
body have just emerged from the pain
ful Base Realignment and Closure 
[BRAC] process. There is one point we 

are all agreed upon: that the commu
nities affected by shutdowns and re
alignments should not be further dis
advantaged. The President and the Sec
retary of Defense have made repeated 
public statements to this effect, the 
most powerful of which was endorsed 
by Les Aspin's July 2 letter to all Sen
ators. 

The Aspin letter said, and I quote: 
Today the Administration announced a 

five point plan to ensure that communities 
affected by base closing are given the tools 
and resources to make the transition. 

Congress and the administration 
stand together on this key phrase: 
That the communities "are given the 
tools and resources to make the transi
tion." 

NEED FOR AMENDMENT 

Senator PRYOR's amendment is an 
important step to ensure the affected 
communities throughout the country 
that this commitment will be met. 

It limits the conditions under which 
personal property and fixtures that are 
necessary to ensure the availability of 
"tools and resources for making the 
transition'' can be removed from bases 
marked for closing. 

The amendment does not, however, 
tie the President's or the Defense Sec
retary's hands. Where there is a spe
cific mission requirement, the property 
can be removed. 

What the amendment does do is to 
maintain a sense of installation coher
ency or integrity. If a base was created 
as a maintenance depot, it should have 
the inherent operational capabilities to 
start a commercial life as a mainte
nance depot. 

Mr. President, the amendment should 
be looked at as a stop-loss measure. Be
fore a productive installation loses its 
inherent efficiency, or the ability to 
perform the critical function for which 
it was designed, the Secretary of De
fense would be required to consult with 
the very community reutilization 
groups that he has encouraged to come 
into existence. 

This is good public policy. It is good 
economic sense; and, it will minimize 
the already staggering losses that 
many communities now fear. 

I am pleased to offer my strong sup
port for Senator PRYOR's amendment. 
Again, I express my appreciation to the 
Senator from Arkansas for incorporat
ing my amendment into his own. 

THOUGHTS ABOUT DEFENSE SPENDING 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
before the Senate votes on this bill au
thorizing spending for the Department 
of Defense for fiscal year 1994, I would 
like to share some thoughts about de
fense spending with my colleagues. 

For many years I have argued that 
we need to find additional savings in 
the military and shift priori ties. Now, 
for the first time since 1990, we have a 
real opportunity to dramatically shift 
our spending priori ties. The cold war is 
over. The walls in the budget agree
ment that previously protected defense 
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spending no longer exist in fiscal year 
1994. And, the Pentagon has just com
pleted a bottom-up review that calls 
for changes in defense spending. 

The bill we will approve shortly rec
ognizes that times have changed and 
authorizes less for defense spending 
next year than we will spend this year. 
While it does not cut as much as I 
would like, it moves our Nation closer 
to getting our fiscal house back in 
order. 

Clearly, the world still demands 
strong U.S. leadership and the ability 
to respond quickly to new situations. 
As the Pentagon's bottom-up review 
concluded, our military may need to be 
prepared to respond in some capacity 
to two regional conflicts at the same 
time. Altering our defense spending to 
meet these needs is an important chal
lenge. But it is a challenge we must 
meet. And it is one we must meet while 
still reducing the level of funding this 
Nation spends on defense. 

We have a $266 billion deficit. Our na
tional debt is over $4 trillion. Now that 
the defense walls are down, the bot
tom-up review is complete, and the 
cold war is over, there is increasing 
support for reductions in defense 
spending. Wasteful programs can be 
eliminated. We need to streamline pro
grams and eliminate duplication to 
make the Pentagon budget work better 
for the American people. We have a re
sponsibility to make these changes. 
Our Nation needs us to act. 

Mr. President, the bill before us 
today cu ts some programs that save 
the American taxpayers money with
out undermining our national security. 
One is the Navy's AX tactical aircraft 
program. This program was rec
ommended for cancellation as part of 
the Pentagon's bottom-up review. 

The Defense Department does not 
need and simply cannot afford to pro
ceed with three tactical aircraft pro
grams. There is overlap and duplica
tion that we cannot afford with expen
sive aircraft procurement. Earlier this 
year, the Congressional Budget Office 
estimated that canceling the Navy's 
AX tactical aircraft program will save 
$3.6 billion over 5 years. 

Another program America simply 
cannot afford, and which this bill wise
ly cuts, is the national aerospace 
plane. The administration requested 
$43.4 million for development of tech
nology for a high-risk, far-term na
tional aerospace plane [NASP]. The 
Senate Armed Services Committee ze
roed this program. 

The NASP is an expensive program 
that the taxpayers can ill afford. Ear
lier this year the Congressional Budget 
Office estimated that total costs for 
the research and development of the 
national aerospace plane could reach 
$15 billion. It also estimated that pro
ducing a minimum fleet of operational 
aircraft could cost an additional $20 
billion. To date, the U.S. Government 

has already spent $1.5 billion on the de
velopment of this plane and we are no
where near completion. 

Now, in a world of unlimited re
sources, our country could contemplate 
spending more money on this program. 
But our resources are limited. That is 
why. I am pleased this bill stops the 
funding for the NASP before any more 
Government money is invested. It is 
why I opposed an amendment that was 
offered, during debate on this bill, to 
restore and increase funding for the 
program. Fortunately, that amend
ment that would have provided $75 mil
lion for this program was tabled. 
That's a $75 million victory for the 
American people this year and a multi
billion-dollar victory down the road. 

Now is the time to say enough is 
enough. Let's not throw more money at 
this plane. If we are to find the savings 
the country needs and make invest
ments in our future, we can start by 
cutting the NASP program. 

Mr. President, I believe we can find 
additional savings in the defense budg
et beyond what was recommended by 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
on this bill. That is why I cosponsored 
an amendment to reduce funding for 
the strategic defense initiative by $400 
million. In a $400 million victory for 
the American taxpayers, the Senate 
approved this reduction in funding. 

After years of fighting and debating 
this issue, we succeeded in cutting 
back the program. The amendment 
saved $400 million for the American 
people without undermining national 
security. Even with the reduction, a 
significant level of funding for the pro
gram is provided to enable the admin
istration to move forward with the 
modified SDI program. 

The threat to our national security 
from a missile attack has been reduced 
significantly. And scientists shot down 
the viability of the original, vastly 
more expensive space-based interceptor 
program years ago. 

Many have called for cuts in SDI 
funding for years. Over the years, we 
have spent tens of billions of dollars on 
the SDI program. And now we find out 
that critical tests for the program were 
reportedly rigged so a flawed system 
would pass. Some say that these rigged 
tests were designed to fool our Soviet 
opponents. This may be an expensive 
and cruel hoax on the American tax
payer. 

Mr. President, reducing funding for 
the SDI program by a modest $400 mil
lion is the least we should do. Frankly, 
we should cut even more. But the 
amendment approved by the Senate to 
cut $400 million from the program is, 
nevertheless, an important step. 

Another program we need to ensure 
does not grow and cost the taxpayers 
any additional money is the B-2 bomb
er. Last week the Senate approved an 
amendment to cap the B-2 program at 
20 planes and limit the total cost of the 

program to $44.4 billion. I supported 
this amendment. 

I believe that without this cap, there 
could have been at least one initiative 
to escalate this program by a minimum 
of 20 more B-2 planes. At an estimated 
cost of approximately $2 billion per 
plane, we simply don't need, and can't 
afford, more B-2 bombers. We have al
ready provided $30 billion over the past 
decade for the B-2 bomber program. 
Still, the first plane is not even oper
ational. We need to stop this and cap 
the total program. 

We are already building too many B-
2 bombers. This is a program that we 
simply cannot afford. In previous 
years, I supported measures that would 
have halted the B-2 bomber program at 
15 planes. These efforts would have cut 
unnecessary spending and resulted in a 
cost savings of over $2 billion. 

Unfortunately, these amendments 
have been defeated. Consequently, 
funds have been provided for 20 B-2 
bombers. The defeat of efforts to cap 
the program at 15 planes was a multi
billion-dollar loss for the American 
people. We shouldn't pour salt in the 
wound by building more than 20 planes. 

Mr. President, there are other areas 
where we can find savings in the de
fense budget. One is the Army's kinetic 
energy antisatellite attack program. 
During the debate on this bill, I sup
ported an amendment that would have 
eliminated $10 million that was added 
to this Pentagon budget for this pro
gram. Unfortunately, the amendment 
was not adopted. 

The cold war is over and there is no 
longer a military justification for the 
ASAT program. The Pentagon did not 
ask for this money. I believe the $10 
million would be better invested in the 
American people and not on weapons 
systems that are no longer required. 

I also believe we can find additional 
savings from the nuclear testing budg
et. During debate on this bill, I cospon
sored an amendment to reduce the nu
clear testing budget in fiscal year 1994 
by $206 million. It was a prudent 
amendment and entirely consistent 
with the current U.S. nuclear testing 
moratorium policy. Unfortunately, it 
was not adopted. 

Earlier this year, President Clinton 
announced an extension of the nuclear 
testing moratorium until at least Octo
ber 1994. I, along with many of my col
leagues in the Senate, welcomed that 
announcement. 

Although the testing moratorium has 
been extended, the fiscal year 1994 
budget includes an increase of $53.4 
million above the level provided in fis
cal year 1993 for nuclear testing. The 
budget request for fiscal year 1994 is 
$428.4 million. 

In an effort to save the American 
taxpayers' money and to bring the nu
clear testing budget in line with cur
rent policy, the House of Representa-

. tives reduced the budget request by 
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$206 million. The Senate should have 
done the same. 

Even if the amendment had pre
vailed, the nuclear testing budget 
would have been adequately funded at 
$222.4 million. Our capability to remain 
on stand-by would not have been un
dermined. 

Unfortunately the amendment to re
duce the budget by $206 million was not 
approved. Instead, the Senate voted to 
reduce the budget by much less. 

I believe we could have cut the nu
clear testing budget more without un
dermining the national security of the 
United States. 

Mr. President, I also believe the Pen
tagon needs to do a better job securing 
increased burdensharing contributions 
from our allies. During the debate on 
this bill, I offered an amendment that 
could have saved the American tax
payers nearly $13 billion by requiring 
the Pentagon to secure increased con
tributions from our allies. The savings 
in fiscal year 1994 alone would have 
been nearly $1 billion. Unfortunately, 
an amendment that would save the 
American people no money and would 
not require any increases in the con
tributions of our allies was adopted in
stead. 

I think the Senate and the Pentagon 
owe the American people more than 
this. The American people have been 
bearing the lion's share of the defense 
burden for too long. Our allies need to 
do better. 

Mr. President, finding savings in the 
defense budget is only part of the equa
tion in making the Pentagon work 
more effectively for the American peo
ple. Coming up with a workable defense 
conversion policy that helps defense
dependent workers make the transition 
to a post-defense-based economy is 
equally important. 

For 40 years, our military objectives 
shaped our economic strategy. To keep 
the peace, we produced the best-weap
ons and supplies designed by our most 
brilliant minds and manufactured by 
our most skilled workers. 

Now, our victory in America's long
est war reduces one burden: leading the 
world in military strength. But in it 
also can give us some of the means to 
tackle another critical burden: The 
need to reinvent the American econ
omy for a world in which our greatest 
challenge comes not from foreign ag
gression but from foreign competition. 

The task is monumental. We must 
challenge our most powerful scientific 
thinkers to develop the cutting-edge 
products of the 21st century. We must 
retrain our skilled defense workers for 
new industries-and see that there's a 
job at the end of the line. We must re
tool our companies to produce and sell 
new goods across the globe. And we 
must find new missions in the civilian 
economy for our military personnel. 

It will not be easy. In my own State, 
defense contracts pump $3 billion a 

year into the State economy. Defense 
cutbacks will cost New Jersey about 
30,000 jobs by the end of the decade. 

During the recent congressional re
cess, I traveled throughout my State 
meeting with the workers and business 
leaders that make the Jersey economy 
hum. They told me time and again that 
we need a meaningful defense conver
sion plan. They told me we need a pol
icy and plan for action that will help to 
transfer the skills and talent of defense 
workers to nondefense industries. 

That is why, as we downsize the mili
tary and get rid of weapons and 
projects we no longer need, we must 
also reorder our budget priorities and 
invest in defense conversion. 

This bill takes another step in an ef
fort we began last year. 

To keep faith with the people who 
· won the cold war, the bill extends tran
sition assistance for Department of De
fense personnel. It offers a wider set of 
transition benefits than before and per
mits education leaves so that personnel 
can retrain for private industry. 

For communities hit by base clos
ings, the bill also implements Presi
dent Clinton's five-point community 
assistance base-closing plan. 

And, most important for my State, 
where the bulk of jobs lost to defense 
cu ts will be in the private sector, the 
bill authorizes a total of $605 million 
for dual-use technology and industrial 
base extension programs. This ini tia
tive authorizes a series of programs to 
help our defense industry workers and 
the companies for whom they work 
compete in the world economy. 

For example, to rebuild our defense 
industrial base, the bill provides funds 
for dual-use critical technology part
nerships, regional technology alli
ances, and advanced manufacturing 
technology partnerships. The bill also 
provides $100 million to bolster defense 
manufacturing extension programs so 
that technological know-how reaches 
our small- and medium-sized manufac
turers. 

What's more, the bill looks to the fu
ture-to technological developments 
yet to be. It provides $10 million for 
education programs to train a new gen
eration of engineers. And it establishes 
a manufacturing science and tech
nology program to speed the develop
ment of manufacturing processes for 
new technologies. 

Mr. President, our Government must 
shed spending it no longer needs, and 
start investing in the building blocks 
of a robust economy. And if we do 
things right, our victory in the cold 
war can be followed by our victory in 
the race for global markets. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I voted 
against S. 1298, the National Defense 
Authorization Act of 1994. Although 
this bill contains many positive fea
tures, I was compelled to vote against 
it because it includes the codification 
of a grave injustice: blatant discrimi
nation based on sexual orientation. 

However, I would like to mention 
several positive provisions of this bill, 
which I fully support. 

This bill prohibits the use of funds 
for new nuclear tests. It repeals numer
ous restrictions on the assignment of 
women to combat roles. Finally, it im
poses reasonable funding limits on the 
Ballistic Missile Defense Program. 
These policies are long overdue and 
will help bring our armed forces in step 
with the times. 

An amendment by Senator NUNN en
courages our allies to pay a greater 
share of the cos ts associated with 
maintaining overseas bases. I voted 
against the Nunn amendment because I 
supported the underlying Lautenberg 
amendment, which would have man
dated even greater burdensharing. 
Nonetheless, I am pleased that the 
Nunn amendment furthers the cause of 
burdensharing. Mr. President, our al
lies must pay their fair share. 

This bill begins to seriously address 
the issue of defense conversion and 
base reuse. No issue is more important 
to my State of California. The bill au
thorizes over $600 million for economic 
conversion programs. The rec
ommendations of the Democratic Task 
Force on Defense Reinvestment were 
included in an amendment by Senator 
PRYOR, which I cosponsored and 
strongly support. 

Finally, two amendments that I of
fered on this important subject were 
accepted by the bill managers. The 
first expresses the sense of the Con
gress that the President should work 
the Congress to establish an Office of 
Economic Conversion Information lo
cated within the Department of Com
merce. The second authorizes the Sec
retary of Defense to hire displaced ci
vilian employees for environmental 
cleanup at closing military bases. I be
lieve that these amendments will help 
ease the conversion process for areas 
hit hard by base closures and the de
fense industry slowdown. 

Mr. DOLE. I thank Senator NUNN and 
my colleagues on the Armed Services 
Committee for their hard work and 
thoughtful consideration in crafting 
this very important Defense bill. I par
ticularly commend Senator THURMOND 
for so ably assuming his new respon
sibilities as the ranking Republican on 
the committee. And I applaud his open
ing remarks which stressed the impor
tance of maintaining strong military 
capabilities and high levels of combat 
readiness-Senator THURMOND is right 
on the mark. 

Mr. President, there is much that is 
good in this bill. But I am concerned 
about the pace and direction of our 
continued military builddown. This bill 
implements the accelerated military 
builddown that President Clinton 
promised during last year's campaign 
but which, in fact, was doubled in the 
budget submitted to Congress in Feb
ruary. In my view, we must think care
fully about the potential impact of this 
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legislation on both the security and 
the economy of our Nation. We mest 
avoid taking any irreversible actions 
that could jeopardize our future secu
rity. 

It has been nearly 2 years since the 
collapse of the Soviet Union and the 
end of the cold war. In that very short 
time, however, we have been con
stantly reminded that the world re
mains a dangerous and unpredictable 
place. Continuing regional instability, 
such as the ongoing crises in Somalia 
and Bosnia, tears at the peace and sta
bility of the global community. Arms 
proliferation is on the rise. The nuclear 
weapons of the former Soviet Union are 
still deployed in Russia and Ukraine. 
Terrorists continue to prey with near 
impunity on America's citizens and our 
friends throughout the world. Future 
threats cannot be predicted with any 
level of confidence. 

Mr. President, we must heed the les
sons of history. By the end of the 
1970's, the Armed Forces of this Nation 
were in abysmal shape. The serious de
terioration in our readiness did not 
occur overnight. It grew slowly over a 
number of years, but we did not fully 
realize that our forces were hollow 
until the damage was already done. 
Now, however, having learned from 
that experience of the 1970's, we can 
recognize the tell-tale signs of declin
ing readiness, namely: Recruiting prob
lems, declining morale, training cut
backs, logistics and support problems, 
maintenance backlogs, and lack of ade
quate funding for force modernization. 

We cannot afford to repeat the mis
takes of the late 1970's. We cannot af
ford to disband the Army of Desert 
Storm and return to the Army of 
desert one. The fact is, in the future, 
we may not be able to spend billions of 
dollars to reconstitute our forces, as 
we did in the 1980's. We must provide 
the funding and leadership necessary to 
ensure an adequate national defense
now. 

Mr. President, we must also be aware 
of the impact of continued defense cuts 
on the 5112 million Americans who make 
their living in military service or in 
defense industries and related busi
nesses. National defense is not a jobs 
program, but that does not mean we 
should ignore those who won the cold 
war. Nor can we ignore the very real 
possibility that this Nation may need 
the unique skills and expertise of these 
Americans in the future, should new 
threats require increases in our current 
military posture. Since 1986, nearly 1.2 
million Americans have lost their jobs 
because of defense cutbacks. Now, the 
CBO estimates that another 1.4 million 
Americans will lose their jobs by 1998 
as a result of further cuts called for in 
the Clinton defense plan. This is half a 
million more than was estimated under 
the Defense budgets of the Bush admin
istration. The elimination of these de
fense jobs will have a significant im-

pact on the economic future of the de
fense industry and the country as a 
vVhole. And the individuals whose ca
reers and livelihoods are devastated by 
the loss of their jobs must know that 
their Government will continue to as
sist them in every way possible to re
build their lives. 

Mr. President, just last week, Sec
retary of Defense Aspin announced the 
Pentagon's bottom-up review of the 
military strategy and the programs 
and funding required to carry out that 
strategy. I intend to look closely at 
that analysis and seek answers to a 
number of questions. 

For example, the Clinton budget is 
reportedly at least $20 billion short of 
the amount required to maintain the 
reduced force levels recommended in 
that review. If no additional funds are 
forthcoming from the White House, 
further cuts will have to be made. And 
who will bear the brunt of additional 
cuts? Soldiers and their families? De
fense jobs? Readiness? Or our ability to 
fight and win? 

The bottom-up review plan is an ex
ample of the worst outcome of any 
strategy-versus-resources review-the 
available resources are insufficient to 
fund the forces required to carry out 
the strategy. As my colleague from In
diana, Senator COATS, pointed out ear
lier in the debate on this bill, this mis
match of dollars and commitments can 
easily lead this country into the dan
gerous position of sending American 
soldiers and airmen into harm's way 
without sufficient support to fight and 
win-and survive. 

Where is the margin for victory in 
the Aspin plan? It seems to me that the 
forces recommended in the bottom-up 
review are, at best, dangerously thin to 
accomplish the goal Secretary Aspin 
set forth-namely, to fight and win two 
major regional conflicts nearly simul
taneously. 

We should be looking for a lot more 
detail about the bottom-up review. 
Right now, it looks to me like the re
view was driven primarily by available 
dollars, rather than by the requirement 
to maintain sufficient forces to ensure 
our national security. 

Mr. President, again, I commend the 
work of my colleagues on the Armed 
Services Committee for their efforts to 
salvage an adequate national defense 
from inadequate funding . I hope that 
the cu ts recommended in this bill do 
not prove to be too deep. 

Finally, Mr. President, I particularly 
want to thank my friend and colleague, 
Senator WARNER, for his personal as
sistance on a number of issues of great 
importance to me. His successful ef
forts, and the cooperation and advice of 
the Republican committee staff, were 
invaluable in ensuring that a number 
of initiatives were included in this bill. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to support final passage of S. 
1298, the National Defense Authoriza
tion Act for Fiscal Year 1994. 

In doing so, I wish to commend my 
very able colleague, Senator NUNN, for 
his leadership and his effective stew
ardship of this complex bill . I also wish 
to commend the ranking member, Sen
ator THURMOND, for his considerable ef
forts in brining this bill to the floor. 

This bill authorizes a total of $261.7 
billion in budget authority and $278.1 
billion in budget outlays. I would note 
that, according to the Congressional 
Budget Office, these totals represent 
reductions of $1.8 billion in budget au
thority and $700 million in outlays 
from the President's budget request. 

While the reductions in this bill 
might not equal the amount desired by 
many Americans, they nonetheless rep
resent a real and impressive decline 
from the levels which were spent in the 
1980's, which exceeded $300 billion. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to note 
that this bill reverses the cold war 
mind-set by capping the B-2 bomber 
program at 20 aircraft and by wisely 
and justifiably reducing the amount to 
be spent on the ballistic missile de
fense system. I would add, Mr. Presi
dent, that my hope is that these are 
only the first of many steps which are 
necessary in helping us to refocus our 
spending priori ties. I am further 
pleased to note that this bill includes 
an amendment by Senator PRYOR, 
which I was pleased to cosponsor, 
which would make community eco
nomic redevelopment a primary goal of 
the military base closure process. It 
also implements provisions of Presi
dent Clinton's revitalizing base closure 
comm uni ties plan. 

Mr. President, as we move into the 
post-cold-war era, we will have to face 
complex economic problems that were 
heretofore overshadowed by the threat 
of global conflict. The economic effects 
of military problems, downsizing are 
pinching many comm uni ties . These 
economic problems, though formidable, 
can be overcome with an imaginative, 
creative and cooperative to help bring 
about a positive resolution. 

Mr. President, instead of throwing 
money at problems, we can, and should 
wherever possible, use existing Govern
ment structures to leverage minimum 
public expenditures into maximum 
public benefits. I am hopeful that , as 
we move toward defense downsizing, 
the Federal Government will not 
shrink from its responsibility to pro
vide creative as well as financial as
sistance to help impacted commu
nities. 

Mr. President, once again, I am 
pleased to support S. 1298 and commend 
Chairman NUNN for his tireless work. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN) . Under the previous order, 
the clerk will read the bill for the third 
time. 

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

ator from Georgia. 
Mr. NUNN. I ask unanimous consent 

that the Senator from South Carolina, 
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who has been a superb member of this 
committee for years and years but this 
is the first Defense authorization bill 
he has handled in this chamber-he has 
handled many others-be given 3 min
utes for closing remarks. 

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

Mr. THURMOND. Madam President, I 
will not take over 21/ 2 minutes. 

Madam President, I commend the 
distinguished chairman of the Commit
tee on Armed Services, Senator NUNN, 
for his leadership and wisdom in bring
ing this year's Defense authorization 
bill to passage. I thank him and the 
members of the committee for their 
hard work and cooperation. I also com
mend my staff director, Gen. Dick Rey
nard, and the other members of the Re
publican staff. This was the first floor 
action for many of them, and they did 
a superb job. I also thank the majority 
staff director, Mr. Arnold Punaro, and 
the other members of the majority 
staff; it has been a pleasure to work 
with them on this bill. 

Let me be clear, at the outset of my 
remarks, in stating that it is an expen
sive national endeavor to maintain our 
freedom. Our Nation did not come into 
existence without cost, and the subse
quent cost to preserve freedom has al
ways been high. We in this chamber 
have been debating legislation whose 
cost may be measured in mere dollars. 
Let us be ever mindful that no cost of 
freedom, no expense, is greater than 
the sacrifice of our dedicated men and 
women in uniform. It is they who will 
ultimately bear the consequent hard
ships of our decisions, and face the risk 
of making the supreme sacrifice. They 
deserve the very best of everything; we 
owe them our very best effort. That is 
our solemn responsibility. 

At this moment, as we stand here in 
the safety and comfort of our magnifi
cent Capitol, the men and women of 
our Armed Forces are deployed in 87 
foreign countries, serving With pride, 
braving the physical hardships of cli
mate and conditions, and asking noth
ing more than the simple respect of 
their fell ow citizens. 

We have heard from some of our col
leagues, during the debate on this bill, 
that the world has changed. They point 
to the collapse of the Soviet Union and 
the fact that we go to sleep at night 
without the fear of massive nuclear at
tack. They harp on the phrase, "the 
cold war is over.'' They are correct. 
The Soviet Union has collapsed. We go 
to sleep at night without fear of mas
sive nuclear attack. The cold war is 
over. These are the simple facts. How
ever, that is all they are: the simple 
facts. 

What troubles me is that so much of 
the debate has ignored the hard truths 
of the present, and is nearly devoid of 
both insightful analysis and a well-rea
soned, well-articulated vision of the fu
ture. I often wonder why people place 

such great emphasis on trumpeting the 
end of the cold war, as if that is some 
magical phrase which justifies every 
notional plan to do away with a de
fense need, and as if, of itself, the 
phrase constitutes a complete logical 
argument to support any position. 

I wonder how people can take any 
comfort from their simple assertions 
about the end of the cold war. I often 
hear that communism has failed, and 
democracy has won. How may we con
clude this? The Soviet Union has col
lapsed, but four of its former republics 
and seven of its client states have 
rushed to war, not democracy. The 
hard truth of the present is this: it is a 
very dangerous world, and the atmos
phere of turbulence and instability 
which accompanies this dangerous con
dition is not hospitable to democracy. 
Does anyone doubt this? There are 13 
major wars being fought around the 
world today. There are also 75 smaller 
conflicts being waged. It should be our 
serious intent to achieve international 
stability. Simply to repeat over and 
over that the cold war has ended will 
not achieve that end. 

The long-awaited bottom-up review 
has concluded that the Soviet Union 
has collapsed, and predicted that re
gional conflicts will likely occur 
throughout the world. Some of us had 
already reached these same 
unremarkable conclusions. After the 
Secretary of Defense had determined 
the Armed Forces would be required to 
win only one major conflict, others in 
the administration reversed him and 
said the Armed Forces would have to 
win two major conflicts simulta
neously. Then the administration re
ported that the size of the force which 
would be required to perform the two 
simultaneous conflicts mission was ac
tually two divisions, one carrier, and 
four air wings fewer than they said 
would be required last May. The report 
concluded it could achieve success in 
regional conflicts by relying on air 
power and high-technology weaponry. 
We have seen the dismal results of this 
naive, academic conclusion in Somalia, 
where air power and high tech weapons 
have been unable to prevail in 
Mogadishu. 

I suggest the name of this report be 
changed to "The Bottom Line Review," 
because it seems to exist only to sup
port the administration's bottom line 
dollar figure. The Committee on Armed 
Services was prudent not to wait for 
the bottom line review before it began 
work on the Defense bill. 

We should refrain from reminding 
each other constantly that the Soviet 
Union has collapsed. We should, in
stead, focus on the future, and debate 
such topics as the meaning of the nu
clear intercontinental ballistic missile 
force in Ukraine, or the implications of 
the trends in Iran, or how the actions 
we take this year will affect our Na
tion's future capability. Perhaps we 

could discuss how we will respond to 
future threats and, more importantly, 
how we will shape world events. Those 
are the questions we should address. 

This is a time of great uncertainty. 
We cannot predict with accuracy what 
challenges we will confront · in the fu
ture, but we need only look at all the 
areas of instability in the world, and 
recognize the potential for evcm greater 
American and international involve
ment, to conclude that we must not 
further degrade the level of readiness 
of our Armed Forces. 

The Joint Chiefs have told us in tes
timony this year that the forces are on 
the razor's edge of readiness. This as
sessment may mean many things to 
my colleagues, but for me it holds spe
cial meaning. It means we are placing 
our men and women in uniform at 
greater risk than they absolutely must 
face. They are at greater risk today 
than they were before Operation Desert 
Storm because the level of readiness of 
the forces is in decline by every meas
ure. This decline is attributable pri
marily and almost exclusively to the 
amount of money which Congress au
thorizes and appropriates. The Joint 
Chiefs' assessment has deep and special 
meaning for me because I have seen 
firsthand the dangers and risks which 
befall soldiers when the readiness of 
the Armed Forces deteriorates. Some 
of my colleagues also know this very 
well; some of them bear all too clearly 
the physical scars of combat. 

We must understand that our level of 
readiness, and our military capability, 
serve a purpose vastly more important 
than preparing to counter an obvious, 
immediate threat. Readiness and ro
bust military capability communicate 
our commitment to freedom and our 
resolve as a nation to preserve freedom 
throughout the world more clearly 
than any policy statement, rhetoric, or 
symbolic gesture. They serve to warn 
any potential aggressor, or aspiring ty
rant, that we will endure only so much 
before we will intervene with the cer
tainty that characterizes our American 
spirit. 

The dollars we spent on defense since 
1980 paid for the best, most capable 
fighting force our Nation has ever seen. 
Those expenditures hastened, if not 
brought about, the end of the cold war 
and the collapse of the Soviet Union. 
We brought a defense buildup, and pre
cluded the unspeakable horror of nu
clear war. 

We must understand, too, that a high 
state of readiness permits our forces to 
respond quickly and effectively to cri
ses, and provides our men and women 
in uniform with the training, equip
ment, and logistics support which are 
so essential both to their effectiveness 
and their survival. 

I reflect today on the times in our 
history when our Nation has allowed 
military readiness to lapse, in some 
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cases even though dangers were appar
ent at the time. Col. Harry G. Sum
mers, a distinguished soldier and phi
losopher, recently observed that the at
tack on Pearl Harbor, the aggression in 
Korea, and the invasion of Kuwait all 
occurred because the aggressors "* * * 
thought* * *they could get away with 
it * * * because, in their view, the 
United States was lacking in * * * the 
moral will to fight and persevere." In 
other words, a failure to maintain mili
tary readiness in peaceful but uncer
tain times gives rise to aggressors. 

I wish to express my concern, as we 
conclude this bill, that our military 
readiness is waning. There are trou
bling indications that equipment is not 
being maintained due to lack of funds 
for depot level maintenance. Aircraft 
are being cannibalized in order that 
some planes remain operational, be
cause there is a lack of spare parts. Our 
bases and installations in the United 
States are falling into disrepair be
cause funds are not available to keep 
them functioning at an appropriate 
standard. As we withdraw our forces 
from overseas bases, these bases in the 
United States become even more im
portant because it is from here, not 
from overseas, that the bulk of our 
forces will deploy directly into the 
areas of operation. We are progres
sively requiring our servicemen and 
women to deploy more frequently for 
long periods, both ashore and at sea. 
This is another effect of meeting re
quirements with a small force. 

The challenge which faces us is to 
choose wisely how we will allocate our 
resources. Those who have gone before 
us in this chamber and those who have 
held the Presidency have sent our 
young men and women into combat 
and other dangerous situations since 
the founding of our Republic. The wis
dom of our decisions will ultimately be 
judged by the degree of readiness and 
level of safety of the men and women of 
our Armed Forces. 

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I want 
to thank the Senator from South Caro
lina for his superb effort on this bill 
and for his leadership and the leader
ship of his staff. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the question is on 
the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, and was read the 
third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall the bill pass? On this 
question, the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 

Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced-yeas 92, 
nays 7, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 265 Leg.] 
YEAS-92 

Akaka Exon Mathews 
Baucus Faircloth McCain 
Bennett Feinstein McConnell 
Biden Ford Mikulski 
Bingaman Glenn Mitchell 
Bond Gorton Moseley-Braun 
Boren Graham Murkowski 
Bradley Grassley Murray 
Breaux Gregg Nickles 
Brown Harkin Nunn 
Bryan Hatch Packwood 
Bumpers Heflin Pell 
Burns Helms Pressler 
Byrd Hollings Pryor 
Campbell Hutchison Reid 
Cha fee Inouye Riegle 
Coats Jeffords Robb 
Cochran Johnston Rockefeller 
Cohen Kassebaum Roth 
Conrad Kempthorne Sar banes 
Coverdell Kennedy Sasser 
Craig Kerrey Shelby 
D'Amato Kerry Simon 
Danforth Kohl Simpson 
Daschle Lau ten berg Smith 
DeConcini Leahy Specter 
Dodd Levin Stevens 
Dole Lieberman Thurmond 
Domenici Lott Warner 
Dorgan Lugar Wofford 
Duren berger Mack 

NAYS-7 
Boxer Metzenbaum Wells tone 
Feingold Moynihan 
Hatfield Wallop 

NOT VOTING-! 
Gramm 

So, the bill (S. 1298), as amended, was 
passed, as follows: 

(Note: The text of S. 1298, as amended 
will be printed in a future edition of 
the RECORD.) 

Mr. NUNN. Madam 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. 

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I send 
an amendment to the title of the bill to 
the desk and ask for its immediate con
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Amend the title so as to read: "To author

ize appropriations for fiscal year 1994 for 
military activities of the Department of De
fense, for military construction, and for de
fense programs of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe personnel strength for such fis
cal year for the Armed Forces, and for other 
purposes." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no objection, the amendment to the 
title is agreed to. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, I ask unanimous 

consent that S. 1298, as amended, be 
printed as passed. 

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

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed immediately to the consider
ation en bloc of the following bills, S. 
1337 through S. 1339, Calendar Order 
Nos. 173 to 175, and that all after the 
enacting clause of each of these bills be 

stricken and the appropriate portions 
of S. 1298, as amended, be inserted in 
lieu thereof according to the schedule 
which I am sending to the desk. 

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

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I also 
ask unanimous consent that these bills 
be advanced to third reading and 
passed, that the motion to reconsider 
en bloc be laid upon the table, and that 
the above action occur without inter
vening action or debate. 

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

So, the bill (S. 1337) was deemed read 
three times and passed. 

(The text of S. 1337 will appear in a 
future edition of the RECORD.) 

So, the bill (S. 1338) was deemed read 
three times and passed. 

(The text of S. 1338 will appear in a 
future edition of the RECORD.) 

So, the bill (S. 1339) was deemed read 
three times and passed. 

(The text of S. 1339 will appear in a 
future edition of the RECORD.) 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Madam Presi
dent, will the Senator from Georgia be 
good enough to explain what this pro
cedure is about? 

Mr. NUNN. Yes, I will. 
This is the same procedure we use 

every year after we pass the bill be
cause we originally had three parts to 
the defense bill. One part was the de
fense itself, one part was DOE, and one 
part was military construction. Now · 
we merge all three of these into these 
bills, and that is what these procedural 
motions are. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. There is nothing 
substantive involved? 

Mr. NUNN. Nothing substantive, no. 
All this is procedure. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I thank the Sen
ator. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator from 
Ohio. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that, if the Senate receives a 
message from the House that the House 
has passed H.R. 2401, the House version 
of the National Defense Authorization 
Act for fiscal year 1994 reported by the 
House Armed Services Committee, that 
the Senate proceed to its immediate 
consideration; that all after the enact
ing clause be stricken and the text of 
S. 1298, as amended, be substituted in 
lieu thereof; that the bill be advanced 
to third reading and passed; that the 
title of S. 1298 be substituted for the 
title of H.R. 2401; that the Senate insist 
on its amendments to the bill and the 
title and request a conference with the 
House on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses and the Chair be authorized 
to appoint conferees; that the motion 
to reconsider the above-mentioned 
votes be laid upon the table; and that 
the foregoing occur without interven
ing action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent, with respect to S. 
1298, S. 1337 through S. 1339, as just 
passed by the Senate, that if the Sen
ate receives a message with regard to 
any one of those bills from the House 
of Representatives, that the Senate 
disagree with the House and its amend
ment or amendments to the Senate
passed bill and request or agree to a 
conference with the House on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses and 
the Chair be authorized to appoint con
ferees and that the foregoing occur 
without any intervening action or de
bate. 

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

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I 
thank the Chair. 

I will make my remarks very brief, 
because I know that the Senator from 
West Virginia has a very important bill 
to present. 

I thank all Senators for their atten
tion to the debate. I thank Senators for 
their diligence. I am pleased that we 
were able to dispose of a total of 103 
amendments on this bill over the last 5 
days. 

If you look at the average Defense 
bill over the last 6 years, we have aver
aged about 96 amendments. So we have 
actually had a few more amendments 
on this bill than we have had on the av
erage, although it is not far off. 

We hear a lot and debate a lot about 
the historical cold war levels of defense 
spending, and we all know the curve is 
coming down. But, as the defense 
spending comes down, the number of 
amendments seem to be going up on 
the bill. As far as I am concerned, that 
indicates a lot of interest in defense 
and a lot of concern about how we 
bring down the defense budget. I con
sider that to be healthy, although I 
will not protest if my colleagues decide 
to present less amendments next year. 

This is an important bill. It deserves 
the attention of all the Senators. We 
have had excellent attention. We were 
on the floor 10 hours yesterday, on a 
day when the Senate was not going to 
have rollcall votes, and yet we had 
only about 10 or 15 minutes all day 
long of quorum calls, indicating Sen
ators were here and they were atten
tive and they were presenting their 
amendments, if they had amendments 
to present. 

Madam President, I want to thank 
the majority leader, Senator MITCHELL, 
and the Republican leader, Senator 
DOLE, for their assistance in helping us 
get prompt action on this bill. With the 
cooperation of all Senators, we had a 
minimum amount of dead time on the 
bill for quorum calls waiting for Sen
ators to come to the floor. In fact, I 
think we had more prompt attendance 
of Senators in presenting their amend
ments than any time I can remember. 

I, again, want to thank the Senator 
from South Carolina, Senator THUR-

MOND. He is an old hand at handling 
many different types of bills on the 
floor. This is the first time, however, 
he has actually been the ranking Re
publican in handling the Defense au
thorization bill. It is a pleasure to deal 
with Senator THURMOND. His word is 
his bond. 

And I also congratulate his staff. It is 
not easy coming in and managing a bill 
on the floor. The staff of the minority 
has done an excellent job. We appre
ciate very much not only their co
operation, but also their expertise. We 
learn from them and, hopefully, it is a 
mutual-type exchange. 

I see the Senator from Virginia is on 
the floor. He and I have been partners 
in managing a lot of Defense bills. He 
now has an important job as the rank
ing Republican on the Intelligence 
Committee. He remains a key member 
of our Defense Committee, and I al
ways rely on him for advice in this 
arena. So I thank him for helping man
age this bill and certainly for all of his 
efforts in the committee. 

I also want to thank the staff, not 
only the Republican staff, but also the 
staff on the majority side that works 
under Arnold Punaro and, of course, 
the minority staff, under the director 
of the minority staff, Dick Reynard. 
They have done a superb job. We do not 
thank them enough. We do, indeed, un
derstand that this bill would not be 
able to be prepared and be accurate and 
be in technical form and we would not 
be able to handle these amendments in 
this number without superb staff work. 

Finally, Mr. President, I want to 
thank the floor staff, because these are 
truly professional people. We have ben
efited from their advice in how to han
dle this bill. They work diligently. 
They work long hours. They are really 
professionals. We are very, very grate
ful to them, those here on the floor 
now, those behind the podium, and also 
those in the Cloakroom that do a su
perb job. 

Mr. President, we look forward to a 
good conference with the House. We 
hope we will have a conference report 
back on this bill within a matter of 
weeks before the conclusion of the ap
propriations conference bill. 

I thank all of my colleagues. 
With that, I yield the floor. 
Mr. REID addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. WARNER. Madam President, will 

the Senator yield just so that I could 
make a comment? 

Mr. REID. Yes. 
Mr. WARNER. I wish to extend 

praise, on behalf of our side, to the dis
tinguished Senator from South Caro
lina and to his staff for the managing 
of the bill, and to our distinguished 
chairman, Chairman NUNN. 

This is the first year I can remember 
where we did not really have any 
strong controversy. Indeed, bipartisan-

ship has been as strong this year as it 
has ever been in the history of our 
committee. I commend the chairman 
and the distinguished ranking member. 

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

ator from Nevada. 

INTERIOR APPROPRIATIONS ACT 
OF 1994 

Mr. REID. Parliamentary inquiry, 
Madam President. It is my understand
ing that the matter now before the 
Senate is the Interior appropriations 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will now resume consideration of 
H.R. 2520, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (R.R. 2520) making appropriations 

for the Department of the Interior and relat
ed agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1994, and for other purposes. 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

EXCEPTED COMMITTEE AMENDMENT, PAGE 49, 
LINES 6 THROUGH 10 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is on the committee 
amendment on page 49, lines 6 through 
10. 

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

ator from Wyoming. 
Mr. WALLOP. Madam President, do I 

understand that there is a pending 
amendment which needs to be set aside 
before further action can be taken? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. WALLOP. I ask unanimous con

sent that the pending amendment be 
set aside so that I might offer an 
amendment. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

an objection. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Madam Presi

dent, it is my understanding that Sen
ator DOMENIC! was prepared to move 
forward at this point. I do not know of 
any reason why we should set it aside 
and not permit the Senator from New 
Mexico to move forward. There are 
some of us on the floor who wish to be 
heard in opposition and may have dif
ficulty being here much later in the 
evening. 

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

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
an inquiry? 

Mr. WALLOP. I am happy to yield for 
an inquiry. 

Mr. REID. If I could respond to the 
Senator from Ohio, the amendment 
that the Senator from Ohio is inter
ested in, I think, is going to be offered 
by the Senator from Wyoming. The 
matter pending is a committee amend
ment; the one being set aside is a com
mittee amendment. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Will the Senator 
from Wyoming yield for a question? 

Mr. WALLOP. I am happy to yield for 
a question. 
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Mr. METZENBAUM. Is it my under

standing that the Senator's amend
ment deals with grazing fees? 

Mr. WALLOP. The Senator's under
standing is correct. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I withdraw my 
objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator may proceed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 890 
(Purpose: To prohibit the use of funds to 

implement the Rangeland Reform '94 pro
gram) 

Mr. WALLOP. Madam President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendment is 
set aside. 

The clerk will report the amendment. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WALLOP) 

proposes an amendment numbered 890. 

Mr. WALLOP. 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 97, between lines 5 and 6, insert 

the following: 
SEC. . None of the funds made available 

by this Act may be used to revise part 4, 1780, 
or 4100 of title 43 of the Code of Federal Reg
ulations in accordance with Part VI, Depart
ment of the Interior, Bureau of Land Man
agement or part 222 of title 36 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations in accordance with Part 
V, Department of Agriculture, Forest Serv
ice, of volume 58, number 155, of the Federal 
Register, dated August 13, 1993, or to con
tinue any action involving the proposed rule
making contained in such Federal Register. 

AMENDMENT NO. 891 TO AMENDMENT NO. 890 

(Purpose: To prohibit the use of funds to 
implement the Rangeland Reform '94 Pro
gram) 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Madam President, I 
send a second-degree amendment to the 
desk on behalf of myself, Senators 
REID, CAMPBELL, HATCH, CRAIG, BURNS, 
BENNETT, GORTON, MCCAIN, PACKWOOD, 
BRYAN, DECONCINI, KEMPTHORNE, 
BROWN, STEVENS, CONRAD, and PRES
SLER, and ask for its immediate consid
eration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN
IC!], (for himself, Mr. REID, Mr. CAMPBELL, 
Mr. HATCH, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. BURNS, Mr. BEN
NETT, Mr. GORTON, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. PACK
WOOD, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE, Mr. BROWN, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 
CONRAD, and Mr. PRESSLER) proposes an 
amendment numbered 891 to Amendment No. 
890. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. 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: 

SEC. . None of the funds made available 
by this or any other law may be used to re
vise part 4, 1780, or 4100 of title 43 of the Code 
of Federal Regulations in accordance with 
part VI, Department of Interior, Bureau of 
Land Management or part 222 of title 36 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations in accord
ance with part V, Department of Agri
culture. Forest Service, of volume 58, num
ber 155, of the Federal Register, dated Au
gust 13, 1993, or to continue any action in
volving the proposed rulemaking contained 
in such Federal Register prior to October 1, 
1994. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Madam President, 
first I want to thank Senator WALLOP 
for his assistance in offering the first
degree amendment so that we can 
hopefully vote on the Domenici-Reid 
amendment this evening. 

I want everybody to know what I 
have tried to do. I think everybody 
knows this issue and we are hopeful 
that we will vote on it tonight. 

I am going to take a few minutes-I 
do not know how many are in opposi
tion-and there are a number of Sen
ators on our side who want to speak to 
this issue. 

Madam President, and fellow Sen
ators, this is a very simple proposition, 
as far as what we are going to vote on. 
The proposition is, as I see it, as fol
lows: 

Are we going to let the executive 
branch of Government, by Executive 
order, following rulemaking and regu
lations, without any action by the Con
gress, not only raise grazing fees on 
America's grazing permittees 130 per
cent over the next 3 years, and alter 
drastically the management of 260 mil
lion acres of land? The grazing fee in
crease is not the single and sole or 
most paramount issue. Because, in ad
dition to that, the proposed rule
making and policy changes con
templated to be made by Executive 
order, will do many other things to 
change the relationship of ranching 
families in the rural West to the Fed
eral Government and the public do
main. 

Again, it has been decades since any
one tried to change the relationship of 
ranchers and their families, who are 
permittees, to such things as who owns 
the future water rights that will apply 
on the permittee's property and pro
tected by the permittee. They have in
vested in the public domain, all of a 
sudden, without anybody having any 
real, formal hearings as to the con
sequences, it is proposed that by Exec
utive order that in the future water 
rights are not to be treated that way 
anymore. 

That would almost be enough for 
Congress to say, and the Senate at 
least tonight to say, wait a minute , 
you cannot do this. So this is all the 
Domenici-Reid amendment does. It 
says "wait a minute," for 1 year; 1 year 
is the duration of this appropriations 
bill. You cannot use any money in this 
appropriation, or any other appropria-

tion, to carry out the rulemaking, the 
policy changes, and ultimately an Ex
ecutive order altering the en tire rela
tionships between grazing permi ttee 
families and the Federal Government. 

Part of this moratorium will say, 
during the year-and unless and until 
we pass a law-you cannot raise the 
fees, you cannot change the water 
rights relationship, and you cannot do 
all those other things such as change 
will do improvements on the public do
main. For decades, the rancher has 
made the improvements. If they are 
not doing their job right they get pun
ished and penalized. 

Suddenly, in a newfound interest in 
more government, these proposed 
rulemakings will say the Government 
is going to make the improvements. 

Who would believe that by Executive 
order with no hearings you would 
change the scope and intent of Federal 
land policy? What is this going to do to 
the ranching community of New Mex
ico, with their families and small com
munities depending upon them? 

If that was not enough, these per
mits, as the occupant of the chair 
knows, have value as long as you use 
them appropriately. And in a State 
like mine, which we call a water-base 
State, you may have a piece of fee sim
ple land with water on it, and that fee 
simple land is the nourishment for 
many sections of Federal land that, 
used in conjunction, make a ranch. 

Additionally, by regulation and rule
making, it is proposed without any
thing said by Congress, by legislation 
or otherwise, that you are going to 
change those permits to a lesser period 
of time, and make a less permanent re
lationship to the permittees and their 
families. And guess what is already 
happening? Believe it or not, already 
today, I say to my friend Senator BEN
NETT, the banks in New Mexico are say
ing to the ranchers we are not even 
going to advance operating money for 
next year. The ranchers depended upon 
these loans as operating money for 
next year; now the security of the graz
ing permits added to the fee land and 
State land is in doubt. 

Not only do we want to raise the per
mittees' fees so we put them out of 
business on that side, and many small 
ones will go out of business. If some
body chooses to stand up here and say 
this whole ranching business is pro
tecting the corporate cowboy, let me 
tell you that is not New Mexico. There 
is nothing wrong with corporations 
owning permits. But in my State the 
numbers defy that. In fact, a huge pro
portion of my permittee families have 
100 animal uni ts per year or less. 

What are we going to say to them? 
Change your permits so the value is 
less so you cannot finance? Raise your 
fees 130 percent? Do not permit you to 
do any valuable work on it-we are 
going to let Federal people come out 
and do the improvements? The list goes 
on. 
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So we are saying proposition No. 1, 

the Government should not do this by 
fiat. And a fiat is an Executive order 
that follows after rulemaking with no 
involvement by the Congress of the 
United States. 

We say proposition 1, you cannot 
disinvolve Congress, and you cannot 
spend any money appropriated to the 
Department of the Interior and Forest 
Service to carry out that kind of rule
making, leading to that kind of an Ex
ecutive order. It is plain and simple. 

Some will say to us---and we have 
talked to many on our side-why do we 
not get on with fixing the grazing fees? 
Let me tell my colleagues, we thought 
the Secretary of the Interior-at least 
I did, this Senator did-went out to my 
State to talk about grazing fees. He 
had big hearings, hundreds of New 
Mexicans went. It was a very friendly 
kind of meeting about not doing any
body in with the changes. Lo and be
hold, instead of a grazing fee set of 
rulemakings, it includes almost every 
right and privilege that the grazing 
permittee families have. And these per
mittees are the ranchers of the West. 

So what the executive branch wants 
to do, if we do not stop them, and in 
the name of changing grazing fees, lit
erally alters and changes, perma
nently, the entire ranching lifestyle of 
the West and Southwest. Never have I 
found a more clear issue where United 
States Senators ought to stand up and 
be heard. 

I cannot imagine the U.S. Senate sit
ting by, watching major changes take 
place without congressional consent. 
Let us just take one hypothetical situ
ation: One big, big proposition in 
America is you ought to have a right 
to own a house. You ought to have the 
privilege of getting some benefits for 
owning a house because we want every
body to own a house. 

How would you like it if, by Execu
tive order, we were going to take away 
the mortgage deduction? Maybe some 
people think that should be done. It 
would just mean that millions of peo
ple could not own a house. We would 
change the lifestyle of millions of 
Americans. By what? By an Executive 
order followed by rulemaking? 

We would not stand here for 2 min
utes. It would not be Senator DOMENIC! 
from New Mexico and Senator REID of
fering it. It would be the leadership of 
the Senate marching in with everybody 
behind them. 

This is just as serious for the ranch
ing community of America, changing 
the rules by which they live on the 
public domain without a bill in Con
gress and a law signed by the President 
changing it. This is just as egregious as 
that. 

So let nobody doubt, this Senator has 
worked as hard as he can on this piece 
of legislation, probably as hard as on 
any other with the short notice we 
have had, to see to it that every Sen-

ator understands the significance of 
not restraining and restricting the use 
of appropriated money for this rule
making process. This process which is 
going to rule the rancher and farmer 
right off the public domain. So the vote 
is going to be a simple one. 

Does the Senate of the United States 
want to bow and say, Mr. Secretary, 
you change it all, you take away the 
livelihood, the relationships of ranch
ers to their neighbors and their cities, 
you just do it by Executive order? Is 
that what U.S. Senators want to say 
about a lifestyle in the West that, if 
any lifestyle is left out there in Amer
ica that we ought to promote, it is the 
ranching lifestyle and the rural life
style? 

Think of it, if we could make that 
lifestyle apply to more thousands of 
people, even millions of people-the 
kind of social encumbrances would we 
get rid of almost overnight. In fact, 
many wish we could bring this rural 
lifestyle to more people. And here we 
come ramrodding through, in the name 
of changing grazing fees, a change to 
the whole lifestyle and relationship of 
our western rural communities. 

We have not even had any hearings 
on the administration's proposal. How 
many of Senator BENNETT'S ranchers 
will go out of business? We do not 
know. How many of New Mexico's 
thousands of ranching families are 
going out of business? How many will 
not be able to finance next year, I ask 
my friend? Nobody knows. Do you not 
think we ought to know that? 

Mr. BENNETT. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I will be pleased to 
yield. 

Mr. BENNETT. I appreciate the is
sues the Senator is raising and I am de
lighted to be a cosponsor of this 
amendment. But I think we ought to 
make one thing very clear. Is it the un
derstanding of the Senator from New 
Mexico that this is not just a ploy to 
avoid raising grazing fees this year but 
rather a significant question on separa
tion of powers and the rights of the 
U.S. Congress? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I thank my colleague 
for the question. I will say unequivo
cally the answer is this is not a ploy. 
The Domenici-Reid amendment is not 
a ploy to avoid an up-and-down con
frontation, serious debate, committee 
hearings on grazing fees , and their va
lidity in terms of the amount that it be 
raised. The administration 's proposal 
is saying, in the name of grazing fee in
creases, the executive branch will take 
away our power as U.S. Senators to ad
dress a social issue, an agricultural 
issue, a conservation issue, and a life
style issue for our States---the people 
in our States. 

Mr. BENNETT. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield further? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I will be pleased to 
yield. 

Mr. BENNETT. Is it not the Sen
ator's understanding that there will, in 
fact, be an increase in grazing fees to 
take place in fiscal 1994, and that this 
moratorium will in no way prevent a 
hearing on that subject and a proceed
ing on that subject so that those of us 
in the West should not mistake this 
amendment for being a blanket prohi
bition against the increase in grazing 
fees in a logical fashion in the fiscal 
year to come? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. This amendment is 
absolutely clear-not explicitly-but 
patently clear that it only applies to 
rulemaking for the year. Congress is 
free, and the Senate is free and, in fact, 
the Senate is already working on a bill. 
I think the principal cosponsors are on 
the floor. I think the distinguished 
Senator from the State of Colorado, 
Senator CAMPBELL, is here and my 
good friend, Senator WALLOP, is here. 
They already have a bill which will 
change the grazing fees. It has been in
troduced, and there is a lot of support 
for it. But while that bill is pending, 
and while we were thinking and work
ing on it, 4 days after we go on recess, 
the administration sends us this pro
posal of rulemaking which changes the 
whole West. I tell you, the administra
tion's proposal is a pretty tough one 
for us. There is nothing in this amend
ment, however, that says Congress is 
prohibited from doing anything. We 
can go on with our regular business. I 
would assume that would happen. 

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Senator, 
Madam President. I am one who be
lieves that there must be a logical res
olution of the grazing fee issue and 
that inevitably the grazing fees must 
go up. But I commend and thank the 
Senator from New Mexico for his 
amendment because I feel absolutely 
the way the administration has pro
ceeded in this matter is violative of the 
congressional prerogatives. I will sup
port the amendment wholeheartedly 
recognizing that it has really nothing 
to do with the issue of where the graz
ing fees ought to be but simply with 
the issue of where the power ought to 
be. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Madam President, 
first, let me thank my good friend, 
Senator BENNETT, for his questions and 
observations. I do not find myself dis
agreeing. I thank him once again for 
the logic and the way he has handled 
this with me on the floor. I think it has 
made it all make a lot more sense, and 
I appreciate that. 

Let me just take a couple more mo
ments. This is a bipartisan amend
ment. I think you heard the names as 
I read them. I have a list of nine Sen
ators who want to speak. Among those 
are obviously, my cosponsor, the lead 
Senator on a bill which would change 
this by law instead of by regulation. 
They want to speak. I want to let them 
speak. 
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I just want to conclude by putting in 

the RECORD a letter from Western Com
merce Bank which clearly indicates 
that if this is permitted to proceed, 
there will not be any money available 
for operating loans that are made in 
the normal course of business. This let
ter indicates the magnitude of chang
ing the kinds of rights and privileges 
and relationships to the public domain 
are in the everyday life and value of as
sets and resources of a ranch family. 

There are a couple of other letters 
from people who are clearly indicating 
how serious this is going to be. I want 
to put one in from Dana Reed in Albu
querque. People think this is only a 
rural community issue. Albuquerque is 
our largest city, and we have a person 
here who indicates that the effect of 
raising grazing fees will be very, very 
detrimental to some of the community 
in Albuquerque. I would like to print 
that in the RECORD. 

Then we have one from Mr. Griggs in 
Artesia. He sets forth, in some detail, 
all of the businesses that are going to 
be effected related to the ranchers hav
ing less assets, less resources, less to 
spend and which enumerates all the 
businesses in a small town like Artesia, 
NM. 

I ask unanimous consent that those 
letters be printed in the RECORD. 

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

[Memorandum] 
WESTERN COMMERCE BANK, 

August 13, 1993. 
To: Curtis Doyal, FmHA Loan Packager, 
From: Don Kidd, President and CEO. 

With the recent announcement on grazing 
fees by Secretary Babbitt, the following 
guidelines will apply on public ranch loans: 

1. Cash flows will be prepared using the an
nounced $4.70 per head per month fee . 

2. Although appraisal value is not known 
at this time, perhaps a $500.00 per head value 
should be considered for collateral evalua
tion. 

3. Our preference is to not make any more 
loans using public grazing rights as collat
eral until these issues can be resolved. These 
guidelines are to apply to loans now in proc
ess. 

Albuquerque, NM, June 25, 1993. 
Re: Opposition to Grazing Fee Increases. 
Senator PETE DOMENICI, 
Dirksen Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR DOMENICI: I am writing to 
ask you to consider the effects of a grazing 
fee increase. 

I am not directly involved in agriculture; I 
work for a day care center in Albuquerque. 
However, I can easily see how raising the 
grazing fees for ranchers will seriously dam
age the businesses and small e;ommunities 
across our country. 

Our day care ceriter, as well as a majority 
of the businesses in our area, depends heav
ily on the patronage of ranchers or people 
employed in ranching-related businesses. If 
these ranchers are robbed of their money any 
farther by higher fees , they will not survive. 
Without their success, they have no money 
to put back into our businesses and eco
nomic systems. This is going to hurt every-

one-eventually even the people far away 
from it in Washington. 

Please consider what will be best for our 
country as a whole-not just an elite few. 
Our ranching and agriculture industry is and 
always has been the base of our nation. Don't 
let that base be knocked out now. 

Thank you. 
DANA REED 

Artesia, NM, June 25, 1993. 
Opposition to Grazing Fee Increases. 
Senator PETE DOMENICI, 
Dirksen Building, Washington DC. 

DEAR SENATOR DOMENICI: I am writing to 
ask you to consider what the long-term ef
fects of a grazing fee increase will be before 
it is too late. 

A large majority of the ranchers in our 
state, as well as the U.S., depend on public 
lands to graze their animals. These public 
lands have been available since the founding 
of our country. However, now we are facing 
the probability of losing the availability of 
these public lands because the fees to use 
them are on the verge of being raised to out
rageous heights. 

Everyone is going to feel the pains of a 
grazing fee increase. Many people think only 
the rancher who grazes his animals on the 
public lands will be hurt. However, think of 
the chain of custody this animal and the 
money and products from this animal go 
through. There are several links in this 
chain, and all will feel the hit ranchers will 
take with high grazing fees. If ranchers are 
put off the public lands because of high fees, 
many of them will be forced out of ranching. 
This will put ranchhands out of work, there 
are not enough jobs in the U.S. to employ 
these people. Packing plants, feedlots, and 
grocery stores will also be hit hard by a re
duction in the number of ranchers supplying 
beef and lamb. Meat prices will naturally go 
up, but what about the hundreds of by-prod
ucts from cattle and sheep? And the busi
nesses that ranchers put so much of their 
money into-clothing stores, feed & supply 
stores, grocery stores, equipment stores, va
riety stores, schools, doctors, hospitals, en
tertainment. All of these businesses will feel 
the impact of the ranchers being forced to 
pay higher grazing fees. 

I ask you once again to consider what is 
best for our country-because agriculture 
and ranching is and always will remain the 
base of our stability-and not what is sup
posedly best for those people up in Washing
ton using our money for unintended pur
poses. Cut the spending on programs and we 
will not need to hike up fees for people al
ready struggling to make it. 

Thank you, 
WILL HART GRIGGS. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Madam President, 
let me yield the floor for now. I believe 
either Senator REID or Senator CAMP
BELL wants to speak. But let me just 
close again by saying to my fellow Sen
a tors, all of them on both sides, this is 
not the grazing issue of last year. This 
is not the grazing issue that we have 
all been saying let us fix. 

What happened is, this Secretary, 
whom I have great respect for, indi
cated we were going to be altering and 
changing the grazing fees. Lo and be
hold, for some reason, changing grazing 
fees has been modified and engrafted 
upon until now it is a giant that is 
going to change all of the rights and 
privileges of ranching families in the 

public domain with no law-by regula
tion, by policymaking and rule
making-to be ultimately culminated 
in an Executive order. 

So if there are those who do not want 
to support our position because they 
say it is time to change the grazing 
fees, let me tell you, we are all ready 
to sit down in committee and work on 
that. I do not know what we are going 
to agree on, but we are ready to. But 
we need some time to look at all the 
other relationships being changed just 
to see what is going to happen to our 
people. That is why we are here. 

We want Senators who are not in the 
West to know this is a serious problem 
way beyond grazing fee increases. 
Somebody decided to take a giant bite 
out of this apple, not just the grazing 
fees, but in biting that apple, they de
stroy the lifestyle of the West, in par
ticular, the western ranching commu
nity. I do not think the western ranch
ing community needs that. I do not 
think they deserve that. I do not think 
the U.S. Senate, when it finally votes 
tonight, is going to let that happen 
through rulemaking and through Exec
utive order. 

I yield the floor at this time. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

KOHL). The Chair recognize3 the Sen
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
we can call this any kind of an amend
ment you want, but in the last analy
sis, its objective is to keep the Sec
retary of the Interior from raising 
grazing fees. As far as I know, you can 
talk about all the nuances and all the 
different problems as to why this is not 
that and that this is just a conflict be
tween who is going to have the power, 
but I have always learned around here 
that if it looks like a fish, if it smells 
like a fish, and if it swims like a fish, 
it is a fish. 

This is an effort to roll back the ef
fort of the Secretary of the Interior to 
adjust grazing fees. I oppose that 
amendment. I have opposed that 
amendment over a period of years, and 
I feel that it is time for us to deal with 
the realities. 

Each year we have heard the same 
arguments and complaints against 
rangeland reform: A fee increase will 
run livestock operators out of business; 
raising grazing fees threatens the fiber 
of rural America; Washington does not 
understand the cowboy ranch~r. 

Of course, the real message is: Leave 
the rancher alone; the politicians in 
Washington should mind their own 
business. 

Well, we are minding our own busi
ness. This is our business. This is a way 
we are subsidizing too many ranchers 
throughout this country with the Fed
eral taxpayers' dollars. Frankly, the 
arguments supporting the position of 
the Senator from New Mexico, in this 
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Senator's opinion, are not very persua
sive. We lose money every year running 
a Federal grazing program on lands 
that belong to each and every taxpayer 
in the country. 

I hear the very same people who are 
coauthors of this amendment, the very 
same names-look at them; I am not 
going to read them out loud, but look 
at them-they are the very same peo
ple who fight the hardest for a bal
anced budget constitutional amend
ment, who talk about Government not 
being responsible, who say that Gov
ernment spends too much and does not 
take in enough. But they are the same 
people who come to the floor regularly, 
and every one of them who are listed 
on this as cosponsors, I think almost 
with no exception, fall into that cat
egory, Democrats and Republicans 
alike-mostly Republicans, I may say
cosponsors of this amendment. 

In recent years, we spent $73 million 
running the Federal grazing program
$73 million to rtin it. And what did we 
take in? Twenty-seven million dollars. 

So it cost us $46 million-and I say 
"us" meaning the taxpayers of this 
country-to let Federal lands be used 
for grazing. 

You would think that if we permitted 
thousands upon thousands of acres of 
Federal land to be used for grazing, at 
least there would be some income to 
the Federal Government. Oh, no. This 
is a great program. We take in $27 mil
lion and we spend $73 million running 
the program. 

Now, some of my colleagues would 
ask you to believe that this program 
serves only the poorest of livestock op
erators in the United States. That is 
not the fact. That is not true. My au
thority for that statement is the GAO. 

A GAO report released last spring 
noted that just 6 percent of those hold
ing grazing permits control almost half 
the animals allowed to graze on Forest 
Service lands. And last year, the GAO 
found similar concentrations for land 
under the BLM's grazing program. 
Some of the largest permittees in the 
Federal grazing program are also some 
of the wealthiest individuals in the 
United States, with names like Hunt 
and Getty and Packard. In fact, the 
man who supplies McDonald's with 
nearly half of their french fries is one 
of the largest permit holders in the 
Federal grazing program. And as far as 
I know, the last time I checked, 
McDonald's did not need any Federal 
subsidy, directly or indirectly; they 
were doing quite well selling their 
french fries at a very substantial price 
as compared to cost. 

What do we charg·e the french fry 
supplier to graze his cattle? Roughly 
one-fifth the market rate charged 
ranchers on private lands. 

Now, of course, that farmer was not 
alone. Members of the Fortune 500, in
cluding oil, gas, and life insurance 
companies, all received the discounted 

rate. They are all in the Federal graz
ing business, and yet we cannot bring 
ourselves to raise grazing fees one 
dime. Today we are offered an argu
ment that this is not really an issue 
about grazing fees; this is an issue 
about where the power lies, where the 
decisionmaking lies, or that we have 
not been able to get through an amend
ment in this Chamber. 

I commend the Secretary of the Inte
rior for having the courage to move 
forward on this issue. It took some 
courage to do so, because he knew 
there was substantial opposition to it. 
But he stood his ground and did what 
he thought was right, and he is a west
erner, not an easterner. 

Our colleagues in the House have 
been passing fee increases for years, 
only to meet a wall of opposition when 
it went to conference. No wonder. Is it 
any wonder that the American people 
complain about gridlock, that the 
American people think we in Congress 
cannot get anything done, we in Con
gress are here to block the administra
tion when it tries to achieve an objec
tive, moving in the direction of provid
ing more equity and balance with re
spect to grazing fees, providing some 
balance so that the U.S. Government 
does not have to subsidize the right of 
others to use Federal lands to graze 
their cattle. 

Here is a program that serves only 3 . 
percent, only 3 percent, of all livestock 
operations in the United States, ac
cording to the GAO, and we cannot sup
port a modest increase in the fee struc
ture as proposed by the Secretary of 
the Interior. 

Let me reemphasize that. Three per
cent of livestock operators use public 
lands, and of that 3 percent an ex
tremely wealthy minority control 
nearly half of the grazing rights. 

Moreover, to add insult to injury, we 
read one GAO report after another 
which documents how Federal range
lands have been degraded due to over
grazing by livestock. 

So not only do we cost the American 
taxpayers millions of dollars in order 
to permit the lands to be used by pri
vate operators for grazing purposes, 
and we lose money on it, almost $50 
million a year, but we wind up degrad
ing those rangelands as well. 

We fail to supervise our own tenants. 
We let them use those lands in order to 
graze their cattle, and there is no limi
tation. This is no way to treat the nat
ural resources owned by the taxpayers 
of the United States. 

I was so pleased to see that the Sec
retary of the Interior started to ad
dress this issue last spring. Secretary 
Babbitt held field hearings and town 
meetings in the Western States where 
there are significant grazing activities. 
He listened to testimony from ranch
ers, environmentalists, economists, 
and State officials and collected over 
1,300 written comments. 

From these meetings and comments, 
the Secretary developed a regulatory 
proposal that focuses on the condition 
of the Federal rangeland and calls for a 
modest increase in the Federal grazing 
fee. 

The Secretary based his proposal to 
increase the fee on several factors. The 
fee should be based upon fair market 
value and comparable fees paid for 
leasing private lands. The fee should 
provide for a fair return to the public 
but should not cause significant impact 
to the stability of the western live
stock industry. And, finally, the fee 
should recover a reasonable amount of 
the Government's administrative costs. 

Just think of it. All he is asking is to 
recover a reasonable portion of the 
Government's administrative costs, 
not even expecting to recover all of the 
costs in administering this program. 

Although the fee in the Secretary's 
proposal may not match the fees 
charged by private landowners, it goes 
a long way toward making this pro
gram more self-sufficient and, perhaps 
more importantly, the Secretary has 
devoted considerable attention to the 
condition of the rangelands. 

The GAO has been warning us for 
years that we need to address the 
health of rangeland ecosystems. If we 
are going to heed these warnings, we 
need to implement the rangeland re
forms which the Secretary has pro
posed, and yet the Senator from New 
Mexico wants to handcuff the adminis
tration's efforts in moving ahead with 
its reform agenda. His amendment will 
stop the reform proposal dead in its 
tracks. 

The Senator from Utah suggests that 
really this has to do with more of a 
power struggle between whether or not 
you can do this through the power of 
the administration and by administra
tive order or whether or not Congress 
is going to be called upon to make a de
cision. But when all is said and done, 
when it looks like a cow, moos like a 
cow, and gives milk like a cow, it is a 
cow. This is a cow. This is a cow that 
provides support to those who are the 
ranchers in this country who are get
ting direct subsidy from the U.S. Gov
ernment. 

I ask my colleagues, look at the 
names of the people who are cosponsors 
of this amendment. Every single one of 
them-I have not checked it, but I 
would guess every single one of them is 
the supporter of the so-called balanced 
budget constitutional amendment. Do 
not worry about a balanced constitu
tional amendment. Let us reject this 
effort out of hand because the effort of 
the Secretary is to move closer to a 
balanced budget to provide some eq
uity. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Might I ask the Sen
ator a question? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Not at this 
point, please. 

The proposal of the Senator from 
New Mexico would provide no increase 
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in fees, no improvement in the protec
tion of Federal rangelands. It would 
just say let us maintain the status quo. 

When the people of this country 
voted last November, they voted for a 
little more than the continuance of the 
status quo. They voted for changes. 
And one of the promises that President 
Clinton made was that taxpayers would 
be treated fairly when it came to the 
use of natural resources on Federal 
lands. 

Secretary Babbitt's proposal rep
resents an honest attempt to imple
ment sound policy and change. This 
amendment only serves as a roadblock 
in the path of that change. The tax
payers of this country deserve better. I 
encourage my colleagues to reject this 
amendment. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. I yield the floor. 
Several Sena tors addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Idaho. 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I rise in 

favor of the amendment this afternoon 
and associate myself with the remarks 
of the Senator from New Mexico, who 
is the author of the second-degree 
amendment and the primary amend
ment. 

I think he has said very clearly how 
important these kinds of significant 
approaches toward changing public pol
icy on western grazing lands are, not 
only to the Nation but, most impor
tantly, to the Western States that are 
directly involved in these proposed 
changes. 

The Senator from Ohio this after
noon has suggested that for those of us 
who support a balanced budget amend
ment to the Constitution, somehow 
this is an inconsistency. Let me sug
gest to you there is no inconsistency 
here, for not only do we support lim
ited Government, we support a Govern
ment that is responsible in the man
agement of its natural resources, that 
is interested in the promotion of the 
economy instead of the destruction of 
an economy. 

A couple of years ago it was proposed 
on this floor and by another adminis
tration that we would raise fees for the 
necessary certification of mmmg 
claims. We did that with the idea that 
it would raise all kinds of revenue for 
the public and for the general Treasury 
of this country. 

The reports are now in. As of last 
month those fees were raised. Those 
claims are down by better than 50 per
cent and the revenues will have 
dropped precipitately to this Govern
ment because what the Senator from 
Ohio and others fail to recognize is 
that there is a marketplace relation-

ship to the value of a given natural re
source. 

So for a few moments this afternoon 
I would like to debate the issue of what 
is the value of a public grazing fee, how 
does it work in the marketplace, and 
what has the Secretary of the Interior 
proposed. 

I argue that many of the facts he has 
used in the report that is now being 
touted across the country as the 
Rangeland Reform of 1994 are facts 
without basis. If a fact is without a 
substance or a basis, is it in fact a fac
tor or is it simply reaching out and 
grabbing a figure that tends to serve 
another purpose? . 

I tend to argue this afternoon that 
some of the figures the Secretary of 
the Interior has come forward with as 
a proposed increase in grazing fees over 
a 3-year period of up to $4.28 an animal 
unit month, that somehow they have 
reached out in the air and grabbed 
those figures and in so doing are truly 
threatening the very economy of west
ern public land grazing, as has been 
mentioned. 

I have and I would like to submit for 
the RECORD a letter to the Bureau of 
Land Management from four college 
professors, experts in range manage
ment and ecosystems management 
from Colorado, New Mexico, the Uni
versity of Wyoming, and the University 
of Idaho. The reason this letter is im
portant is because they argue with Mi
chael Penfold, the Assistant Director 
for Land and Renewable Resources, 
who was an integral part in putting the 
Secretary's proposal together, that he 
has, in fact, misused their figures and 
that, taking their figures out of con
text, as does this report of rangeland 
reform, he argues entirely in the oppo
site direction than what they argued in 
their studies and what they found out 
to be facts as it relates to the value of 
western grazing. 

In fact, they argue that the assump
tions he has made and that the Sec
retary has followed are the total re
verse of their findings. And they go on 
to say: 

In fact , the cost comparison for Forest 
Service grazing and all sheep allotments re
sulted in negative forage values. 

In other words, when you compared 
all of the costs that a grazer had to ex
perience and pay the current fee, that, 
in fact, he was paying substantially 
more than it was worth in the sense of 
private versus public grazing. 

And what the Secretary of the Interi
or's people did was take the issue and 
turn it around, and then quote this 
study, a study made by these four gen
tleman known as the Grazing Fee Task 
Group Report and argue in the oppo
site. 

This letter that I want to submit for 
the RECORD shows that these gen
tleman are not only upset but they are 
suggesting just exactly what I said, 
that, in fact , the figures have been mis-

used to prove a point and to make a 
different argument that my colleague 
from New Mexico mentioned as a much 
broader argument than the one that is 
being proposed by the Senator from 
Ohio that this is just a grazing fee 
issue. 

Let me carry that discussion a little 
further. It is not just a grazing fee 
issue, for in the Rangeland Reform 1994 
proposal by Secretary Babbitt are a va
riety of other issues. For example, ex
panding the citizen participation proc
ess in range management, eliminating 
grazing fee advisory boards and district 
advisory boards, to begin Federal own
ership of all future and permanent im
provements, improvements today that 
are recognized as private, for the BLM 
to file for and hold sole title to water 
rights associated with future land man
agement improvements. All of those 
items fall in front of the issue of graz
ing fees. 

So is it just a grazing fee issue, or is 
it a sweeping mandate for change in 
the management of our public lands? I 
suggest it is the latter. Those are the 
facts of the report. 

Now let me give you something for 
the RECORD that is extremely disturb
ing. I will submit for the RECORD an in
ternal memo from the Department of 
the Interior, an internal memo to Sec
retary Bruce Babbitt and to his Direc
tor of BLM, Jim Baca. Here is what the 
memo says: 

A shift in the Administration's approach 
to mining and grazing revenues was the most 
visible sign of backsliding on the budget. 
Part of our role this summer is to help them 
get back on track- to give them a clear vic
tory in this area. For that reason, we do not 
think we should release-

Then they talk about draft regula
tions and a variety of options about 
fees. Here is what they say that is most 
important: 

We realize you want to use price increases 
as a straw man to draw attention from man
agement issues. 

Let me repeat that. The internal 
memo, the decisionmaking memo in
side the Department of the Interior 
said just exactly what many of us are 
saying, that fee increases are nothing 
but straw men. No, the Senator from 
Ohio, they are not fish, and they are 
not cows. They are, by the words of the 
Department of the Interior, a smoke
screen to get to the real issues. And 
the real issues are to eliminate the ad
visory boards, to change the district 
advisory councils, to take pri -.1 n. te prop
erty and to call it permanent of t he 
Federal Government, and t o t ake away 
water rights that are associated with 
grazing fees, and to give greater levels 
of public participation in overall deci
si.onmaking, opening the door for ev
eryone, in essence, who wants to sec
ond-guess the scientists that are our 
range management experts. 

That is what the internal memo says. 
I will submit that for the RECORD so 
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that now we can see the internal think
ing of this new Department of the Inte
rior. 

Let us go back. Now they talk about 
how do you get it done. They talk 
about strategy. They say, well, we have 
got to leak certain things to the 
pres&--and I quote-We can do this 
through leaks to the press so that it 
can be created in the image we want 
created. 

It sounds to me like there is an ul te
rior motive. That is tragic if that is 
the case because that is why we have 
an Energy and Natural Resources Com
mittee in the Senate and an Interior 
Committee in the House, to look at 
public policy, to look at all of the nu
ances of a public policy, to see what 
kind of impact it will have on these 
kinds of issues. 

Let me quote another couple of 
areas, because we heard the Senator 
from Ohio use that old, age-worn argu
ment that range conditions are the 
worst ever and that somehow we have 
to change management, we have to 
change fees, and if we do that, we will 
improve the conditions of the range. 

Well, let me quote another internal 
memo, called "Grazing Policy Commu
nications Plan, Interior Office of Com
munications, 6/23/93." 

These are their own words. Let us 
talk riparian zones. "Our own statis
tics can be used to show that the range 
is in better shape than at any point in 
this century.'' That is the internal 
memo of the Department of the Inte
rior, BLM-that it is in better shape 
than at any time in this century. 

So they go on to say that, with that 
in mind, "We must make deliberate 
and public attempts to prove how bad 
conditions are in other riparian areas." 

Let me repeat. In other words, it is 
called "bait and switch." The condi
tions are good enough and everybody 
knows it. We have to go out and find 
the worst possible ones and show those 
to the media and show those to the 
public press and, in that way, we will 
begin to change attitudes and inter
ests, and we will, therefore, be able to 
change the policy at hand. 

Well, Mr. President, I could go on and 
on. Many others wish to debate this 
issue and point out other things that 
are important to all of us. There are a 
variety of other documents I would 
like to submit for the RECORD, and I 
will do that in a bundle with those 
most important internal documents. 

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

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

GRAZING POLICY COMMUNICATIONS PLAN 
INTERIOR OFFICE OF COMMUNICATIONS 

I. GENERAL APPROACH 

Project goal: 
The following are the goals for the commu

nications strategy, which should last 
through the summer. 

Introduce the new regulations into a West
ern environment that is somewhat receptive, 
and 

Manage the first public comments so the 
regulations are perceived to be fair and in 
the long-term interest of the region. 
Ultimate story lead: 

We'd like stories and editorials to focus on 
the following points: 

The new regulations show real balance: 
they call for greater protection of the land, 
but don't lead to excessive regulation or 
monitoring problems. 

They recognize that many things are best 
done on the local level: riparian zone regula
tions are run out of Washington, but herd 
size will be determined at the local level. 
Local control has therefore been given when 
necessary. 

The fee increases are not so bad, and are 
far below what many opponents said they 
would be. 

They bring better participation to the 
process and help avoid past problems in graz
ing committees by shifting towards the For
est Service model. 

II. STEPS PRIOR TO RELEASE OF REGULATIONS 

Specific goals: 
Prior to the release, we should consider 

steps to adjust expectations in the following 
areas. 

Riparian Zones. Our own statistics can be 
used to show the range is in better shape 
than at any point in this century. With that 
in mind, we must make deliberate and public 
attempts to prove how bad the conditions 
are in many riparian zones. 

Grazing Committees/Multiple Use Commit
tees. We shouldhighlight the difference be
tween the Forest Service model and the BLM 
model. We may also want to prove to West
erners that the grazing committees have 
often abused their power and need to be re
formed to allow the West to be more produc
tive. 
Tactics: 

Early July-Series of Bob Armstrong and 
Jim Baca one-on-one interviews with west
ern reporters focusing on grazing committee 
structural problems and riparian zone issues. 
Done from Washington or on the road. 

Early July-Begin letting reporters know 
we are shifting away from the incentive
based approach to range management. The 
positive spin is that we heard during the 
hearings that this might not work and might 
require too much management: Secretary 
Babbitt is listening. 

July 9-Western field meeting and tour fo
cusing on the need for riparian zone protec
tion. There can be public participation, but 
the majority of the activities must under
score riparian protection. This is more of a 
media event than the four previous hear
ings-we don't need to accommodate hun
dreds of people. 

Late July-Hold a Western field hearing on 
the difference between different models for 
supervising committees affiliated with both 
the USFS and BLM. This would allow com
mittee members to comment on the 
strengths and weaknesses of each system. It 
will pave the way for a major change in com
mittees. 

Mid-July-Congressional hearing on prob
lems in the grazing committees-abuse of 
power and funds. We would need to request 
this very soon. 

Mid-July-Secretary Babbitt, Lyons, Arm
strong, Robertson and Baca op-eds focus on 
two main substantive issues: management of 
riparian zones and herd size. 

Mid-July-Conference call press con
ferences with Secretary Babbitt, focusing on 
grazing issues. 

Late July-Briefing for Members of the 
House and Senate on the general approach. 

Late July-Announce dates and locations 
for the hearings where the public will be al
lowed to comment on the draft regulations. 
By releasing this date before hand, we show 
that the process is still fluid and that people 
will still have a chance to weigh in. This 
may help to soften some opposition. 

Late July-External affairs arranges brief
ing for cowboys and environmental groups 
on the general direction for changes in graz
ing policy. 

III. STEPS DURING WEEK WHEN REGULATIONS 
. ARE RELEASED 

Goals: 
Recognizing that the first impression often 

sticks, the primary goals for this period are 
to: 

Make sure our friends (and others) hear 
about the release prior to reading about it in 
the paper; 

Make sure our friends know what to say if 
they are interested in supporting our efforts; 
and 

Make sure editorial writers and others 
have the information they need to write fa
vorable stories right away. 
Tactics: 

Prior to-Send FedEx packages to editorial 
writers so they have full information about 
the regs on the day of release. Included are 
press release, fact sheet, and supportive ana
lytical documents. 

Day of-Morning briefing for Senators and 
Members of Congress. 

Day of-Mid-morning, pre-press conference 
briefing for environmental groups. 

Day of-Late morning news conference on 
the day of the announcement. 

Day of-Babbitt, Lyons, Armstrong and 
Baca do telephone interviews with editorial 
writers in the West. 

Day after-Babbitt does one or two day 
road show to raise the flag for the new regs. 
Once done, his participation in this process 
is concluded. 

IV. POST RELEASE 

Hold public hearings to receive substantive 
comment on the new regulations. These may 
need to be held where there have been suc
cessful management efforts in riparian 
zones-we want some locals who will be 
vocal in their support of these proposals. 

External affairs manages receipt of public 
comment at the outset only; responsibility 
then transfers entirely to BLM. 

[From the Idaho Statesman] 
GRAZING PLAN WILL BANKRUPT THE WEST 

The Idaho Statesman's Aug. 10 editorial 
that seems to endorse the Clinton-Babbitt 
grazing fee proposal does not fully address 
this critical issue. 

The livestock industry supports a statu
tory solution to this issue. We have proposed 
more than a 30 percent increase in our own 
grazing fee. 

The livestock industry's proposal starts 
with the private lease rate and adjusts for 
the significant costs of doing business on fed
eral lands and their lower productivity. 

The 230 percent increase in Bruce Babbitt's 
proposal will decimate the sheep industry 
and severely curtail the cattle industry in 
the West. The Clinton-Babbitt proposal 
would yield less money to the federal govern
ment and Idaho because of lost taxes and 
jobs. 

Our proposal lends stability to the rural 
economy, where the Babbitt-Clinton pro
posal will cause significant decreases in 
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rural jobs and infrastructure. This action 
from a president who was elected on "the 
economy, stupid" and the promise of help
ing, not hurting, rural communities. 

The Clinton proposal also. moves the estab
lishment of management guidelines out of 
the hands of the local resource managers and 
local public input process and moves it to 
Washington. 

I agree with both Secretary Babbitt and 
The Statesman that we want to continue to 
improve the range. In the most current as
sessment by the Interior Department, Bu
reau of Land Management lands were shown 
to be in the best condition of this century, 
with the trend on over 87 percent of these 
lands in stable or improving conditions. We 
in Idaho are aware of the substantial in
crease in wildlife numbers since 1960, which 
attest to the improving range conditions. 

Environmentally, the most negative effect 
of pricing ranchers off the public lands is 
that it will force the ranchers out of business 
and they will therefore sell their private 
lands. I do not think that Idahoans want 
more mini-ranchettes and subdivisions in the 
place of the ranches that now exist. 

These are just a few of the reasons that we 
feel The Statesman should re-examine its en
dorsement of the Babbitt proposal, and in
stead endorse the Campbell-Wallop Bill as 
supported by our entire congressional dele
gation. 

To: Secretary Babbitt, Tom Collier, Jim 
Baca 

From: Kevin Sweeney, Lucia Wyman 
Date: June 23, 1993 
Re: Grazing Issues-One Disagreement, One 

Suggestion 
1. Let's Not Issue Draft Regs with a Range 

of Possible Fees.-A shift in the Administra
tion's approach to mining and grazing reve
nues was the most visible sign of backsliding 
on the budget. Part of our role this summer 
is to help them get back on track-to give 
them a clear victory in this area. For that 
reason, we do not think we should release 
draft regulations which have a range of pos
sible fees. That might make it seem as if the 
Administration is unwilling to take the heat 
and it might drag the issue out over a much 
longer period. We can help the Administra
tion look decisive. 

We realize you want to use price increases 
as a straw man to draw attention from man
agement issues. But there are other ways 
this might be done. 

There are already people out there who are 
raising the specter of $8 and $12 AUMs. Oth
ers are raising expectations for us; we may 
not need to do this on our own. 

We could also begin to talk about a range 
of possible fees during the month of July. We 
can do this through leaks, press releases, op
eds, whatever. But we would keep this period 
of uncertainty limited-so that the Adminis
tration's position gets clear fairly soon. 

2. We Need to Sell These Regs-in Ad
vance.-We've not yet done enough to sell 
the public and media on what will be coming 
out in the regs. We should work to justify 
what is in the regs before they actually come 
out. 

There are two major changes which will 
come out in the regs, and we should con
struct a few events that help us justify those 
changes. 

Riparian Protection. We should have one 
or two field trips to focus on riparian zone 
protection. One is tentatively scheduled for 
Arizona on July 9-depending on DeConcini's 
schedule . If he can't make it, we should still 
do the event, though we needn't do it in Ari
zona. 

Grazing Committees. We may want to have 
one public meeting in the West where we 
have a panel of people who sit on grazing 
committees and multiple use commit.tees 
talking about how their operations work. 
The goal would be to have the strengths and 
weaknesses of the various systems surface. 

3. Attachment.-Attached, FYI, is a draft 
communications plan for the grazing regs. 
We think it shows we're not relying solely on 
you to push these regs. 

COLORADO ST A TE UNIVERSITY, DE
PARTMENT OF RANGELAND, ECO
SYSTEM SCIENCE, 

Fort Collins, CO, August 27, 1993. 
MICHAEL J. PENFOLD, 
Assistant Director, Land and Renewable Re

sources, U.S. Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Land Management, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR MIKE: As the outside (University) au
thors of the Grazing Fee Task Group Report 
(GFTG) we read with interest Rangeland Re
form '94. We were especially interested in the 
reference to the GFTG Report and the sup
port our analysis lends to the fee proposal. 
We agree with the interpretation of our 
study findings but feel the brief synopsis pro
vided in Rangeland Reform '94 does not ex
plain or even mention one of the major con
cerns highlighted in our report. As we sum
marized in the Executive Summary of our re
port (Incentive-Based Grazing Fee System, 
Part I, pp. i-ii): 

"The government is not collecting the full 
market value for grazing public lands, but 
ranchers are paying full value through the 
current fee, non-fee grazing costs, and in
vestments in grazing permits. Past grazing 
fee policy has contributed to the value of 
grazing permits and current ranchers have 
paid this cost. Some of the value for public 
land grazing has been capitalized into the 
value of public land ranches and is bought 
and sold in the ranch real estate market. 
Legal precedent says permit value need not 
be considered in setting grazing fee policy, 
but the allocation of permit value remains a 
central issue in the grazing fee debate. 

There is a strong theoretical linkage be
tween grazing fees and permit value. As fees 
go up, permit values should erode and wealth 
will be transferred from ranchers to the gov
ernment. This is the dilemma that policy 
makers face. The GFTG does not imply that 
this transfer is right or wrong, but the con
cern about the fairness of reallocating 
wealth is obvious." 

Our assessment that the value of public 
land grazing was worth between $3 and $5 per 
AUM relied heavily on what ranchers have 
paid to purchase grazing permits. In most in
stances, a total cost comparison between pri
vate and public leases did not support the $3 
to $5/AUM recommendation. In fact, the cost 
comparison for Forest Service and all sheep 
allotments ,resulted in negative forage val
ues. In many cases, ranchers are paying 
more to graze public lands because of the 
lack of alternatives and/or the complemen
tary between their deeded lands and associ
ated federal permits. Utilizing the permit 
value approach allowed us to quantify some 
of these intrinsic values associated with the 
use of public lands. 

The allocation of permit value is a key 
issue to be addressed in setting grazing fee 
policy. By proposing a base value of $3.96/ 
AUM the implication is that the value of 
public land grazing permits belongs to the 
government and will be reallocated from 
ranchers to the government. We feel it is im- . 
portant that those setting grazing fee policy, 

and the general public, realize that a re
allocation of value will result from higher 
grazing fees. 

We hope that as federal grazing fees are de
bated, recognition will be given to the per
mit value issue. We do not take a position as 
to who is entitled to permit value . Ranchers 
took a risk that policies might change when 
buying the grazing permit. We point out, 
however, that public land ranchers are pay
ing full market value for grazing public 
lands when higher non-fee grazing costs and 
investments in grazing permits are consid
ered. The issue is whether recognition should 
be given to the investment cost current hold
ers of grazing permits have. To exclude this 
point from the proposed policy statement 
and from the synopsis of what we found is 
misleading. 

Sincerely, 
E.T. BARTLETT, 
L. ALLEN TORELL, 
NEIL RIMBEY, 
LARRY VAN TASSELL. 

Mr. CRAIG. I do believe that this in
ternal packet of communiques inside 
the Department of the Interior clearly 
demonstrate where this administration 
wants to go-that grazing fees are but · 
strawmen, if you will, toward the much 
larger issue of management and how 
those public lands are managed. And 
because a majority of the U.S. Con
gress has said we believe the public 
lands are being managed well now 
under current public policy, and we did 
not want to change those, this admin
istration is saying that we will do it 
our way through an Executive order. 
We will bypass the Congress of the 
United States; we will bypass the ap
propriate committees; we will bypass a 
200-year-old process of forming public 
policy, and we will do it through execu
tive fiat. And we will do that in a way 
that creates the image we want created 
instead of the facts at hand -the facts 
at hand that our range conditions are 
better than they have been in century, 
and that is not by accident. 

That comes as a result of public pol
icy over the last 20 years, created by 
this Congress, that have much im
proved the conditions of our lands, and 
that caused our public grazers to work 
with those public land management 
agencies as cooperating stewards of a 
land that they recognize as not just 
their lifeblood for their farms, ranches, 
families, communities, and the States 
they reside in, but that they are public 
lands, and that they have a responsibil
ity to manage them wisely and in a 
way that will perpetuate them and the 
value of those lands on into the future, 
not just for their financial well-being, 
but for the good of a society and a Na
tion. 

That is why we have the quality of 
public lands we have today, Mr. Presi
dent. That is why I think this Senate 
and this Congress can stand proud in 
the policies that are on the books 
today. 

I also associate myself with the re
marks of the Senator from Utah, that 
grazing fees will be looked at; that the 
Senator from Colorado and the Senawr 
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from Wyoming in the introduction of a 
change in grazing fees, did the right 
thing. They worked with the grazing 
industry of this Nation. They took in 
the kind of information from this spe
cial task force study group, brought 
about by Western States' universities 
where the experts in range land science 
exists; and from that, we found what 
the values were and have proposed a 
change in the law. And we are doing it 
in the way that our system is supposed 
to work, not through secret memo, not 
through the method of bait and switch, 
not by creating a subterfuge, not by 
creating strawmen, but by being right 
straightforward and saying: Here are 
the situations, here are the interests 
involved, and here is the public policy 
that this Congress wants to perpetuate. 

That is why this amendment is so 
important, so that we can arrive at a 
moratorium where those Western State 
Senators, and others interested, can sit 
down with this administration and 
work out a reasonable approach that 
all can live with, that is sound, respon
sible public policy, consistent with the 
findings of the task force involved over 
the last several months and, more im
portantly, consistent in maintaining 
the economies of the West and small 
town communities that are so reliant 
on public lands, and that will perpet
uate the wise and responsible use of 
those public resources. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. In an effort to expedite 
this bill, I wonder if we can have an 
idea from those Senators who have 
been waiting a long period of time as to 
how much time they want, and we will 
try to come up with an order so that 
Senators who have other things to do 
could have that done. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. I will need 10 min
utes. 

Mr. REID. I have over here Senator 
WALLOP. 

Mr. WALLOP. I will take 10 minutes 
and probably yield back some of that. 

Mr. REID. Senator McCAIN was here. 
He indicated he wanted 10 minutes. We 
will put him in this order. 

Senator KEMPTHORNE. 
Mr. KEMPTHORNE. I will ask for 10 

minutes, and I will probably yield back 
some. 

Mr. REID. Senator BENNETT. He 
wanted 10 minutes. 

Senator GORTON. 
Mr. GORTON. Five minutes. 
Mr. REID. Senator BURNS. 
Mr. BURNS. I hope I could use 10 

minutes and probably yield back part 
of that. 

Mr. REID. I wonder if we could, in an 
effort to expedite this, have Senator 
CAMPBELL recognized for 10 minutes, 
Senator DECONCINI for 10 minutes; after 
we hear from Senator WALLOP, then 
DECONCINI; then Senator MCCAIN for 10 

minute&--he is not here on the floor 
now; Senator GORTON for 5 minutes, 
Senator KEMPTHORNE for 10 minutes, 
and I am sure there will be other Sen
ators wishing to come, and we will 
work out the rest of the time. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that that be the order of speakers dur
ing this phase of this bill. 

Mr. WALLOP. Reserving the right to 
object, and I shall not object. I will 
yield back some of mine. It is my hope 
that others of us do as well. I would 
like to get to a vote on this evening. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Reserving the right 
to object. It is clearly understood that 
this is just a current list. We are not 
cutting anybody out. We are just going 
to put some order into this. 

Mr. REID. Yes. There are other peo
ple who wish to speak, but there would 
be some order so that people are not 
here jockeying to get the floor. I enter 
that unanimous-consent request. 

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

The Senator from Colorado is recog
nized. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the Domenici amend
ment. The amendment is absolutely 
necessary if we who represent public 
lands States are to protect an impor
tant way of life-a way of life that is 
being threatened by an administrative 
proposal that resembles a bureaucratic 
locomotive bearing down on ranchers 
who are bound to our Federal lands. 

The amendment would place a mora
torium on the issuance of regulations 
by the Department of the Interior for 
the next fiscal year. This amendment 
is necessary not only to stop the imple
mentation of regulations that will lit
erally destroy many rural western 
communities, but also to give Congress 
an opportunity to discuss this issue 
with the administration. The Depart
ment must consult with Congress be
fore it raises grazing fees and makes 
other unprecedented changes in the 
Government's grazing program. 

Congress has never been left out of 
the decision making process to such a 
degree before. In fact, when the current 
grazing fee formula was administra
tively enacted, the Reagan administra
tion worked with congressional leaders 
to develop a well thought out fee for
mula. Only when those meetings failed 
did the administration move forward 
unilaterally to increase fees. 

Congressional leaders who represent 
Western States have announced that 
they are prepared to increase grazing 
fees and are prepared to work coopera
tively with the administration. That 
was my pledge when President Clinton 
was unfairly criticized by environ
mentalists for dropping a grazing fee 
increase from his budget proposal. 

In fact, I and many of my colleagues 
have introduced a bill to help keep our 
end of the bargain, a bill that would in
crease grazing fees about 25 percent in 

the first year and could raise fees an 
additional 25 percent each year there
after. The administration's proposal 
goes far beyond that significant in
crease. In the first year, the adminis
tration has proposed a 50-percent in
crease and by the third year, grazing 
fees would be increased by 130 percent. 

The average rate of return in the 
livestock industry is 21/2 percent. After 
factoring in a number of conditions re
lated to grazing and calving on public 
and private lands, the administration's 
proposed fee increases equals a reduc
tion in gross receipts of 4 percent. This 
result will end grazing on public lands. 

The bill ought to be considered prior 
to the implementation of these admin
istrative reforms. The bill replaces the 
Public Rangeland Improvement Act 
[PRIA] formula with a new Federal for
age fee formula. This formula is based 
on the premise that the western public 
lands grazing permittee should pay the 
fair value of the forage received from 
Federal lands. 

There are two key objectives to de
termining the formula for a forage 
value-based grazing fee: The first is 
identification of the value of the grass, 
or forage, as a percentage of the pri
vate land lease rate. The second con
cerns an adjustment which reflects the 
lower returns derived from Federal 
lands compared to private lands, as 
well as the additional costs of doing 
business on Federal lands compared to 
private lands. 

In short, the Federal forage fee for
mula is based on the private forage 
market while reflecting the higher 
operational costs and lower returns de
rived from Federal lands. As a result, 
this formula would promote similar 
economic opportunity between Federal 
land and private land livestock produc
ers. 

Ranchers are the family farmers of 
the West. The establishment of a fair 
and equitable grazing fee formula is 
necessary to ensure their survival. It 
may sound redundant, but it is no lie 
that ranching remains a key compo
nent in the rural western economy. 
Every $1 a rancher spends yields $5 in 
economic activity throughout the 
West. Not only does this add billions to 
the Nation's economy, in much of the 
West, it is the single largest source of 
economic activity and tax revenue. 

Every western ranching job creates 
as many as four jobs on Main Street. If 
ranchers go under, so will the tractor, 
truck and automobile dealers, the gas, 
grocery and feed store owners, the vet
erinarians, doctors and dentists, and 
many others who make up the commer
cial and social fabric of rural western 
towns. 

A fee that is not based on sound 
science and careful study will desta
bilize the entire livestock industry and 
the rural western economic infrastruc
ture it supports. If Congress and the 
administration want livestock grazing 
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on Federal lands, and the billions of 
dollars in economic activity it rep
resents, it must consider the Federal 
Forage Fee Formula Act that has been 
introduced. 

A recent study released by 
Pepperdine University adds dramatic 
credibility to our legislation. The 
study, entitled "Montana Ranches 
Using Federal and Non-Federal Grazing 
Forage" provides solid, empirical data 
backing up our new grazing fee pro
posal. The study is the most exhaustive 
analysis of western ranching yet. It 
evaluated confidential bank records, 
loan files, operating records, and ac
tual sales records. It provides a power
ful answer to this question: Who has 
the advantage, the western Federal 
land rancher or his private land neigh
bor? The results were astounding. 

This study paints a statistical pic
ture of two types of ranches-one ranch 
has private rangelands and the other is 
dependent on Federal lands. For the 
Federal lands rancher, the cost of 
doing business with the Government is 
high. For every $1 that his neighbor, 
the private land rancher, pockets at 
the end of the year, the Federal land 
rancher gets only 66 cents. The 
Pepperdine study shows that for the 
public lands rancher, expenses are in
herently higher and productivity is 
less. 

The study shows more. In the past 20 
years, a generation of time, the Fed
eral land rancher has suffered a loss of 
ranch value equal to $350 for every unit 
of production he owns. This means, if a 
rancher can graze 100 cows on his Fed
eral lands ranch, his loss in ranch 
value has been $35,000 over the last two 
decades. Contrast this with his neigh
bor who has 100 cows on private land. 
In the same 20-year time frame, his 100-
cow ranch has increased in value by 
$80,000. Make no mistake. Private lands 
are more productive and are not sub
ject to the uncertainty of doing busi
ness with the Federal Government. 

I certainly realize that for years a 
battle has been taking place over 
America's rangelands. The issue of 
grazing fees has been at the heart of 
the argument. Leon Panetta, Director 
of the Office of Management and Budg
et, and Interior Secretary Bruce Bab
bitt have both stated that the fee will 
be increased, but they also recognize 
that an increase in fees will not mean 
a huge windfall in revenue for the Fed
eral Government. 

I recognize there is a need for grazing 
reforms. I am concerned about the er
roneous perception of many that the 
fee, as established by President Reagan 
in Executive Order 12458, has become a 
symbol representing unfair subsidies 
and environmental degradation. 

It is equally important to realize 
that while only 3 percent of the land 
east of the Rocky Mountains is owned 
by the Federal Government, more than 
two-thirds of the land west of the 

Rockies is federally owned. Within 
each of the Western States, the quality 
of the land also varies dramatically. In 
Nevada, the Federal Government owns 
more than 83 percent of the land. In 
many instances, grazing on private 
land in Western States is simply not an 
option-it's unavailable or extremely 
limited. 

We are not seeking to preempt the 
management reforms Secretary of the 
Interior Babbitt intends to recommend, 
but rather, we want to dovetail with 
the Secretary's efforts to address these 
issues administratively. 

It is clear to me that most people 
care about management issues, that is 
the Department's ability to effectively 
steward the resources it manages. To 
cattlemen, however, the single most 
important issue is the fee. If it's too 
high, ranchers go out of business. The 
ranchers I've talked to realize they'll 
have to pay more for the privilege of 
grazing on public lands, but as business 
people, they need stability-stability 
that can only be provided if a bill 
passes to lock a higher fee into place. 

It is my hope that by working to
gether this issue can be resolved by 
separating grazing fees from, for in
stance, range and riparian area im
provements in the political sense, and 
then, later, successfully relinking them 
in the land management sense. What I 
mean by this is that some environ
mentalists equate high fees with a cat
tle-free, sheep-free range. But range 
stewards know there is a place for live
stock on the range. 

Livestock grazing continues to be 
one of the most important tools avail
able to rangeland managers to protect 
and enhance the environment on our 
public lands and has contributed to an 
increase in the overall heal th of the 
western rangeland. Controlled live
stock grazing allows plant life to 
thrive with sturdy growth, and in turn, 
provides forage for wildlife, including 
important game animals. Indeed, 55 
years after the passage of the Taylor 
Grazing Act, it can be said that much 
of the public rangeland is more healthy 
and supports a greater diversity of 
plant and animal life. 

The administration's proposed ac
tions seem to be aimed at the very 
small fraction of ranchers who are not 
meeting industry standards for proper 
care of the public resources, putting all 
operators in the same category. If new 
regulations are promulgated, the agen
cies need to do a better job of tailoring 
them to site specific, on-the-ground ap
plication. 

The regulatory proposals are ground
ed on the concept of reforming the 
management of rangeland ecosystems. 
Ecosystem management practices 
should reflect all user considerations, 
recognizing that people and their socio
economic needs are an integral part of 
management decisions. Within the con
cept of a rangeland ecosystem is the 

larger question of how to define the 
borders of an ecosystem, especially 
when private lands are mingled with 
federal lands. Ironically, promulgation 
of new and additional regulations ap
pear contrary to the recommendations 
made by Vice President GORE'S Na
tional Performance Review. Rather 
than eliminating regulations that sti
fle economic productivity, these pro
posals add to the confusion. 

Other changes proposed by the ad
ministration need further examination. 
For instance, 10-year terms should be 
retained for new applicants. Five-year 
terms inhibit long range stewardship 
planning and assume a new permi ttee 
is likely to be an unsatisfactory opera
tor. And replacing local grazing advi
sory boards with resource advisory 
councils, involving a wide range of in
terested parties, is acceptable only if 
those interested parties are part of the 
local community. 

The critical importance of the ad
ministration's reforms call for the full
est public involvement possible. I ap
preciate the meetings Mr. Babbitt held 
in several Wes tern States on grazing 
reform earlier this year. However, the 
notice of intent regarding the prepara
tion of an environmental impact state
ment on this issue reached many mem
bers of the livestock industry just in 
the past few days, making it difficult 
to draft adequate and detailed re
sponses. Surely, a decision of this mag
nitude requires enough time for ade
quate public comment. That is another 
reason why I support the Domenici 
amendment. 

Thus far, however, the administra
tion has done little to incorporate the 
concerns of western ranchers into their 
proposed formula. Much work remains 
to be done in order to ensure that any 
increase in grazing fees is based on re
alistic assumptions. This amendment 
will force the Department of the Inte
rior to seriously consider the views of 
our constituents, and I urge my col
leagues to support it. 

. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, if I 
might ask my colleague from Wyoming 
to defer for just a moment, I know we 
have a list of speakers lining up for 
this amendment, and I think that is 
well and good. But I would like to en
courage all speakers to be very brief. I 
think most people know how they are 
going to vote on this amendment. It 
would enable us to finish. We would 
like to finish this amendment. We are 
now trying to seek a time certain to 
vote. So at least we could let Senators 
know and they could plan accordingly. 

So I am hopeful we will be able to 
have a vote, say, in 45 minutes or no 
later than an hour on this amendment, 
dispose of this amendment ·one way or 
another, and then mo;.e to ot~.er 
amendments. 
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The number of amendments on the 

total bill have been reduced signifi
cantly, and we may only have one or 
two other controversial amendments. 
It is possible we could finish the bill to
night if we can dispose of this particu
lar amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. NICKLES. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the vote on this 
amendment occur no later than 6:30 
p.m. with the time equally divided. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, a number of Sen
ators on both sides wish to speak. Ev
eryone will have that opportunity. The 
only caveat I would suggest is they will 
not have as much time as originally 
planned. 

We have Senators CAMPBELL, DECON
CINI, BAUGUS, BRYAN, BINGAMAN, REID, 
and CONRAD on this side, and we will 
divide up the time accordingly with the 
time we have remaining. 

On the Republicans I understand 
there we have WALLOP, KEMPTHORNE, 
GORTON, BURNS, BENNETT, MCCAIN, 
SIMPSON, HATCH, and DOLE. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, I wonder if 
Senator REID would consider since 
there are so many more Repub
licans---

Mr. REID. We have BRADLEY and 
BUMPERS, too. They were on the other 
side of the page. 

So we have, I think, as many as the 
Republicans do now if not more. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I have no objection. 
Mr. BYRD. And that the time be 

equally divided among those Senators 
whose names have been stated. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, I did not under
stand the list to vote at 6:30. 

Mr. BYRD. No later than 6:30. 
Mr. GORTON. I cannot conceive all 

those Senators will have an oppor
tunity. 

Mr. BYRD. Oh, yes. 
Mr. GORTON. I will object to that. 
Mr. BYRD. Oh, I am so sorry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
Mr. BYRD. This means we have to 

have an hour and a half window, and 
when they get back, we will still be 
talking on this amendment. We have to 
finish this bill no later than 3 o'clock 
tomorrow. I want to get to see my lit
tle dog Billy if we are going to keep us 
here to 3 o'clock in the morning. 

The quality of mercy is not strained. 
Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, will the 

Senator perhaps withdraw his request 
and I will go as though we were on that 
ration which I gather is about 2 min
utes? I will take my 2 minutes and 
then perhaps we will be able to arrive 
at an agreement. 

Mr. BYRD. Would there be a slim 
chance I might still get agreement to 
this request? 

Mr. GORTON. Probably not to 6:30. I 
suspect agreement is possible. 

Mr. NICKLES. If the Senator will 
yield, would the Senator try another 
offer, say, at 6:45? That would give an 
hour. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I object to that. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Might we proceed as 

if 6:30 is the time and see if we cannot 
get 2 minutes for each person, we 
might come out that way. 

Mr. BYRD. I hope the Senator from 
Washington will not object. 

Mr. WALLOP. If the Senator will 
allow the Sena tor from Wyoming to 
proceed, it will only take 2 minutes 
while the Senator from Washington is 
doing this. 

Mr. BYRD. If I might remind my 
friend from Washington how we 
marched arm in arm as comrades just 
last week on a very important matter, 
and I shall call upon our long and con
stant friendship. 

Mr. GORTON. The Senator from 
Washington would certainly prefer if 
the Senator will allow the distin
guished Senator from Wyoming to 
start using the time and talk about it 
while he speaks. All this is cutting out 
further on the time. 

Mr. BYRD. I am afraid the objection 
will come out of the telephone in the 
meantime. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Wy
oming. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, while 
the Senator from New Mexico is on the 
floor, it had been my observation and 
understanding of his amendment and of 
his intent that its basic purpose is to 
prohibit the use of funds provided by 
this or any other act to consider imple
menting grazing fees or regulations 
through any administrative action or 
Executive order for a period of 1 year. 
Is that understanding more or less 
within the parameters of his amend
ment? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. The Senator is abso
lutely correct. The only other implicit 
part of it is if Congress were to pass a 
law. 

Mr. WALLOP. Of course. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Of course, that 

would change it. 
Mr. WALLOP. It is our purpose, in 

fact, to pass a law, Mr. President. I as
sert that. The Senator from Colorado 
and I have introduced such a provision. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. DOMENIC!]. 

Secretary of the Interior Babbitt re
cently announced proposed changes in 
rules and fees for using the Nation's 
public rangelands-including a number 
of changes which will be devastating to 
rural communities, western ranchers, 
and the financial institutions that 
serve them. 

The current furor over grazing fees is 
not a national economic and Federal 

deficit issue, as is being portrayed by 
environmental groups and the media. 
It is in fact a personal economic issue 
for thousands of rural, Western fami
lies, and an issue, which if imple
mented, will seriously reduce net reve
nues not only to the Federal Govern
ment, thereby increasing the Federal 
deficit, but also to States and counties. 

Environmentalists are calling for the 
Federal lands to be "Cattle Free by 
1993." The administration proposal, if 
implemented, will certainly accom
plish the cattle free part of this agen
da. The cost will be both economic and 
environmental degradation. 

If this proposal by Secretary Babbitt 
becomes law, one of two things are 
going to happen. Environmentalists, in 
the years to come, will change their 
slogan from "Cattle Free by 93" to 
"cows not condos" when much of the 
open range around resort areas begins 
changing to 35-acre ranchettes. 

Also, in the West, we will see a new 
pattern where the hardworking fami
lies who have fought for generations to 
stay in the ranching business become 
employees of a new breed of land bar
ons known as the hobby ranchers. 

These are folks who buy up dis
traught ranches, build themselves a 
second home out West, buy a few hun
dred head of buffalo, and serve choco
late dipped biscotti's and cafe lattes to 
their celebrity friends during round
ups. I am sure the Secretary would be 
one of the more sought after buckaroos 
at these soirees for making it all pos
sible. 

Mr. President, other media coverage 
continually repeats claims that the 
present $1.86/ A UM fee for grazing would 
be raised because it constitutes a "sub
sidy". Most studies show that the total 
cost of grazing on public land is just as 
high as grazing on private land. The 
issue has been studied by many groups 
outside and inside the Government. 

The grazing fee issue needs to be put 
into perspective. Compared to other ag
ricultural programs there is no sub
sidy. 

If the administration's proposal is 
implemented it will eventually destroy 
not only the livestock industry, but 
also the economic fabric of rural com
munities in the western United States. 
Many livestock operations will be ad
versely impacted immediately upon a 
fee increase. The remaining operations 
will be adversely affected over a longer 
term by the uncertainty and lack of se
curity which now exists. 

-Financial institutions have lent 
money based on the long-term tenure 
of individual ranchers on Federal 
lands. This tenure is provided by the 
PRIA formula, and, results in a way to 
secure loans with the banks. If that se
curity is removed, banks will have to 
call in their loans, and will not issue 
new loans which are necessary to sup
port the industry. Mr. President, if this 
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were not bad enough, the banks them
selves will be placed in financial jeop
ardy. Having made loans on a seem
ingly secure assessment which will be 
immediately reduced in a case I will 
elaborate on later, by 18 percent, their 
reserve margins become slim. The re
cent S&L crisis tells us where this can 
lead. Moreover, ranchers will lose their 
ability to obtain financing. Livestock 
operations will not be able to stay in 
business. Property values will be great
ly reduced, which in turn will ad
versely affect the bonding capacity of 
most Western rural counties. The loss 
in property taxes from the livestock in
dustry will have to be made up by 
other business and personal properties. 
At the same time, counties will lose 
their ability to fund the public works 
and emergency services infrastructure. 

The devastating impacts of the ad
ministration's proposal can already be 
measured. Mr. President, in Sweet
water County, WY, I know of a widow 
who has recently put her family ranch 
up for sale. The appraised value of the 
property was $1,044,000. 

However, since Mr. Babbitt and Mr. 
Baca announced their rangeland reform 
program the property has been re
appraised at only $858,000. Mr. Presi
dent, the ranch was devalued instantly 
the day the administration proposal 
was made public. The devaluation was 
based solely on the fact that 186,000 
dollars worth of grazing permits are 
now valued at zero dollars. 

This is only one ranch in one area. 
For those in the environmental com
munity who look forward to robbing 
widows in the interest of the Federal 
Treasury, let me make clear what that 
diminution in value means. The Fed
eral Government loses money in taxes. 
Currently, the ms taxes the value of 
grazing leases. Moreover, estate taxes 
will be reduced as permits are extin
guished. As a result, the States and 
counties will have their land tax base 
devalued, and the Western economy 
will spiral downward. Using this one 
example, the Federal Government will 
lose at a minimum $64,000 in estate 
taxes. Sweetwater County will lose at 
least $13,000 in annual real estate taxes 
over the next 10 years. Throughout the 
West, millions of dollars will be lost to 
the Federal and State coffers under the 
administration's proposal. 

John Hay, vice president of Rock 
Springs National Bank in Wyoming has 
provided me with two real examples of 
the effects that the administration pro
posal will have on a successful ranch
ing operation in southwest Wyoming. 
Mr. President, I would like to briefly 
describe his examples, and ask unani
mous consent that the income statistic 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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EXAMPLE 1.-SMALL LIVESTOCK OPERATION (300 COWS) 

Year 

1992 
1991 . 
1990 
1989 ·· ··-
1988 . 
1987 . 
1986 
1985 
1984 ............................ 
1983 .. 
1982 .. 
1981 .. 

Total income for 12-yr 
period ... ... .... .. ......... 

Average annual income 
(loss) .... 

Gross 
income 

$21 ,560 
28,200 
49,486 
50,634 
55,685 
21 ,898 
4,001 
5,039 

14,994 
7,890 

17,126 
33,820 

310,330 

i~~~~~ BLM/FS Grazing 1~nscso~;s~~ 
less grazing fees at on grazing 

grazing fee $4.28/ fee 
fee paid AUM $4.28AUM 

$14,014 $7,546 $16,821 $4,739 
20,710 7,490 16,272 11,928 
42,702 6,784 16,041 33,445 
43,663 6,971 16,041 34,593 
49,913 5,772 16,041 39,644 
16,838 5,060 16,041 5,857 
(1 ,059) 5,060 16,041 (12,040) 

(21) 5,060 16,041 (11 ,002) 
9,859 5,135 16,041 (1 ,047) 
2,643 5,247 16,041 (8,151) 

10,155 6,971 16,041 1,085 
25,162 8,658 16,041 17,779 

234,579 75,754 193,503 116,830 

19,548 9,736 

EXAMPLE IL-LARGE FAMILY LIVESTOCK OPERATION EF-
FECTS ON EACH OWNER OF INCREASED GRAZING FEE 
(1,800 COWS) 

Ranch Income 

income BLM/FS Grazing or loss 

Year Gross less grazing fees at based on 
income grazing fee $4.28/ grazing 

fee paid AUM fee $4 .28 
AUM 

1992 .. $34,457 $30,578 $3,879 $8,646 $25,811 
1991 33,858 30,125 3,643 7,913 25,945 
1990 .. 22,034 18,573 3,461 9,154 12,880 
1989 49,517 46,283 3,234 8,397 41 ,120 
1988 35,303 32,981 2,322 7,502 27,801 
1987 .. ........ 37,626 35,304 2,322 7,361 30,265 
1986 .. ... .. ..... .... 17,817 15,997 1,826 5,789 12,034 
1985 .................... 10,762 9,032 1,730 5,487 5,275 
1984 2,355 275 2,080 6,497 (4,142) 
1983 ··--- 12,873 11,220 1,653 5,052 7,821 
1982 ....... 22,420 19,959 2,461 5,663 16,757 
1981 ....... 19,466 16,840 2,626 4,866 14,600 

Total income for 12-yr 
period ................... 298,488 267,257 31,237 82,327 216,167 

Average annual income 
(loss) ························· 22,271 18,014 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, exam
ple 1 is a 300 cow/calf operation that 
grazes entirely on Federal land, and 
typically sells off their calves as year
lings. This family opera ti on is run by a 
father, mother and son. They are debt 
free so that the figures I have submit
ted for the RECORD reflect no interest 
payments. In that regard they are not 
really a typical ranch family. But, 
since they are debt free, the repercus
sions of the administration proposal 
are particularly interesting. 

The family's after-expenses income 
of $19,548 has to pay living costs, retire
ment, Social Security, and all other 
normal costs. The imposition of a fee of 
$4.28 per AUM causes their expenses to 
rise precipitously, with no increase in 
income. With a $4.28 fee, their after-ex
penses income drops to $9, 736 for this 
family of three. Of course the adminis
tration probably can develop some no
cost health and welfare program to 
deal with this. 

Example 2 is an 1,800 cow/calf oper
ation that sells the calves when 
weaned. It is also a family operation 
consisting of a father, mother, and four 
grown children. The children all help 
to work the ranch. For financial plan
ning purposes, they divide the ranch 
into five units. 

Their after-expenses income of $22,271 
for each unit also has to pay living 
costs, retirement, Social Security, and 

all other normal costs. The imposition 
of a fee of $4.28 per AUM causes their 
expenses to rise precipitously, with no 
increase in income. With a $4.28 fee, 
their after-expenses income drops to 
$18,014 for the family of six. 

John Hay explained that these two 
examples are probably the best run op
erations that his bank does business 
with in the area. The rest are marginal 
by comparison. he told me that he ex
pects the 1,800 cow operation will de
velop a financial cancer, and die a slow 
death. The 300-cow operation, even 
though debt free, will have an imme
diate heart attack and later die under 
the administration's proposal. The 
other, marginal operations carried by 
his bank will be in major trouble at 
once. 

Mr. President, no one disagrees that 
overgrazing was a serious pro bl em ear
lier in this century and that some 
problems still exist. But, this same 
chronic overgrazing and associated 
range deterioration led to passage of 
the 1934 Taylor Grazing Act. Subse
quent legislation such as the Public 
Range Improvement Act of 1978, estab
lishing the market based fee formula 
incorporated in the current program 
and range use procedures wherein BLM 
and Forest Service personnel have the 
authority to control the grazing proc
ess. By BLM's own estimates the range 
improvements resulting from the coop
erative effort between ranchers and 
Federal range managers have been sub
stantial. That is the environmental 
pulse which the administration ig
nores. 

The improved situation on the public 
range owes much to investment by 
both ranchers and the Government. 
Unfortunately four provisions in the 
new proposed regulations will serve to 
discourage additional rancher's invest
ment in environmental improvements. 
Those are the provisions to give the 
Government sole title to fixed im
provements and water rights resulting 
from ranchers investment, to decrease 
lease terms, and in the case of disputes, 
to assess penal ties before a formal 
hearing to determine the scientific and 
economic facts of the case. 

Unless the Government is willing to 
substantially increase expenditures on 
labor and materials to replace the ex
penditures of the ranchers, it is dif
ficult to see how the current rate of en
vironmental improvements will con
tinue. Anyone who believes that in this 
budget climate we will see massive in
creases in the Federal budget to re
place what private ranches are doing 
on their own is fooling themselves. 

Mr. President, the administrations 
proposal is a cluster bomb that will 
devastate all facets of rural Western 
communities. It should not be imple
.mented until Congress has the oppor
tunity to completely evaluate the pros 
and cons of such reform. The adminis
tration's grazing proposal makes nei
ther economic nor environmental 
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sense. It is a fraud designed to foster a 
specious social agenda. 

Mr. President, let me just say quick
ly that this is not a ranchers' issue. 
This is a small-community, small
town, small-county, rural-county issue. 
School boards depend upon the value of 
lands within counties for a large pro
portion of their revenues. Small towns 
depend upon the jobs created in the 
ranching community for their eco
nomic health. Every job in ranching is 
five jobs in town someplace. 

It is very comfortable to think about 
how well it would look if some ranch
ers went to live in Denver or Salt Lake 
City, if some people who are now living 
in small towns went to live in Salt 
Lake City or other kinds of things, but 
think of the wealth that is lost when 
trucks do not deliver groceries and 
shoes and other kinds of things. You do 
not have a truckdriver, you do not 
have a trucking company, you do not 
have a small business man, you do not 
have a bank account. 

You can service all these people with
in a beltway equivalent, or Denver, or 
Salt Lake City, or Billings, but you are 
taking away a huge amount of revenue 
that otherwise would go to the Federal 
Government. 

Also, these proposed regulations will 
cost the Federal Government money. 
Make no mistake about it. This is not 
a balanced budget issue. The Federal 
Government today collects inheritance 
taxes on the value of grazing permits 
that are conjunctive with ranches that 
go into estates. 

\Vhen the Secretary says that those 
are no longer proprietary rights and 
can be changed for any reason, for bet
ter use as decided by the Secretary, the 
Internal Revenue Service is no longer 
going to be able to assign a value to 
those leases or permits or allotments. 

Mr. President, there are require
ments within these regulations that 
are proposed that mean more, more, 
more employees for the Bureau of Land 
Management and the Forest Service or 
they are not going to be able to achieve 
what is taking place and what is re
quested. 

There are going to be people who are 
engaged in much litigation overtaking. 

The Secretary asserts the right, Mr. 
President, if you can believe this, to re
quire the grazing activities, all produc
tive activities on private land, if so 
much as an acre of Federal land exists 
within a pasture. Now they are going 
to say you cannot graze your private 
land this year, Mr. President. There is 
going to be legislation in here, there is 
going to be fencing requirements for 
the Federal Government. There is 
going to be litigation that will have no 
end. 

Mr. President, there should be hear
ings on an issue as sweeping as this. 
This is not an issue of grazing fees, Mr. 
President. This is an issue of a Sec
retary with a bit in his mouth who has 

decided to put in place an entire new 
regimen for the management of the 
West under the guise of a grazing fee. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time and thank the 
Chair. 

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

Chair recognizes the Senator from Ari
zona. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President I ask 
unanimous consent that Bruce Flynn 
be granted privileges of the floor dur
ing the consideration of H.R. 2520, the 
Interior Appropriations bill. 

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

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be a cosponsor of the amend
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. DOMENIC!] and the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. REID] which would 
prohibit any funds in this bill from 
being used to implement rangeland re
form in fiscal year 1994. This delay will 
provide the time for Congress, working 
with the administration, to develop a 
reasonable reform policy. 

It is the intent of those of us who 
support this bill, at least this Senator 
from Arizona, to work with the admin
istration to ensure that the grazing 
fees are going to increase. This is not a 
stall to see that nothing happens. We 
have been through that and we have 
won that. But the time has come for 
reform. And I am clearly representing 
that I am prepared to increase the fees 
on grazing. 

The grazing issue has been debated 
on this floor many times. I have stated 
Arizona's case over and over. However, 
the comprehensive reform that was 
proposed by the administration last 
month adds so many new twists, as 
Senator WALLOP has just pointed out, 
that this is not legislation that should 
not be comprehensively reviewed by a 
hearing process, if that is what we are 
going to implement. And the Secretary 
is proposing implementing that, and he 
has authority to do that without legis
lation. 

As many of my colleagues are aware, 
the Secretary of the Interior recently 
released a grazing reform package. In 
my view, this package will devastate 
the ranching industry in Arizona, espe
cially the small family operations that 
dominate Arizona ranches. 

I support reform, but I support re
form that is balanced, that would in
crease the fee by 25 to 30 percent the 
first year, put into a formula to work 
out a compromise that will keep it on 
an increase that is manageable on an 
annual or every 2-year basis. 

We are moving in Congress to come 
up with a fair and practical reform of 
Federal grazing policy, and we are ne
gotiating with the administration. S. 
1326, recently introduced by Senator 
CAMPBELL and Senator WALLOP, co
sponsored by myself, Republicans and 
Democrats alike, represents a fair pro
gressive change in the fee structure. 

Mr. President, there is a much more 
responsible and appropriate approach 
to reforming the grazing fee formula, 
and it should be given a chance to be 
considered. The bill only addresses the 
fee issue. But the time provided by the 
Reid-Domenici amendment will allow 
the comprehensive legislation to be de
veloped. It will reform the grazing pro
gram and address other land manage
ment concerns. 

I can not exaggerate how important 
the Reid-Domenici amendment is to 
my State. Small family ranching is a 
way of life in Arizona. Most of Arizo
na's 3,700 ranches have been in the 
same family for generations and al
ready operate on the margin. 

Sixty-three percent of the cattle pro
duced in Arizona are grazed at least 
part of the year on public lands. Live
stock alone contributes almost three
quarters of a billion annually to the 
Arizona economy. 

In my State of Arizona, only 17 per
cent of the land of my State is pri
vately held by the taxpayers. Over 50 
percent is held by the Federal Govern
ment. And, counting the native Amer
ican land holdings, it is about 70 per
cent. 

If Arizona ranchers are driven off the 
public land by such exorbitant fees, 
there is no place for them to go. 

But more than ranchers will be af
fected by Interior's grazing reform pro
posal. Small communities in Arizona, 
which lack economic diversity, will be 
the hardest hit. Many of these commu
nities are already dealing with heavy 
economic blows, and these rural com
munities will have a difficult time sur
viving with a significant loss in direct 
and indirect ranching revenues. 

Mr. President, this amendment is 
critical to ranching and to the way 
Government conducts its business. Al
though technically, the Secretary has 
the authority to reform the grazing 
policy administratively, the sheer 
magnitude of the proposed changes and 
their effect on rural economies dictate 
that it be given full congressional at
tention. 

The Secretary, to his credit, did hold 
grazing hearings in Arizona and around 
the West. I attended the Arizona hear
ing. A lot of facts were presented indi
cating that a substantial increase in 
grazing fees would be devastating to 
Arizona ranching. What the Secretary 
learned, at least in Arizona, warrants a 
much more extensive examination of 
grazing fee reform than is embodied in 
the present administrative proposal. 

I do not believe that the administra
tion's proposal was intended to wipe 
out these ranchers, but that is exactly 
what it will do. 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
amendment. Give us a chance to work 
with the administration to find a pro
ductive reform of Federal grazing poli
cies, not one that destroys an impor
tant western industry. 
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Mr. President, I thank the Senator 

from West Virginia for his tolerance 
and his support in the past in working 
on legislation that would accommodate 
it so that there is a public interest and 
a public gain of increasing the fees, but 
not devastating rural parts of our 
State. And the Senator from West Vir
ginia knows so well what rural life is 
all about and how important it is that 
you have that rural life and that you 
do not just wipe it out. 

That is exactly what is going to hap
pen if we do n'ot get a comprebensive 
approach to this, that is going to per
mit continued public use at a market 
value. 

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

Chair recognizes the Sena tor from 
West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I sat here 
for 2 hours and 45 minutes this morn
ing, along with my good friend from 
Oklahoma, the other manager, and 
Senators would not even come to the 
floor. 

They had plenty of time to discuss 
this at that time and there was no ne
cessity for waiting until the amend
ment was actually before Senate to dis
cuss it. Since I could not get an agree
ment, I thought I would just move to 
table. That might bring things to a 
head pretty fast. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. REID. I would, with the permis

sion of the manager of the bill and 
ranking member, ask unanimous con
sent that the following Senators be al
lowed to speak and that there be a vote 
no later than 6:40 tonight on this 
amendment; that those Senators who 
are on the list to speak, their time be 
divided equally among Democrats and 
Republicans: KEMPTHORNE, GORTON. 
BAUCUS, BURNS, BENNETT, MCCAIN, 
BRYAN, BINGAMAN, CONRAD, SIMPSON, 
HATCH, DOLE, REID, BRADLEY, and 
BUMPERS. 

Mr. NICKLES. And Senator JEF
FORDS. 

Mr. REID. JEFFORDS. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Could we say each 

-one will get a proportion of the time as 
it bears to the remaining time? 

Mr. REID. That is the intent of the 
request. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank all 

Senators. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Idaho, Senator KEMPTHORNE, 
is recognized. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, 
we just completed 5 days of strong de
bate and discussion about the defense 
authorization bill and during that dis
cussion it was pointed out the defense 
industry is losing 20,000 jobs per month. 
These are American workers who are 
being put out of work. It is a 
downsizing that is taking place. 

In the timber industry in the North
west we know the same thing is hap
pening. Timber workers are being put 
out of work. It is happening in the min
ing industry. If this proposal goes 
through as the administration cur
rently intends, it will now put the 
ranching industry out of business. 

This downsizing throughout the Unit
ed States is becoming frightening. Does 
it make sense, then, to have a morato
rium on this particular administration 
proposal so we can assess that policy 
before we do the damage? It absolutely 
makes sense. 

This is sweeping change that is being 
talked about. I wish to associate my
self with the remarks of the Senator 
from New Mexico and the Senator from 
Idaho, who have talked about what the 
devastation would be to the West-the 
sweeping changes. 

It would also affect, for example, 
water rights. There are few things as 
critically important to the West as 
water rights. 

As much as I might wish to discuss 
this, let me simply read a few para
graphs from a letter from an Idahoan, 
because they say it far better than I 
can. This letter starts, "My name is 
Joe Tugaw and I reside in Twin Falls, 
ID." 

He references his grandfather came 
west in 1883 and settled in the West. 
They are third-generation ranchers 
who have been working the land for 110 
years. He goes on to say that he is 
afraid that he is the last of his family 
who will be working the land as a 
rancher. His son's exact comment when 
his father asked him if he would con
tinue is: 

It is ludicrous for me to subject my young 
family to the uncertainty of the availability 
of Federal range at a reasonable cost when a 
politician can financially destroy our fami
ly's business with a stroke of a pen. 

It is sad, indeed, when politicians and 
bureaucrats can disrupt a family's her
itage. 

This is not a big family operation. He 
is one of 42 shareholders from 3 States 
who own a large grazing association in 
northeastern Nevada. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has spoken for 2112 minutes. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent the letter be 
printed in the RECORD as well as a 
guest opinion from Brad Little, the 
president of the Idaho Woolgrowers As
sociation, and urge my colleagues to 
support the Domenici-Reid amend
ment. 

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

MAY 1, 1993. 
Secretary BRUCE BABBITT, 
Department of Interior, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SECRETARY BABBITT: I have just re
turned from a 14-hour drive to and from 
Bozeman, Montana where I attempted to 
present oral comments to you regarding the 
Federal grazing fee issue. I am submitting 

my comments in written form since I was 
not selected to communicate to you in per
son. 

My name is Joe Tugaw and I reside in Twin 
Falls, Idaho. My grandfather came west in 
1883 and settled on a ranch in North-Central 
Washington. My family has been in the cat
tle ranching business since that time; in 
fact, we still use the cattle brand brought 
west by my grandfather 110 years ago. I am 
a 3d-generation rancher utilizing Federal 
land but sadly will probably be the last. My 
children, in spite of their great love for the 
ranch and the cattle business, have decided 
not to pursue the family business. My son's 
exact comments are " it is ludicrous for me 
to subject my young family to the uncer
tainty of the availability of Federal range at 
a reasonable cost when a politician can fi
nancially destroy our family's business with 
the stroke of a pen." It is sad indeed when 
politicians and bureaucrats can disrupt a 
family's heritage. 

Mr. Secretary, you have stated that you 
are interested in facts and not rhetoric-here 
are the facts regarding stewardship. 

When we purchased our present ranch 30 
years ago it was divided into 4 pastures. We 
now have fences dividing the ranch into 18 
pastures to better manage the cattle. We 
have increased the water developments from 
4 to over 50. These improvements have al
lowed us to rest 25 percent of the entire 
ranch each year where the previous owners, 
who had owned the ranch for 84 years, had to 
graze all pastures every year. These im
proved management practices have allowed 
the deer population on our operation to in
crease more than 300 percent in the last 20 
years. 

Most all ranchers are main stream envi
ronmentalists since they have chosen to 
work in concert with the environment as 
their vocation and avocation. 

Here are the facts regarding economics. In 
my State, Idaho agriculture contributes 
more to the State's economy than any other 
business. The cattle segment of agriculture 
directly adds $750 million to the economy, 
significantly more than any other facet of 
agriculture. In fact, 88% of all cattle in my 
State spend some time on the Federal range 
lands. So you can see, Mr. Secretary, if the 
United States Government either prices or 
regulates us off the Federal grazing land, 
they would probably cause a decimation of 
our State's infrastructure. 

Other economic facts-I am one of 42 
shareholders from 3 States who own a large 
grazing association in northeastern Nevada. 
The Grazing Association controls in excess 
of 324,000 acres, most of which is Federal 
BLM grazing land. We collectively run 7,000 
cows so you can see that the average share
holder has 166 cows; small family ranches by 
anyone's definition. 

The financial books of this association 
have been audited by a certified public ac
countant each year for the past 40 years. The 
most recent 10-year average cost of operat
ing an AUM is $10.59 per AUM plus a $4.00-
per-month loss opportunity which represents 
interest on a share in the association. Addi
tionally, this past year, we can authentically 
document 570 man days spent by sharehold
ers at no cost to the association to help oper
ate the grazing allotments. I personally have 
to transport our cattle 90 miles one way to 
take advantage of this $14.59 per AUM sub
sidy. So you can readily see that our non-fee 
costs surpass private grazing lease rates. 

The obvious question is why use Federal 
lands to graze cattle at their present rates. 

· The simple answer is that there are no other 
available grazing lands in our area. 
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In summary: 
We are good stewards of the land; 
We currently pay more to utilize Federal 

lands than private grazing land; 
Pricing or regulating us off the Federal 

grazing land will severely damage the infra
structure of my State. 

Mr. Secretary, we ask that you and the 
other Government officials use common 
sense in your deliberation on an issue so 
vital to my family and my State. 

Sincerely, 
JOSEPH E. TUGAW, D.V.M. 

[From the Idaho Statesman, Sept. 3, 1993] 
GRAZING PLAN WILL BANKRUPT THE WEST 

(By Brad Little) 
The Idaho Statesman's Aug. 10 editorial 

that seems to endorse the Clinton-Babbitt 
grazing fee proposal does not fully address 
this critical issue. 

The livestock industry supports statutory 
solution to this issue. We have proposed 
more than a 30 percent increase in our own 
grazing fee. 

The livestock industry's proposal starts 
with the private lease rate and adjusts for 
the significant costs of doing business on fed
eral lands and their lower productivity. 

The 230 percent increase in Bruce Babbitt's 
proposal will decimate the sheep industry 
and severely curtail the cattle industry in 
the West. The Clinton-Babbitt proposal 
would yield less money to the federal govern
ment and Idaho because of lost taxes and 
jobs. 

Our proposal lends stability to the rural 
economy, where the Babbitt-Clinton pro
posal will cause significant decreases in 
rural jobs and infrastructure. This action 
from a president who was elected on " the 
economy, stupid" and the promise of help
ing, not hurting, rural communities. 

The Clinton proposal also moves the estab
lishment of management guidelines out of 
the hands of the local resource managers and 
local public input process and moves it to 
Washington. 

I agree with both Secretary Babbitt and 
The Statesman that we want to continue to 
improve the range. In the most current as
sessment by the Interior Department, Bu
reau of Land Management lands were shown 
to be in the best condition of this century, 
with the trend on over 87 percent of these 
lands in stable or improving conditions. We 
in Idaho are aware of the substantial in
crease in wildlife numbers since 1960, which 
attest to the improving range conditions. 

Environmentally, the most negative effect 
of pricing ranchers off the public lands is 
that it will force the ranchers out of business 
and they will therefore sell their private 
lands. I do not think that Idahoans want 
more mini-ranchettes and subdivisions in the 
place of the ranches that now exist. 

These are just a few of the reasons that we 
feel The Statesman should re-examine its en
dorsement of the Babbitt proposal, and in
stead endorse the Campbell-Wallop Bill as 
supported by our entire congressional dele
gation. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MATHEWS). The Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. I associate myself with the 
remarks made by the distinguished 
senior Senator from New Mexico and 
others who are supporting his amend
ment. 

Let me just make the point that in 
the State of Nevada, 87 percent of the 
territorial area of our State is under 
Federal ownership. So when we talk 
about public land policy we are talking 
about more than just a small, incon
sequential part. 

I favor rangeland reform, and I recog
nize we need to add some permanence 
and stability in terms of the grazing 
fee formula. And I recognize that per
manence and stability requires an in
crease in the present AUM. That is why 
I am a proud sponsor of the Nighthorse 
Campbell-Wallop proposal. 

A great many of the ranching fami
lies in Nevada, who have ranched on 
that land for generations, since the 
pioneers came across the plains to my 
own State, will be wiped out by the 
proposal which has been offered as a 
regulatory change by the Secretary of 
Interior. We simply cannot live with 
that. The vehicle that has been offered 
by my distinguished friend and col
league, the senior Senator from New 
Mexico, gives us in the Congress an op
portunity to be part of that process and 
that is what we are trying to accom
plish. We are not seeking to stonewall 
change but simply to be part of that 
process. 

I urge my colleagues who do not 
come from public land States, who do 
not comprehend what we are talking 
about when 87 percent of your State is 
owned by the Federal Government, to 
give us an opportunity to be part of 
that process, give us that opportunity 
to engage in meaningful colloquy with 
the Secretary of Interior to accomplish 
a compromise that will not devastate 
those who make their lives on the pub
lic lands of our State as part of a great 
ranching tradition that we want to see 
continued for their children and their 
children's children. 

I support the amendment proposed by 
my colleague, Senator DOMENIC!, which 
prohibits the use of funds to implement 
President Clinton's rangeland reform 
plan. 

The options that are contained in the 
administration's reform plan will have 
both a dramatic impact on the live
stock industry in Nevada as well as the 
ability of our land managers to have 
resources to protect the land for the 
use of future generations. 

Under the current administrative 
rule making process, congressional 
oversight does not exist on this issue 
which is so important to my constitu
ents. 

The intent of Senator DOMENICI's 
amendment is simple: We are merely 
asking that as part of President Clin
ton 's rangeland reform plan, congres
sional involvement not be cir
cumvented on an issue that is so vi
tally important to our constituents. 

The process by which the administra
tion intends to reform our Nation's 
public lands stretches the concept of an 
administrative rulemaking process to 

the extreme, and it is my hope and be
lief that a reasonable compromise that 
takes into consideration the economics 
of ranching, can be reached with our 
involvement. 

Many of the proposals contained 
within the administration's proposal 
are onerous and overburdensome, and 
may lead to the elimination of the live
lihood of many of my constituents in 
Nevada as well as those of my col
leagues I join with today. 

Any reform must take into account a 
basic western rangeland ideal-that 
when all is said and done, ranching 
must remain a viable way of life, as it 
has for generations of Americans. 

It was only last spring that several of 
us from Western States took our plea 
to the President on the issue of range
land reform. 

At that time it was the administra
tion 's original plan that if left un
changed, would have resulted in signifi
cant job losses in Western States, and 
we stressed how imperative it was that 
a compromise be reached that took 
into account the realities of modern 
ranching. 

We are again faced with a process 
that is fundamentally unfair to those 
that earn a modest living through 
ranching. 

I know that some abuses of our pub
lic lands have occurred, and I believe 
there is a broad consensus within the 
ranching industry, to prevent such 
abuses. 

The damage caused by harmful graz
ing practices such as over grazing and 
degradation of sensitive riparian areas, 
cannot be ignored. 

Ranchers realize that they have to be 
good stewards of our public rangelands, 
as well as pay their fair share in graz
ing fees. 

I also recognize that an increase in 
grazing fees is required to better man
age our public lands, and that is why I 
support the Campbell-Wallop grazing 
fee formula bill that would raise cur
rent fees by 25 percent rather than the 
massive run up in fees proposed by the 
administration. 

The critical issue is maintaining and 
improving the condition of our publicly 
owned range lands. I believe any fee in
crease that occurs should be dedicated 
to range restoration. 

I agree that there are areas for re
form in our public lands policies, and I 
welcome the interest on the part of the 
Clinton Administration to do so. 

For those of us who represent public 
land states-Nevada is comprised of 
nearly 87 percent federally-owned 
land-it is critical that rangeland re
form not spell the demise of our ranch
ing industry. 

Because so much of Nevada is feder
ally-owned, responsible multiple use 
public lands is essential to all Nevad
ans-the hiker as well as the hunter; 
the rancher as well as the researcher. 

Access to public lands is critical for 
the cattle and sheep industry, as well 
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as beneficial for balanced, multiple use 
of the lands. 

Management of our public land's is 
complicated, and this issue is sensitive 
for those of us who are vitally con
cerned both about the economy of the 
Western States, as well as the status 
and protection of our public lands. 

Where abuses have occurred, change 
is warranted. 

However, congressional involvement 
is needed here, and this is what we are 
striving for today: That Congress be 
consulted on proposed changes to a 
way of life that has existed in the West 
for over a century. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

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

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I join 
many of my friends and colleagues in 
support of the moratorium on the Clin
ton administration's so-called range
land reform proposal. The Senators 
who support this amendment do not 
oppose rangeland reform but, instead, 
through this amendment ask that Con
gress be given the time to evaluate and 
debate the proposal central to a way of 
life and to a major economic interest 
in the West. 

The administration is attempting, 
without serious debate, to implement 
sweeping range management changes 
without taking into consideration the 
economic and social impact on rural 
communities across the West. 

We all became aware of the adminis
tration's emphasis on speed rather 
than good policy when it announced its 
rangeland reform proposal on August 
13. The Federal Register announced a 
public comment period that ended on 
September 13, providing only 30 instead 
of the normal 120 days to hear the con
cerns and views of those who will be 
most affected. 

While shortening the public comment 
period speeds up the process, it also 
prohibits the majority of the men and 
women in the livestock industry, and 
their friends in rural comm uni ties, 
from providing input. 

These families in rural communities 
will be severely affected by the admin
istration's proposed change and their 
voices should not go unheard for the 
sake of expediency. The cost to the in
dustry may exceed $100 million a year. 
It may also be designed to drive many 
participants in the industry off the 
public range entirely. 

The administration also plans to by
pass the legislative process, preferring 
instead to handle the proposal by Exec
utive order. Here, too, the administra
tion's desire to shove this proposal 
through rapidly severely limits the 
possibility that the best and most ac
ceptable proposal can be drafted and 
implemented. 

Eliminating congressional hearings 
and debate leaves rural ranchers, farm
ers, and the communities in which they 

live without a voice and without rep
resentation. This amendment allows 
Congress to take back the responsibil
ity and to resolve public rangeland 
management issues. Together we can 
ensure that a fair, comprehensive solu
tion is debated, public hearings are 
held, and that sound legislation is 
passed in to law. 

The administration's claimed goal is 
to develop good rangeland management 
on our public lands. I understand and 
share the desire to protect our public 
lands. This is a worthwhile and impor
tant goal and what we need is a set of 
regulations which have been thought
fully considered, not regulations which 
have been pushed through quickly. I 
am convinced that speeding the pro
posal through administratively, with
out congressional oversight, will not 
result in good, workable rangeland 
management changes. 

We need to ensure that district BLM 
and USFS personnel are consulted dur
ing the planning process. As our coun
try makes major changes to rangeland 
management, we should utilize their 
expertise. We need them to provide 
their best insights into which proposals 
are not only workable, but which pro
posals will truly provide good range
land reform. After all, these agency 
personnel with real-life, on-the-ground 
experience are the people who will have 
to implement this proposal. 

We must also utilize the expertise of 
livestock owners. In Washington State 
a good 1,500 families' livelihoods de
pend on grazing on public lands. These 
people have been long-term stewards of 
the land, and have managed and cared 
for land under permits for generations. 
Just like the farmer who tills the soil, 
the rancher has to care for the public's 
land to ensure that good grazing is 
available from year to year. Their fam
ilies' futures depend on it. 

There are many changes included in 
this proposal-everything from chang
ing permit lengths, grazing fee in
creases, and water rights, to changing 
the scope and size of grazing advisory 
boards. Some will be contentious. 
Some have pushed for years, not for 
the sake of what is good for the range
land, but as an effort to remove all 
multiple use from public lands. I be
lieve that it is up to Congress to find 
the balance among these proposed 
changes. 

This amendment allows Congress to 
take back the responsibility and re
solve public rangeland management is
sues. Together, we can ensure that a 
fair, comprehensive solution is de
bated, that public hearings are held, 
and that sound legislation is passed 
into law. I ask you to please join me in 
support of this amendment. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of my colleague's amend
ment to establish a funding morato
rium on implementation of "Rangeland 
Reform '94," as it is designated by the 

administration. I begin by thanking 
my colleague for adding me as a co
sponsor of this amendment. I also ap
preciate his leadership on this impor
tant issue. 

The issue before us is not whether we 
should have a change in the grazing fee 
formula. I think that issue has been de
bated for several Congresses and it is 
clear that some change in that formula 
is going to occur. 

It is important that it occur and that 
we get stability in this issue so those 
who make their living from grazing on 
the public lands will know what their 
situation is and will be able to assess 
their economic future, so that people · 
involved in ranching in public land 
States will be able to borrow money; so 
that people will be able to get on with 
their lives in a reasonable way. 

So the issue is not whether some re
form will occur; the issue is whether 
we should allow dramatic changes to 
occur and whether it should move for
ward at the breakneck speed that it is 
being proposed by the administration. 

Mr. President, I believe it is impor
tant that we slow this process down, 
that we look at all the ramifications of 
the rangeland reform proposal that has 
been made by the administration. This 
is not just a proposal to change the 
grazing fee. This is a proposal that the 
administration has made for com
prehensive reform. It requires some 
real scrutiny by those most affected. 

One thing which clearly needs to be 
done in this process is that we need to · 
look at the variations in forage value 
in different parts of the West. It is very 
different to engage in ranching in Mon
tana, as distinct from New Mexico, and 
we need to look at the arid parts of the 
West and be sure that ranching can 
continue in those areas as well. 

We need to look at the small ranch
ers who are most affected. 

As proposed by the administration 
the changes in the grazing formula 
would eliminate the incentive and in 
fact eliminate the economic viability 
of ranching in some parts of my State. 
New Mexican ranching families are not 
generally wealthy. These families are 
working hard to earn enough to con
tinue ranching. They need to be heard. 
We should not allow their livelihood to 
be threatened by dramatic changes in 
the grazing fee formula. Whatever 
changes we ultimately adopt need to be 
reasonable and need to protect the con
tinued viability of our ranching indus
try in public land States. 

Mr. President, again, I compliment 
my colleague for his proposal. I support 
it. I urge my colleagues to support the 
moratorium on rangeland reform. 

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

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise 

today to underscore the remarks of my 
colleagues to place a moratorium on 
the Clinton administration's plan to 
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change the use and management of 
public lands. I support a bipartisan ef
fort to regain control of commonsense 
administration of the Nation's public 
lands. 

Little regard for the social and eco
nomic ramifications of these proposals 
have been given to the folks who have 
dedicated their lives to the land. 
There's no accountability here. The ad
ministration is not dealing in facts and 
the administration's spokesmen are 
shading the truth about the condition 
of the lands in the West. One of the 
main reasons that we are going 
through this exercise today is because 
we are having to deal with hysteria and 
emotions generated by an administra
tion driven by a environmental agenda. 

No one is against change but it has to 
be constructive change. These propos
als are not constructive. They are de
structive changes to the heartland of 
America. I believe it is time for the 
Congress to act on the actions of this 
administration and their environ
mental friends. 

We have been dealing with proposed 
changes in the grazing fees for years. 
It's like the 1872 mining law, which has 
been amended over 100 times. It is sub
ject to every environmental protection 
law in this country. A few weeks ago 
we saw the timber industry gutted by a 
plan that had little accounting for the 
science or for what is really happening 
in our Nation's forests. This entire fa
cade is nothing more than an assault 
on the best available technology for 
public land management. 

The bottom line is that the Federal 
Government is trying to take local 
government control away from the peo
ple. I have always supported govern
ment by the people, for the people. 
This is not what is happening to main 
street America and to the heartland of 
this great Nation. 

Let us look at the specifics. 
The Federal Government is trying to 

assume control of our water rights and 
water improvements. Water issues have 
historically and successfully been ad
ministered by the States in the West. 

The Federal bureaucracy is signifi
cantly growing in the agencies respon
sible for public lands management. 
This bureaucratic growth is in the 
preservation areas, not in the services 
or management areas. The cost to the 
taxpayer is ever increasing. 

Changing the revenue structure for 
public land management channels fees 
away from local communities, schools, 
local government amenities, and land 
management improvements. The 
money goes to Washington, DC, to 
cover Federal administrative costs in
stead of being used locally where it is 
really needed. 

Revising the scope and size of local 
advisory boards complicates the use 
and management of Federal lands by 
placing the responsibility in the hands 
of inexperienced and agenda oriented 
bureaucrats. 

The real land managers will have lit
tle financial or management flexibil
ity. 

The subsidy, as often mentioned, is 
to improve the wildlife habitat and 
wildlife populations as seen by numer
ous examples throughout the country. 
This will be destroyed because nature 
is a slow and cruel manager of its 
ecosystems and inhabitants. 

In closing, I would like· to offer that 
more Federal Government control of 
land management programs continues 
to be a failure, so why are we continu
ing to belabor this issue? The Federal 
Govern.men t has shown time and time 
again that it is incapable of managing 
commodities and the land for the good 
of the people, for betterment of the 
land, or for a profit. 

If the Federal Government is serious 
about constructive change, the admin
istration should be considering getting 
the Federal Government out of the 
commodity and land management busi
ness. Efforts would be better spent on 
focusing on programs that work for the 
people instead of against the people. 

Mr. President, I do not know how 
many operations the Federal Govern
ment has where people pay the Govern
ment to improve their property. That 
has been the case with BLM land in the 
West, basically, the grazing land. If we 
compare the range conditions of the 
1930's, the last 50 or 60 years, there is 
hardly any comparison at all because 
we carry more animal units now. We 
have the largest number of elk at any 
time since the Great Depression.
white-tailed deer, turkey, antelope. All 
of this has been done systematically 
with people who know how to operate 
the land, who know how to rotate pas
tures, how to maintain winter range 
for livestock, how to provide water to a 
land that was barren of that water 
prior to their development. 

If we want to save money in the Gov
ernment, let us take a look at redun
dancy. Just inside the Interior Depart
ment, we know that every department 
or agency employs wildlife biologists-
the Bureau of Land Management, the 
Bureau of Rec, the BIA, the Fish and 
Wildlife and, of course, the Forest 
Service under the Department of Agri
culture. But they, too, employ wildlife 
biologists. And then we have just ap
propriated a huge amount of money to 
establish the National Biological Sur
vey, patterned after the National Geo
logical Survey. 

So right now if you take that cowboy 
off this range, your cost to the tax
payer increases substantially. So the 
money lost to the Government will be 
huge. 

Mr. President, I would like to some
where get involved in the formula of 
people. 

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

Mr. BURNS. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of the Domenici-Reid 
amendment to the Department of the 
Interior appropriations bill now being 
considered by the Senate. 

This is an amendment I am proud to 
cosponsor, and I commend my col
leagues for bringing it to the floor 
today. 

There has been, in my opinion, a con
stant assault against the West and the 
western way of life by the Clinton ad
ministration, which is now pursuing 
the Department of the Interior's 
Rangeland Reform '94 plan. 

The Secretary of the Interior has de
clared that "1993 continues to be the 
year of reform for public lands issues." 

But, with reforms like these, this 
year cannot end soon enough for those 
of us in the West. 

The message of Rangeland Reform '94 
is unfortunate. It is a document that 
expresses complete negativity toward 
the ranching industry, which is an eco
nomic mainstay in many western 
States like my own. 

It does not reward those ranchers, or 
their communities, who have proven 
themselves to be good stewards of pub
lic lands. 

It does not provide incentives for 
ranchers to continue, or to begin, em
ploying positive stewardship practices 
on our public lands. 

It does not protect the financial in
terests of those interested in range de
velopment and improvements that will 
benefit both domestic livestock and 
wildlife. 

It will not improve the relationships 
now existing between permittee and 
Federal manager that, in many areas, 
are ripe with animosity, acrimony, and 
downright mistrust. 

It will not bring stabilization to 
rural communities that are struggling 
with real issues of economic develop
ment in areas with high concentrations 
of public lands and limited private 
lands. 

As Dr. Roger Banner, a range econo
mist from Utah put it, "the spirit of 
the proposal seems to be based on the 
assumption-that ranchers-are 'guilty 
until proven innocent.'" 

The primary component of the plan 
is the proposed increase in the Federal 
grazing fee. But, the most damaging 
impact of the plan, in my opinion, rests 
in the accompanying reform proposals. 

These include redefining the status of 
affected interest, eliminating grazing 
advisory boards, modifying the tenure 
of p~rmits or leases, changing the own
ership of future developments, and as
serting Federal water rights. 

Those who came to my town meet
ings during the August recess to dis
cuss the grazing fee issue were both 
frustrated and discouraged about the 
negative impacts the proposed fee in
crease would have on their personal 
livelihoods. 
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You can imagine their modes after I 

explained the management reforms 
that accompany the Federal grazing 
fee increase. Several ranchers indi
cated that if they survive the proposed 
fee hike, and there was no assurance 
they would, then those additional re
forms would Ii terally destroy their op
erations and force them out of the 
business. 

I keep telling myself that this cannot 
be the intended result behind the Clin
ton administration's proposal. Yet, 
every time I speak with my constitu
ents about Rangeland Reform '94, I 
learn first hand about the severe con
sequences it will have. 

For example, Gary E. Madsen from 
Manti, UT, commented: 

We are committed, as a small family 
ranching enterprise, to succeed, if possible. 
Last year. our grazing fees were $6,365. Tri
pling that amount equals $19,095. That is 
$6,000 more than our son earns, and he labors 
many hours each day to ensure that we run 
one of the tightest, most productive oper
ations in the state. In addition, we paid 
$12,986 for alfalfa, and $10,458 for other leased 
ground* * *This is not "cheap pasture." At 
the request of the government. we spent over 
$6,000 for water facilities that we use for 
three weeks * * * the antelope use it for 49 
weeks. Please do not drive us out of business. 

Then, there are the Probert brothers 
from Scipio, UT, who commented: 

We have approximately 3,200 AUMs, which 
we run on public lands. Our actual operating 
costs per AUM are $17.34. 

The Millard County Commission ex
pressed: 

These proposed changes would greatly af
fect the cultural and the traditional lifestyle 
of our community. * * * The federal grazing 
lands are very important to the economic 
survival of rural counties such as ours. 

And, finally, Paul Freed from Skull 
Valley, UT, whose ranching operation 
has built 67 miles of fence, 22 miles of 
water pipeline, 37 wells or springs, and 
174 miles of roads on public lands, sums 
up ranchers frustrations in this way: 

We've been on this land for 40 years. and 
want to be out here another 40 years. So, 
we're willing to make these improvements at 
our own expense. It's not our land, but we 
are the stewards of it and we take that re
sponsibility seriously. 

To say the least, Utahans are worried 
about the Clinton plan. Agriculture is 
vital to Utah's economy-and even 
more important in Utah's rural areas. 

The Utah State Department of Agri
culture estimates that livestock pro
duction results in over $1 billion of eco
nomic activity every year in Utah. 

There are approximately 13,200 farms 
in Utah consisting of over 11.3 million 
acres of land. The large majority of 
these farms and of this acreage is in
volved in the production of livestock. 

In fact, livestock accounted for 75.6 
percent of farm cash receipts in 1991, 
with cattle being the single largest 
contributing commodity producing 38.7 
percent of cash receipts. 

Utah has many hardworking individ
uals and families toiling every day to 

contribute to this Nation's food pro
duction. Livestock production is a val
uable contributor to our statewide 
economy. 

To remind my colleagues, 70.2 per
cent of Utah is currently owned by the 
Federal Government. This means that 
many private activities in Utah involve 
or require, at some point in time, ac
tivities of the corresponding Federal 
agencies. 

In order to sustain a viable ranching 
operation in Utah, for example, access 
to Federal lands is absolutely critical. 

The components of the Clinton 
rangeland reform plan penalize States 
with a tremendous amount of Federal 
and State land within its boundaries 
and where ranchers have no other re
course than to use public land for graz
ing purposes. 

We do not have as much private land 
as midwestern States where grazing on 
private land occurs abundantly. We 
must use these public lands, which, in 
most cases, are not in the same condi
tion as private lands and require addi
tional investment and development. 

This raises the issue of nonfee costs, 
which are higher for public land ranch
ers and which are fairly taken into 
consideration in the current grazing 
fee formula. 

If the Clinton administration would 
prefer that Utah ranchers use private 
land to graze and pay private land fees, 
then it should propose increasing the 
percentage of private land in Utah 
through exchanges, sales, and other 
means. 

I know of many parcels of land that 
Utah ranchers would be happy to take 
off the Federal Government's hands. 

In the time I have today, let me 
make these brief comments regarding 
the management reforms in the pro
posed plan. 

On affected interest, certainly every
one is entitled to be heard on the man
agement of Federal lands. 

But, no doubt there will be those who 
are provided standing as an affected in
terest through the current proposal 
who seek such standing to pursue an 
agenda that is more politically ori
ented than management oriented. 

· On eliminating grazing boards, these 
boards have proven successful in ad
dressing issues related to the manage
ment of ecosystems. Activities of var
ious groups should be subject to fre
quent review from fellow peers. 

But, again, replacing the current 
structure with a new format that in
cludes nonpeer individuals is unfair 
and unreasonable. 

Regarding limitations on the tenure 
of permits or leases, this is pure and 
simple a proposal that incorporates the 
reverse concept of innocent until prov
en guilty. 

I also do not understand how Federal 
personnel will be able to physically 
visit every allotment to assess resource 
conditions, despite their best efforts. 

The renewal of permits will become a 
subjective exercise, hinging on the per
sonal relationship between permittee 
and Federal manager. 

And, we all know which party will 
win that issue. 

These reforms do not make sense. 
They will not achieve the desired re
sults. 

My colleagues have already high
lighted discrepancies in the proposed 
increase in the Federal grazing fee. 

I would like to add to this debate by 
referring to comments submitted last 
week by Dr. Darwin B. Nielsen, an agri
cultural economist at Utah State Uni
versity, who has done considerable re
search on the subject of the Federal 
grazing fee and is a recognized expert 
in this field. He is a tremendous re
source on the issue of the nonfee costs 
differences between grazing on private 
and public lands. 

Dr. Nielsen criticizes the two 
endpoint values used to compute a new 
base fee, $3.25/AUM and $4.68/AUM. The 
lowest of these values was estimated 
by indexing the $1.23 base fee from 1966 
to 1991 by the forage value index. The 
proposal claims this value "accounts 
for the nonfee cost differences of leas
ing private as compared with public 
lands," as the proposal states on page 
26. 

Dr. Nielsen takes exception to this 
maneuver. He indicates that each 
nonfee cost item can be indexed indi
vidually from 1966 to 1992 to result in a 
value of $2.78/AUM and that this meth
od is just as valid as that used by the 
Clinton administration. 

More importantly, the Clinton value 
of $3.25/AUM assumes there has been no 
change in the management require
ments the Government has imposed on 
permi ttees since 1966. 

For example, Dr. Nielsen cites the 
added costs of riparian area manage
ment.-fencing, herding, and so forth
added since 1966, that must be expended 
by today's ranchers but which are not 
accounted for in the methodology uti
lized by the Clinton administration. 

Obviously, the Clinton plan wanted 
to arrive at a particular amount and 
used those figures and the appropriate 
calculations to help it get there. 

Dr. Nielsen has also indicated the 
significant effects that compounding 
the new base fee and the annual adjust
ment by a single index of forage value 
will have on the fee. 

Assuming that the forage value index 
increases by 15 percent, the 1966 base 
fee of $1.23/AUM would increase to 
$1.23/AUM 0.15 = $0.18/AUM. 

Replacing the current base with the 
proposed Clinton base of $3.96, the an
nual change would be $3.96/AUM 0.15 = 
$0.59/AUM. 

The resulting annual increase would 
be three times greater due to the new 
base value. 

The Forage Value Index has risen 
over 85 percent of the time since 1969, 
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so it is anybody's guess how high the 
grazing fee will be in 10 to 15 years 
under the Clinton proposal. 

Let me cite three examples for my 
colleagues and the Clinton administra
tion of the resulting impact to a ranch
er's annual income from the proposed 
increase in the grazing fee. This data is 
also provided by Dr. Nielsen. 

A Utah rancher with a cow-calf oper
ation consisting of 150 head that has a 
4-month permit on Forest Service land 
would see an income level reduced by 
$1,888 annually. 

A Utah rancher with a 300-head cow
calf operation and a 6-month BLM per
mit would have an annual income re
duced by $5,663 annually. 

A Utah shepherd, whose operations 
are more dependent on public lands, 
with a 2,000 ewe-lamb operation that 
has a 4-month Forest Service permit 
and a 6-month BLM permit, would see 
a reduction of $11,132 in annual income. 

Since ranching is not a lucrative 
proposition, these reductions will come 
directly from a ranching family's liv
ing allowance. 

In sum, based on a level of approxi
mately 1.37 million AUM's on BLM and 
Forest Service lands in Utah, Dr. 
Nielsen estimates that an increase in 
the grazing fee of $2.42/AUM, phased in 
over 3 years, as proposed in the Clinton 
plan, will cost Utah ranchers at least 
$3,322,947 annually. 

This proposal makes no economic 
sense for this large segment of Utah's 
economy. 

That is why I commend Senators DO
MENIC! and REID who are sponsoring the 
proposed moratorium on implementa
tion of the Clinton rangeland manage
ment reform proposal. 

I would encourage my colleagues to 
assess the specific economic impacts to 
their States before making a final 
judgment on this amendment. 

I am certainly willing to discuss this 
issue with the Clinton administration 
in order to achieve a package that is a 
positive step toward improving man
agement of the Nation's rangelands. 

But, the Rangelands Reform '94 is not 
the right plan and is a step in exactly 
the wrong direction. 

On a related matter, Department of 
Interior officials indicated on August 9 
that there was solid legal authority 
available to the Secretary to make the 
policy changes contained within the 
Rangelands Reform '94 package. 

We have called the Department three 
times within the last 2 weeks to obtain 
a list of these authorities only to be 
told that such a list does not exist, but 
that it could be generated soon. 

I recognize the fact that the Sec
retary has considerable discretion 
available to him to properly manage 
the Nation's public lands. 

But, I would posit that in this case, 
where a major proposal is made to re
form historic rangeland policies, the 
Secretary would have this authority in 

his hand before generating such a pro
posal and before Congress has to re
quest it. 

I hope my request is not being ig
nored while the Department is 
hurrying to reconcile its own doubts 
about its authority to make such 
changes. 

I get the impression that the Depart
ment itself may not be absolutely sure 
that it is operating within existing au
thorities. 

There is a lot wrong with this Clin
ton-Babbitt proposal on grazing fees; 
there is a lot that could be devastating 
to Utahns. 

I intend to do everything I can to op
pose the proposal in its current form 
and appreciate the amendment of the 
Senators from New Mexico and Nevada 
to impose a moratorium on its imple
mentation so that Rangeland Reform 
'94 can be more fully examined. 

I thank my colleague for this time, 
and I yield the floor. 

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

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise 

today in support of the amendment of
fered by Senator DOMENIC!. As I stand 
before you, with a heavy heart, I am 
reminded of the conflict which divided 
our Nation in 1861-the War Between 
the States. Today, public lands grazing 
policy has become a conflict which is 
just as divisive. While this dispute has 
not killed people, it has regionalized 
our country and may devastate many 
rural communities. 

The grazing policies of the Federal 
Government play a key role in Mon
tana and other Western States. Many 
in my State make their living off that 
land. And at the same time, the land, 
the water, the range, the wide open 
spaces under the Big Sky are where we 
go to play. Improving the quality of 
our public lands is essential to preserv
ing what we think is this Nation's best 
way of life. 

I was heartened by the Clinton ad
ministration as they initiated a reform 
process which held great promise-still 
holds great promise-in the arena of 
grazing policy reform. 

Therefore, to stall this process by 
supporting the amendment before us, is 
a difficult decision for this Senator. I 
believe that a moratorium is the wrong 
tool to use. I believe we have a mean
ingful process to implement grazing re
form. It is difficult to stop such an at
tempt at reform. But I believe we must 
do so. 

As introduced, the proposed grazing 
reform will hurt public lands grazers 
and the communities to which they be
long. The rural West is highly depend
ent on the lands governed with these 
policies. While I believe reform is in 
order, I believe the Secretary has gone 
too far. I believe his proposal needs re
vising and I think we should replace 
conflict with cooperation. 

Even more than I am concerned with 
the substance of this proposal, I am 
deeply troubled by the process followed 
by the Interior Department. I have 
worked to convince Secretary Babbitt 
of the need for compromise in this cri t
i cal issue. 

As recently as yesterday, I wrote to 
Secretary Babbitt expressing my will
ingness to reach a compromise. 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: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, September 13, 1993. 

Hon. BRUCE BABBITT. 
Secretary, Department of Interior, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: This letter is to fol
low up on the meeting from Friday, Septem
ber 10, 1993, between our respective staffs re
garding the Department of Interior's public 
lands grazing proposals. Like you, I believe 
that reform of our public lands grazing pro
gram is overdue. While I applaud your efforts 
thus far to fairly resolve this issue, I remain 
concerned that your current proposal hurts 
the public land grazer. 

The grazing issue must be resolved, and I 
stand ready and willing to be a partner to
ward that conclusion. At the same time, I 
believe that there are three basic principles 
that must be adhered to. 

First, the process must be structured so 
that the public is included and listened to. 
That means public comment should be solic
ited at every logical juncture, and the time 
allowed for that comment should be as lib
eral as possible. Toward this end, I ask that 
you grant my request of September 9, 1993, 
and extend the time period for comment on 
the Advanced Notice of Proposed Rt1.le
making an additional 90 days beyond the 30 
days provided in the August 13, 1993 notice to 
allow ample opportunity for all interested 
persons to comment. 

Second, the Department of Interior must 
include western congressional delegations as 
active, contributing members of the process. 
We represent the people who use the public 
lands day in and day out-the cattlemen and 
sheepmen, as well as the fishermen, hunters 
and birdwatchers. We are keenly interested 
in seeing this issue resolved in a manner 
that fairly addresses the legitimate concerns 
of all interests. You must make a greater at
tempt to include us within the process. 

Finally, I believe that any final solution to 
the grazing issue must be subject to the re
view and approval of Congress. Congress has 
long been interested in grazing reform, 
therefore it is appropriate that it be afforded 
the opportunity to scrutinize the finished 
product. 

If you are willing to give me these assur
ances, I am willing to work with you to find 
a fair, equitable solution to an issue that has 
gone unresolved for far too long. I look for
ward to your response. 

With best personal regards, I am 
Sincerely, 

MAX BAUCUS. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, these ef

forts to avoid a moratorium have been 
genuine efforts but they have not been 
productive. Unfortunately, the re
sponses from the Department of the In
terior have shown no genuine interest 
in compromise. 
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The debate surrounding this issue 

has been difficult. I am appalled by 
those who further polarize this issue, 
attempting to use grazing reform to 
forward a much broader and disruptive 
agenda that has come to be known as 
"Cattle-Free By 93." 

They add little productive substance 
to this process. At the same time, I 
have refrained from endorsing the 
Campbell-Wallop bill because it falls 
short of meaningful reform of the man
agement of our public's resources. Ulti
mately, the solution lies somewhere 
between this legislation and what Sec
retary Babbit has proposed. 

The public needs to be deeply in
volved in this process and will benefit 
from the 30-day extension of the com
ment period that was announced by the 
Department of the Interior yesterday. 
That extension is a step in the right di
rection. 

But I must emphasize that there is a 
perception that people are being ex
cluded from this process. That is not 
just unpopular-it is unacceptable. 

Furthermore, it is time for the De
partment of the Interior to listen· to 
those who know the West-its land and 
its people-the best. I believe it is es
sential that the elected officials from 
throughout the West be involved in 
crafting this policy. In addition, I be
lieve the final policy changes should be 
subject to congressional review and ap
proval. 

In closing, if Arafat and Rabin can 
shake hands in a peace agreement for 
the Middle East, I know that we can 
successfully resolve this issue. I wish 
that a moratorium was not the chosen 
tool, but it is the only means left to us. 
I reaffirm my commitment to reform
ing our Federal grazing policy. I hope 
that between now and the time this bill 
comes out of the conference that a 
compromise can be attained. 

Mr. President, to stall the resolution 
of the grazing fee issue by supporting a 
moratorium is a difficult decision for 
me. I believe generally moratoriums 
are wrong; they stop resolution, they 
prevent parties from coming together 
to reach a solution. Nevertheless, in 
this case, I believe that we in the West 
have no other recourse. In this situa
tion at this juncture, we have to sup
port a moratorium in order to get more 
sense in to the Department of the In te
rior so that we in the Congress and the 
administration can work together to fi
nally solve this issue. 

I am first concerned about the sub
stance of Secretary Babbitt's proposal. 
It goes way too far. It raises grazing 
fees way too much. There are other 
provisions in it that I think show a 
lack of sensitivity and understanding 
of public lands States. 

In addition, I am very concerned 
about the process. Governors, Con
gressmen, Senators, many people 
worked with the Secretary to try to 
find a meaningful resolution. We feel 

we were stonewalled. We feel that the 
Secretary did not listen to us. It is for 
those two basic reasons, No. l, on the 
substance of the Secretary's proposal, 
No. 2, we have no alternative but to 
support the moratorium so that in the 
remaining few weeks or couple months 
maybe in this session of the Congress 
this year we can resolve it. 

I am appalled frankly by those who 
disrupt this process by arguing for 
"Cattle Free by '93." That is using the 
grazing issue as a smokescreen, ulte
rior motive to have this country frank
ly removed of any cattle by 1993. At the 
same time, Mr. President, I do not sup
port the Campbell-Wallop bill. I think 
it, frankly, is too much stuck in the 
past. It does not move far enough to
ward reform. 

So in order to get these two ap
proaches together finally, I do support 
this moratorium so that somewhere be
tween the Campbell-Wallop bill, on the 
one hand, and the Secretary's provi
sions, on the other, we can finally 
reach a resolution this year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired 

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

ator from Utah. 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, much 

that I could say has already been said, 
and I will not rehash it, about how this 
will benefit the Federal Treasury, and 
raising the grazing fees will hurt the 
Federal Treasury, and all of the other 
things that have already been said. 

There is one basic point I wish to 
make in an attempt to put this con
troversy in some historic context. I see 
the distinguished chairman of the Ap
propriations Committee in the Cham
ber. I have been impressed by his un
derstanding of history. I hope we could 
get a little history into this cir
cumstance. 

If we go back to the beginning of this 
physical Chamber, which is the time of 
the Civil War, this being an addition to 
the Capitol at that time, we go back to 
the time of the passage of the Home
stead Act when Congress made a con
scious decision that we wanted people 
in the West and we would make Fed
eral land available to them, to lure 
them west and hold them there. 

On that basis, many families re
sponded to the will of Congress and 
went west and created a nation that 
runs, as in the poet's phrase, from sea 
to shining sea. 

There are those who now tell us the 
time has changed; that the time has 
come to take people off the public 
lands, to reverse the historic pattern of 
the Homestead Act and say get off the 
public lands; they now belong to an
other purpose. 

That is a debate Congress should un
dertake. What we are seeing today is 
an attempt by the executive to move 
us in the direction of getting people off 
the public lands, reversing the historic 
trend without congressional debate. 

I am willing to engage in that debate. 
I think we can win that debate. I sup
port this moratorium because we are 
seeing an attempt on the part of the 
administration to avoid that debate 
which has overwhelming historic· con
sequences for those of us who de
scended from the people who responded 
to the congressional tug of the Home
stead Act. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

seeks recognition? 
Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this is 

the debate we have had many times in 
the past, and it is filled with mis
conception; it is filled with misunder
standing; it is filled with, in some 
cases, misrepresen ta ti on. 

I have heard colleagues of mine say 
that the people who are benefiting 
from the public lands are wealthy 
ranchers with big operations, with 
thousands of head of cattle, and these 
people are being unfairly subsidized by 
the Federal Government. 

Mr. President, none of those charac
terizations is true, not one of them, 
not one of them, in my State. In 
McKenzie County, which is the largest 
of the grazing counties in my State, 
there are 190 separate operations with 
an average herd size of 140. The average 
income, Mr. President, is less than 
$15,000 a year. 

I just had a meeting with ranchers in 
the western part of my State. When I 
went into the meeting, I said, "How 
many of you are millionaires? All the 
millionaires put up your hanas.'' 

I got a very big laugh. It got a big 
laugh because, Mr. President, these are 
not millionaires. These are not people 
with a net worth of $100,000. These are 
people who are eking out a living. 

Mr. President, let me share the in
come figures that we just received from 
the State of North Dakota for three of 
our western counties which are ranch
ing counties. Slope County: Average in
come for last year, $11,082; Dunn Coun
ty: $14,347; Golden Valley County: 
$14,407. 

Mr. President, these are not rich 
folks. These are not people who are 
being subsidized because, understand, 
there is a difference between public 
lands and private lands. 

Let us give this a chance to work. 
Let us vote for this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
has expired. 

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

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. Being one of the original 

sponsors of this and having worked 
with Senator DOMENIC! since early in 
August, I wish to tell the Senate why I 
am involved in this. First of all, the 
State of Nevada is 87 percent owned by 
the Federal Government-87 percent. 
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Only 13 percent of the State of Nevada 
is privately owned. 

I, however, recognize that this mora
torium, which I am confident will pass, 
will go t.o the House and we will meet 
with them in conference and try to 
work something out. It is my hope, 
after having been through this all my 
time in the Senate, that we will resolve 
something in the Senate and the House 
conference to the satisfaction of the 
cowboys and the environmentalists and 
other concerned parties. We have to do 
that. 

Now, I am not one of those here 
today to bash Secretary Babbitt. I 
think he has approached this in the 
right way in the sense that he has held 
townhall meetings throughout the 
country where thousands of people 
have attended. In the scoping period, 
he got 800 comments. I believe that is 
the way we should approach this. I 
think he is trying to do the right thing. 
I think the staff that prepared this in
formation is a little misguided, to say 
the least, and I think between now and 
the time we work out this matter in 
conference we will be able to sit down 
and resolve it once and for all. We do 
not need to come back and revisit this 
every year. 

He said in his letter of August 9 on 
Rangeland Reform '94: 

A number of concerns were raised at these 
townhall meetings, and on these critical 
points, we are in solid agreement.· 

I agree with Secretary Babbitt. 
Livestock grazing has a place on public 

lands as a part of the diverse local and re
gional economies of the West. 

The American people expect their land to 
be managed to ensure environmental qual
ity, health, sustainability and productivity. 

We all agree to that. 
The Federal Government should manage 

the public's land in a business like way ... 
Mr. President, it will be the goal of 

this Senator, and I think many Sen
ators, to work this out between now 
and the time it is finished in con
ference so that we have a law that sets 
a grazing fee standard; it is not done by 
Executive order. I think Secretary 
Babbitt's fee has to be phased in over a 
longer period of time, with many other 
changes in his proposal that I think 
will get this resolved once and for all. 

That is my goal. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator's time has expired. 
The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, let me 

just comment briefly. 
First of all, I wish to thank every

body who helped on this amendment, in 
particular Senator REID. I thank the 
Senator for his fine work. It has been 
very difficult. Obviously, we have not 
had a lot of time, but I think we have 
done the best we could. 

I do believe if we miss this one oppor
tunity, then grazing reform is left in 
the hands of bureaucrats and unelected 
officials not accountable to the voters. 

And I do not see any way out of that. 
If this passes, it seems to me that we 
are back negotiating, working, using 
our committee structure so that those 
elected to office will make these kinds 
of dramatic policy decisions for people 
of the West. Policy decisions of this 
magnitude should not be the sole re
sponsibility of appointed public offi
cials. We have no electoral involve
ment or accountability in this process 
unless it is with the adoption of this 
Domenici-Reid 1-year moratorium. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Well, Mr. President, 
"here we go again." I think during the 
time the Senate has considered grazing 
fees, the animals have evolved more 
than the debate. 

This subject is arcane, especially to 
the 68 Senators who do not represent 
States containing Federal rangelands. 
Let me offer some background and a 
brief history of the issue. It is illus
trative. 

The Interior Department's Bureau of 
Land Management [BLM] and the agri
culture Department's U.S. Forest Serv
ice [USFS] administer livestock graz
ing on 307 million acres of public range
lands. That is an area about three 
times the size of California. 

There is a miniscule amount of Fed
eral rangeland in the Dakotas, Ne
braska, Kansas, and Oklahoma. Vir
tually all Federal rangeland is con
centrated in the 11 westernmost 
States. 

Keep in mind that all Americans-all 
taxpayers-own these rangelands and 
the forage they produce. 

Anyway, BLM controls 57 percent of 
the acreage and the Forest Service con
trols the rest. 

There are about 23,600 livestock oper
ators holding Federal grazing permits 
to BLM or Forest Service lands; 14 per
cent of the operators hold permits to 
graze their livestock on both BLM and 
Forest Service lands. 

These producers represent 10 percent 
of the total number of livestock pro
ducers in the 16 Western States, and 3 
percent of the national total. 

These livestock producers currently 
pay $1.86 per AUM, or animal unit 
month. An AUM is the amount of for
age an adult cow and her calf or five 
sheep require 1 month. 

The basic issue is straightforward: 
Ranchers want to keep the fee as low 
as possible. That is understandable. 
But we have an obligation to receive 
fair market value for a resource all 
Americans own. And fair market value 
is higher than $1.86 per AUM. 

Ranchers used to turn their cattle 
and sheep out to pasture on public 
rangelands for free. The Forest Service 
first started collecting fees in 1906-
over the industry's strenuous objec
tions. 

BLM did not start collecting a fee 
until 1936-2 years after the Taylor 
Grazing Act. That act passed because 
unregulated overgrazing turned the 

public domain into a dustbowl-what 
Garrett Harden referred to as "the 
tragedy of the commons." 

Proposed grazing fee increases were 
deferred during World War II. 

In 1966, a comprehensive survey-the 
Western Livestock Grazing Survey 
[WLGS]-indicated that true market 
value of public forage was $1.23 per 
AUM. The BLM fee at the time was 
$0.33. The Forest Service fee was $0.52. 

The two agencies intended to bring 
their fees up to fair market value over 
10 years. 

There was a moratorium in 1970. 
There as another moratorium in 1975. 
There was another moratorium in 1977. 

In 1978, Congress passed the Public 
Rangelands Improvement Act [PRIA], 
that established in law the formula we 
currently use to determine the grazing 
fee. 

Authorization for the formula ex
pired in 1985. President Reagan ex
tended it by Executive order indefi
nitely. The authorizing committee did 
not hold hearings. It did not object to 
the Executive order. Why should it? 
The PRIA formula is deliberately 
skewed to produce a low fee. 

That is why Senator METZENBAUM 
and I have offered amendments the 
past 2 years to raise fees. 

Let me tell you what has happened. 
In 1991, Senators from the West came 

to the floor and said, "Do not offer this 
amendment to an appropriations bill. 
We have not held hearings." 

Well of course, that was true. The au
thorizing committee did not hold hear
ings after PRIA passed in 1978, not in 
1985, when authority for the formula 
expired, or anytime afterward. 

So they won. They promised to re
solve the issue in 1992. But they did 
not. A hearing was held, but nothing 
else. 

So Sena tor METZENBA UM and I came 
back again last year. My colleagues 
again made promises. Empty promises. 

In January 1993, the administration 
changed. Last month, the new adminis
tration issued an Advanced Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking regarding graz
ing fees and rangeland reforms. 

This document that so concerns our 
Western brethren is not written in 
stone. It is not even written in draft 
form. 

The notice followed five public hear
ings Interior Secretary Babbitt held in 
Western States. It allowed for public 
comment for 30 days. Yesterday, the 
administration extended the public 
comment period for another 30 days at 
the request of the Western Governors. 

Sometime near the end of October
or later-the administration will pub
lish draft regulations and a draft Envi
ronmental Impact Statement [EIS]. 

The administration has indicated 
that it will hold public meetings in 
each of the affected States during the 
60-day-or longer-comment period on 
the draft regulations and draft EIS. 
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Now we are into spring of 1994. It will 

be a miracle if final regulations and a 
final EIS are published by next sum
mer. And then, of course, there will be 
lawsuits and injunctions and tem
porary restraining orders. 

It is highly unlikely that actual 
change will occur before March 1995, 
the beginning of a new grazing season. 
Even that is pushing it. 

It is this course of events that our 
Western brethren seek to delay with 
their moratorium amendment. 

Frankly, I am a little tired of these 
dilatory tactics. The time has come. 

I have a letter dated September 10, 
1993, from Interior Secretary Bruce 
Babbitt to Senator BYRD. It says, in 
part, 

It is my understanding that during the 
Senate floor consideration of R.R. 2520 * * * 
an amendment may be offered which would 
restrict range management funding from 
being used for purposes of implementing the 
Administration's "Range Reform '94" initia
tive * * * I strongly urge you to oppose any 
such effort. 

There is no ambiguity to that. No
tice, by the way, that it is called Range 
Reform '94, not Range Reform '93. 

Of course, during all of this time, the 
authorizing committee has ample op
portunity to weigh in on the issue. It 
even has the perfect vehicle-the BLM 
reauthorization bill. BLM has not had 
new authority for over a decade. I 
guess the time is ripe. 

Mr. President, it is up to us, the Sen
ators who do not represent Federal 
rangeland States to drag our col
leagues from the West kicking and 
screaming into the 1990's-an era of 
multitrillion dollar deficits and an 
overwhelming demand from our con
stituents that the Federal Government 
operate more like a business. 

I do not want to talk much longer, 
but I will make the following observa
tions. 

First, the grazing program does not 
pay for itself. Taxpayers subsidize it. 
That is a fact. 

Second, last year, Senator METZEN
BAUM and I offered an amendment to 
raise the grazing fee to $2.40 per A UM. 
Member after Member came to the 
floor and eloquently argued that our 
amendment would bankrupt ranches 
and devastate rural communities 
across the West. They spoke of eco
nomic ruin, of apocalypse on the range 
and on Main Street. 

I will not embarrass any of them by 
naming names. But this year, they are 
all cosponsors of the Campbell-Wallop 
grazing fee bill. Where does that bill 
take the fee? 

Well, it would go to $2.36 per AUM. Is 
4 cents really going to make that much 
difference? Come on. 

By the way, the fee in 1980 was $2.41 
for Forest Service land and $2.36 for 
BLM land. Just adjusting for inflation 
would take it up to $4.10 today. 

Finally, let me read from a few edi
torials that came out after the admin
istration announced its intentions: 

Interior's grazing fee plan is still good deal 
for ranchers: Anyone looking at it objec
tively will conclude it still provides a good 
deal for ranchers, while improving the 
public's return on its land at a reasonable 
level. 

That is from the Cheyenne, WY 
Eagle. 

The Great Falls, MT Tribune states, 
"Grazing fee hike is steep, but not un
fair * * * it's necessary to make our 
government more cost-effective." 

The Phoenix, AZ Gazette opines that 
Secretary Babbitt has announced "a 
draft policy that returns reason to the 
debate and offers prudent alternatives 
to the status quo." 

The Denver, CO Post states, "In gen
eral * * * the package appears to off er 
reasonable ways of restoring the health 
of the nation's rangeland ecosystems 
without reversing the fortunes of the 
stock growers who have come to de
pend on those lands.'' 

The Idaho Statesman claims, "On the 
face of it, the grazing plan is on the 
right course * * * Grazing reforms 
must meet the needs of all those users, 
including taxpayers.'' 

The Grand Junction, CO Sentinel edi
torializes, "That keening cry you 
might be hearing over the next several 
weeks is not likely to be a pack of 
coyotes howling to a full moon but 
angry western livestock interests howl
ing at the Clinton administration * * * 
Tempting as it might be to suggest 
otherwise, the Clinton administration 
is on the right track on this one." 

The El Paso, TX Times writes, "Such 
measures are needed to protect the en
vironment and taxpayers * * * tax
payers have no business subsidizing 
ranchers.'' 

The Arizona Republic opines, "All in 
all, the administration's proposal is an 
ambitious one that reflects the chang
ing character of the West away from 
the days when the public's natural re
sources were sold off at bargain-base
ment prices * * * It is a substantive 
and thoughtful initial step." 

The Oregon Columbian's headline 
reads ''Ranchers finally asked to pay 
their fair share.'' 

The Kansas City, KS Star's headline 
reads "Grazing giveaway should stop," 
and goes on to say, "President Clinton 
is right to renew his push for higher 
grazing fees on public lands * * * The 
interests of the public which owns the 
land should be Congress' chief con
cern." 

Finally, the Arizona Tribune: "the 
public's interest should not be subser
vient to narrow, personal-profit inter
ests of a well-connected industry." 

I think that pretty well sums it up, 
Mr. President. I urge my colleagues to 
table the amendment. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the amendment of the Sen
ator from New Mexico. The amendment 
would prevent the implementation of 
the Clinton administration's rangeland 
reform proposal. I come to the floor in 

support of this amendment not because 
I am opposed to efforts to improve our 
Nation's rangelands, but because the 
proposal put forth by the administra
tion represents a dramatic change in 
our Nation's policy toward public lands 
that should be made by Congress. 

It is my belief, and the belief of many 
others, that policy changes this signifi
cant should not be made administra
tively. They should be made through 
the legislative process, where the elect
ed Members of Congress and the Amer
ican people have the opportunity to 
shape the policy. 

The proposed reforms will affect 
more than 264 million acres of Federal 
land and impact many rural commu
nities throughout the West. Policy de
cisions of this magnitude should not be 
the sole responsibility of appointed 
Federal officials who have no electoral 
accountability to the American people. 
There is clearly a need for congres
sional hearings and debate on these 
policy changes. 

I share many of my colleagues con
cerns about the condition of our Na
tion's public lands. We are blessed with 
an incredible natural heritage. I firmly 
believe that we must be responsible 
stewards of this unique heritage. 

I commend the efforts of Secretary 
Babbitt to begin this discussion about 
the use of public lands. The reforms 
contemplated by the Clinton adminis
tration, however, go too far and usurp 
congressional authority by dramati
cally changing our Nation's policies to
ward public lands. 

The administration is proposing 
much more than a simple increase in 
grazing fees. The reforms appear to 
alter the multiple use concept of public 
lands which is the very reason these 
lands were set aside. 

Additionally, I have grave concerns 
that the proposal may inflict unin
tended harm on rural economies. Pub
lic lands comprise a great proportion of 
my State, as well as many other west
ern States. If you include Indian trust 
lands, over 70 percent of Arizona is 
under the control of the Federal Gov
ernment. 

Changes in the administration of 
these lands can have a dramatic effect 
on local economies. We have all seen 
how Federal policies affecting the tim
ber industry on public lands can wreck 
havoc on small towns in the Pacific 
Nqrthwest. 

The cattle industry is of critical im
portance to the well-being of many 
rural communities in Arizona. It has a 
$302 million annual impact on Arizo
na's economy. Many people in my 
State have expressed concern that the 
proposal would deliver a devastating 
blow that small, family-run ranching 
operations would never recover from. 

While it is important that such 
changes in policy be made through 
Congress, I have been concerned that 
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this amendment may go too far by pre
venting the administration from con
tinuing the public hearing process 
which it has already begun. The Sec
retary of the Interior should be able to 
continue to conduct public hearings 
and gather information on this matter. 
Nevertheless, it is clear that we must 
act today, if we are to prevent the im
plementation of these reforms without 
congressional approval. 

Mr. President let me reemphasize 
that I am not opposed to range reform. 
In fact, I look forward to working with 
the administration to develop reforms 
that will not harm our rural econo
mies. 

I simply believe, these reforms are 
such a dramatic shift in public policy 
that they should go through the hear
ing process and be fully examined be
fore they are implemented. The mora
torium called for in the amendment by 
Senator DOMENIC! will give us the op
portunity to do that. I hope my col
leagues will join me in support of this 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to insert in to the RECORD several 
letters from counties and towns in my 
State that will be affected by the 
rangeland reforms expressing their sup
port for this amendment. I wish also to 
insert a letter from the Arizona Cattle
men's Association in support of the 
amendment. 

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

CITY OF SIERRA VISTA, 
Sierra Vista, AZ, September 14, 1993. 

Senator JOHN MCCAIN, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCAIN: The City of Sierra 
Vista is aware of current efforts of the Clin
ton administration to revise the federal pol
icy relating to the fees to be charged for 
grazing rights on federal land. 

The City understands that Senator McCain 
is going to so-sponsor an amendment to 
place a one-year moratorium on this issue. 
We very much support the Senator's efforts 
on behalf of the ranchers in the State of Ari
zona. Increasing the fees to be paid for graz
ing on federally owned land would be most 
detrimental to the ranching industry, be
cause this sector of the economy is experi
encing the same fiscal problems as the other 
sectors of the American economy. The fed
eral government must give everyone an op
portunity to recover from the poor economic 
conditions that are currently being experi
enced. 

We agree with the Senator's position that 
the administration's plan does represent a 
dramatic change in federal policy toward the 
use of federal lands, and st udied consider
ation must be given to any such changes. 

On behalf of the City of Sierra Vista, we 
wish to extend our support for the Senator's 
efforts in this area. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD F. ARCHER, 

Mayor. 

NAVAJO COUNTY 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, 

Holbrook, AZ, September 14, 1993. 
Senator JONN MCCAIN, 
Phoenix, AZ. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCAIN: Navajo County en
courages your support of Senator Domenici 's 
amendment to block the proposed rangeland 
reforms initiated by Secretary Babbitt. The 
proposed rangeland reforms will likely elimi
nate the small rancher in Navajo County. 

We share your concerns that the proposal 
put forth by the administration represents a 
dramatic change in our nation's policy to
ward public lands. 

If you need any further information from 
Navajo County, Please call. 

Sincerely, 
EDDIE KOURY, 
County Manager. 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, 
County of Cochise, AZ, September 14, 1993. 

Hon. JOHN MCCAIN, 
U.S. Senator, 
Phoenix, AZ. 
Attn: Mr. Ed Sanchez 

DEAR SENATOR MCCAIN: As stated in the 
enclosed letter to Secretary of the Interior 
Bruce Babbitt dated September 13, 1993, 
Cochise County is dependent on commercial 
ranching and this Board of Supervisors 
would support a moratorium for a minimum 
of one year so that an in-depth study of the 
proposed increase in grazing fees. It would 
appear that this action could have a tangible 
negative effect on the economic development 
of Cochise County. A 35% increase over a 
three-year period is a huge increase to ask 
one industry to bear. 

Please get in touch with Supervisor Tony 
Saracino at (602) 432-9200 if you need addi
tional information regarding the position of 
this Board on this very important issue to 
our County. 

Sincerely, 
MIKE PALMER 

Chairman, 
No. 2. 

District 

TONY SARACINO, 
Supervisor, District 

No. l. 
LESLIE THOMPSON, 

Supervisor, District 
No . 3. 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
County of Cochise, AZ, September 13, 1993. 

Hon. BRUCE BABBITT' 
Secretary of the Interior 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR Ms. MELANIE BELLER: Cochise Coun
ty not only leads the state in commercial 
ranching operations but also provides the 
following: 

(1) Approximately twenty-four million dol
lars in employment; 

(2) Twenty-two million dollars of input 
supplies; 

(3) Taxes in the amount of 5.4 million dol
lars; 

(4) Improvements to public lands in the 
amount of 3.3 million dollars; and 

(5) Implementation of holistic resource 
management with the support of the Univer
sity of Arizona Cooperative Extension Serv
ices. 

Based on the above data, the Cochise Coun
ty Board of Supervisors would like to re
quest that an economic impact review be 
conducted prior to the proposed increase of 
the grazing fees as it appears that this ac
tion would have a tangible negative effect on 
the economic development of Cochise Coun
ty. 

Please feel free to contact Ms. Linda 
Small , Director of Economic/Community De
velopment at (602) 432- 9454. 

Sincerely, 
MIKE PALMER, 

Chairman District 
No. 2. 

TONY SARACINO, 
District No. 1. 

LESLIE THOMPSON, 
District No. 3. 

GILA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, 
Globe, AZ, September 14, 1993. 

Senator JOHN MCCAIN, 
Phoenix, AZ. 
RE: Rangeland Reform Act, HR 2520 

DEAR SENATOR McCAIN: This letter is in 
support of Senator Domenici 's amendment 
to the proposed Rangeland Reform Act (HR 
2520) which places a moratorium on the ex
penditure of funds for the completion of the 
Rangeland Reform '94 Program. Changes of 
such magnitude as those contained in the 
Rangeland Reform Act should be accom
plished by the Congress who has accountabil
ity to the taxpaying public , not bureaucrats. 
Moreover, it is the feeling of this Board that 
the public comment period was inadequately 
short; no rational justification of need has 
been shown for change; and, there should be 
an emphasis on the human element when 
considering ecosystem management to re
flect the proposed reform's impact on ranch
ing operations and ranch-dependent commu
nities. Under the proposed reform, grazing 
fees appear to be uniform. However, no con
sideration has been given to the different 
types of rangelands. Because of the varieties 
of grazing, a regional study including price 
adjustments by type should be completed. 

As you are well aware, the history of Ari
zona was built upon the five C'&-Cattle, 
Copper, Cotton, Citrus, and Climate. This 
letter is intended to show the support of the 
Gila County Board of Supervisors for the 
cattle industry which still contributes large
ly to the economy of Gila County, Arizona. 

Gila County was established in 1881, cre
ated from parts of Yavapai, Maricopa and 
Pinal Counties. Geographic features of Gila 
County range from desert in the southern 
portion to mountainous terrain in the north. 
Elevations range from 2000 feet to over 7000 
feet in the northern pine country. Gila Coun
ty consists of approximately 4748 miles, of 
which water covers 41 square miles. Approxi
mately 97% of the land in <;Hla County is 
controlled by National Forest in northwest 
Gila County comprises a lion's share of the 
county's land- approximately 56%- which is 
controlled by the U.S. Forest Service. Gila 
County's economy is primarily based upon 
copper mining and smelting, ranching, lum
bering, tourism and recreation. 

It is important to note the impact of range 
cattle production on the Gila County econ
omy. A study done by the University of Ari
zona Cooperative Extension Office portrays 
that the range cattle industry in Gila Coun
ty plays a significant part in the local econ
omy. In 1991, over $16,000,000 was generated 
from the sale of livestock , which results in a 
total impact well over $21 ,000,000 to the local 
economy through the local purchase of goods 
and services by ranchers. Moreover, 280 jobs 
to residents of the county have been pro
vided through this industry. The $21,000,000 
impact is broken down with $16,600,000 from 
direct sales; $1,200,000 from indirect employ
ment generated as a result of sales; and, 
$3,600,000 in employment/purchases as a re
sult of spending by cattle industry employ
ees. Furthermore, $2,300,000 was paid for em
ployee compensation (including wages, sala
ries and benefits); $3,400,000 was generated 



September 14, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 21293 
from self-employment, rental and interest 
income; and, $500,000 from indirect business 
taxes. In addition, over 33,000 head of live
stock representing personal property taxable 
assets valued at $20,000,000 at the end of 1991, 
was established by the local industry. 

As you can see, the cattle industry is very 
important to the well being of the citizens of 
Gila County. For this reason, the Gila Coun
ty Board of Supervisors supports the mul
tiple use concept of public lands and consid
ers the current grazing fee structure as rea
sonable and, therefore, should not be 
changed. The Board supports the current 
grazing fee formula established by the Public 
Range Lands Improvement Act of 1978 as it 
is based upon science and determined 
through a formula which allows for market 
fluctuations. The economy of Gila County, 
Arizona, as well as many other western state 
counties depends upon the continuation of 
the cattle industry. 

If you have any questions, please don't 
hesitate to contact us. Thank you for your 
time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Gila County Board of Supervisors: 

CRUZ SALAS, 
Chairman District III 

Supervisor. 
EDWARD G. GUERRERO, 

District II Super
visor. 

RON CHRISTENSEN, 
District Supervisor. 
Daniel G. Field, 
Clerk of the Board/ 

Administrator. 
YAVAPAI COUNTY 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, 
Cottonwood, AZ, September 14, 1993. 

Senator JOHN MCCAIN, 
Senate Office Bldg., Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCAIN: I understand you 
are appearing on the Senate floor today re
garding the Rangeland Reform. I wish to go 
on record as supporting Senator Domenici's 
amendment to the proposed Rangeland Re
forms. 

If the reforms are initiated they will cause 
considerable economic hardship on many 
ranchers and communities. 

I have been contacted by a number of my 
constituents and have enclosed copies of two 
of the letters received in my office. 

Thank you for this opportunity to join in 
your efforts. 

Sincerely, 
CARLTON L. CAMP, 

Supervisor. 

THE STATE OF ARIZONA, COUNTY OF 
GREENLEE, BOARD OF SUPER-
VISORS, 

Clifton, AZ, September 14, 1993. 
Hon. JOHN MCCAIN, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCAIN: After a short re
view of the Rangeland Reform '94, we strong
ly believe that the thirty day comment pe
riod does not provide sufficient time to prop
erly review the proposal. Since this proposal 
will have a dramatic negative economic im
pact upon our county, we strongly agree 
with you that a one year moratorium on 
rangeland management proposal implemen
tation. 

Greenlee County is comprised of 77% fed
eral lands, 15% state lands with only 8% 
being private lands. Any revisions of policy 
regarding the uses of federal lands in our 
county has a major impact upon our local 
economy. We understand that the proposed 
increase in the grazing fee will reduce the 

number of ranchers in our county by better 
than 50%. Such a reduction in any one com
ponent of our economy can not be allowed. 
We must strongly express our opposition to 
the $4.28/AUM proposed fee. We feel much 
more research and analysis should be con
ducted and that such studies should take 
into account the various components of the 
area being studied (forage productivity, an
nual rainfall, topography, access, etc.) as 
well as economic impacts upon the area. 

There is proposed a very short time table 
to complete further drafting of the new regu
lations. Such a short time table forces us to 
the conclusion that these new grazing man
agement regulations will be based more upon 
political pressure than well thought out and 
researched management decisions. A one 
year additional study period would be bene
ficial. 

We wish to express our appreciation for 
your desire to extend the study and com
ment period on the proposed proposals. 

Sincerely, 
Greenlee County Board of Supervisors: 

DONALD R. STACEY, 
Chairman. 

HECTOR RUEDAS, 
Member. 

H.J. MILLER, 
Member. 

ARIZONA CA'TTLE 
GROWERS' ASSOCIATION, 

Phoenix, AZ .. September 14, 1993. 
Senator JOHN McCAIN, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCAIN: We urge your sup
port of the proposed amendment to the Inte
rior Appropriations bill H.R. 2520 being of
fered today by Senator Domenici. This 
amendment would place a moratorium on 
the proposed rule changes including a more 
than doubling of the grazing fees which was 
proposed by Secretary Babbitt and the Clin
ton Administration. 

A halt at this time would accomplish sev
eral objectives, some of them being: 

It would allow the time necessary to let us 
develop the date showing why the proposed 
rule changes would not accomplish what 
they say they will. 

1. The problem with the current Federal 
Register notice method is that the time for 
comment was 10 days, then at the end of that 
it was extended 30 more days, then at the end 
of that time extended 30 more days (as of 
yesterday). In each of these we were told 
that if we did not respond on time we would 
not be heard. 

2. Had we known we had 70 days up front 
we could have been much more factual in our 
responses and been able to have the data de
veloped to prove our points. 

3, This moratorium will give everyone the 
time necessary to develop the potential im
pact studies and factual data gathering to 
show what may happen. 

It will allow the time necessary for the 
Federal Government to do the impact stud
ies which it will have to have in order to 
show that the proposed actions are not a 
major rule change. (what they will discover 
is that it is a major federal rule .impacting 
the economy by more than $100 million. See 
Executive Order 12291) 

It would allow the western states time to 
fully develop alternate proposals which 
would accomplish some of the stated goals of 
the administration, while allowing the west
ern livestock industry to continue to be good 
stewards of the land and produce food and 
fiber for this nation at a reasonable profit. 

To the eastern states and to the congress 
this may not seem significant but to the 

states in the west and ultimately to the na
tion it is very important that the multiple 
use sustained yield on western federal lands 
be maintained. 

1. Without production in the western 
states the nation must ultimately import 
more products. This will make us more de
pendant on the other nations for our food, 
fiber, and shelter. I don't believe we can af
ford that luxury. 

2. To Arizona to be self sufficient in some 
areas and have products to sell to other 
states is equally important. With only 17% of 
our state in private land we depend on the 
federal land for 43% of our area and a large 
part of our basic production. 

The regulatory proposals addressed today 
need to be looked at closely because some of 
the changes are against the will of Congress 
and without Congress saying something they 
will be ignored. 

Once again Senator McCain we thank you 
for your continued support and offer our help 
if you need it. 

Sincerely 
WALTER ARMER Jr., 

President. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I would 
like to take a moment to speak on the 
pending Domenici-Reid amendment re
garding the administration's plans to 
increase grazing fees and impose new 
regulations intended to protect public 
lands. 

In the past, I have supported amend
ments to increase the fees charged to 
ranchers who graze livestock on public 
lands, and I continue to believe that 
that ought to be done. 

Now, however, the administration 
has put forward a proposal which not 
only increases grazing fees substan
tially, but makes significant changes 
in the way we manage these public 
lands. 

Western Senators have asked for a 1-
year moratorium on the administra
tion's rulemaking process. They have 
promised that this is not simply a ploy 
to put off reform for another year, and 
that they recognize the need for both 
an increase in grazing fees and reform 
of public land management. They have 
indicated that they are willing to sit 
down and negotiate with the adminis
tration in good faith. 

I have confidence in the senior Sen
ator from New Mexico. I believe that 
he and the other Senators who have 
spoken in support of this amendment 
are honorable people and will live up to 
their word. Hence, I am willing to give 
them the year to try and work this out 
in a way that is hopefully satisfactory 
to all parties. I think that is the fair 
thing to do. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise in strong opposition to the Domen
ici-Reid amendment and urge my col
leagues to join me in defeating it. 

The public lands of our Nation are 
owned by all Americans and held in 
trust for future generations under the 
stewardship of the Federal Govern
ment. Unfortunately, we have not al
ways been good stewards. 

Good stewards don't let people use 
their land without paying a fair value. 
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Good stewards don't permit uses that 
harm the land without demanding com
pensation. 

One area that cries out for improve
ment of our stewardship is the use of 
Federal lands by the livestock grazing 
industry. Therefore, I was pleased when 
President Clinton identified this area 
for significant reform in .his economic 
and budget proposals. And that was 
also why I was so disappointed when, 
after hearing the predictable objec
tions from the industry and its advo
cates, grazing fee reform vanished from 
the reconciliation proposals voted on 
by the Senate. 

Now we again have the opportunity 
for needed reform. The Secretary of the 
Interior has proposed to reform the fee 
schedules administratively. And now, 
we again face opposition. 

Mr. President, time and time again I 
have cited the current grazing fee 
schedule as evidence of Government 
waste. It's Government selling itself 
short. We are leasing our land, the 
public's land, for a fee that does not 
even approach fair market value. This 
low fee encourages overgrazing. This is 
yet another example of Government 
subsidizing an industry and, thereby, 
encouraging abuse of the land. 

The current fee levied on ranchers 
who graze livestock on public lands is 
$1.86 per animal unit month, or the 
amount of forage needed to sustain a 
cow and her calf, a horse or five sheep. 

If you take a look at the comparison 
between the private grazing land lease 
rate versus the Federal grazing fee, the 
results are disturbing. The average pri
vate rate for 11 Western States has in
creased from $7.75 in 1980 to $10.03 in 
1993. The Federal grazing fee has actu
ally decreased over the same period 
from $2.36 in 1980 to $1.86 today. Some
thing is clearly wrong. 

The Federal Government is selling 
our precious national inheritance at 
yard sale prices. Be it mining rights, 
logging on public lands or leasing Fed
eral lands to the ski industry, this give 
away has got to stop. 

The Secretary's proposal will in
crease the grazing fees and impose 
stricter environmental standards on 
the rangelands. I think this is a step in 
the right direction but I wonder if it 
goes far enough. 

The proposal increases the current 
fee from $1.86 per animal unit month to 
$4.28 per animal unit month over a 3-
year period. After that, fee increases or 
decreases would be limited to no more 
than 25 percent. But the Director of the 
Bureau of Land Management has ad
mitted that, "In most States, this fee 
will still be well below fair market 
value." 

Yet, despite this fact, this amend
ment wants to stop the Secretary's re
form plan dead in its tracks. They 
want to stop a plan that the Congres
sional Budget Office estimates can 
bring in approximately $63 million over 
4 years. 

If we don't ask this industry to begin 
to pay more, who will be asked to pay. 
The taxpayers of New Jersey know who 
will pay more-it's them. They know 
that the recently passed budget bill in
creases their taxes and lets off scot free 
those who use our public lands. No 
wonder they are tired of paying more 
taxes. 

Mr. President, how can I, in good 
conscience, ask a New Jerseyan to sub
sidize these ranchers? How can I ask 
someone in need to approve this sub
sidy to "welfare cowboys," as some 
have put it? I can't. That's one reason 
why I voted against the budget. These 
programs must be reformed, the fees 
must be increased to reflect fairness. 

Mr. President, I oppose any amend
ment that continues this unfair sub
sidy, not just because it is guided by a 
clear special interest and it robs the 
Federal Treasury and the public of its 
rightful funds, but also because it con
tinues business as usual. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I have 
joined with Mr. CAMPBELL and other 
Members from the West in a bill we 
feel will improve the management of 
Federal rangeland, and will increase 
Federal grazing fees as well. I think it 
is a good plan that takes into consider
ation the interest of the public, as well 
as the financial well-being of our fam
ily ranchers who rent Federal lands. 

The amendment offered here today 
by Mr. DOMENIC! would guarantee that 
we who support the plan offered by Mr. 
CAMPBELL are seriously considered as 
we move forward with the administra
tion toward some significant revisions 
of our Federal rangeland program. I do 
not believe that is too much to ask. 

Let me point out that this is not a 
simple issue of what Federal grazing 
fees should be. The issue is one of revis
ing the whole spectrum of law and reg
ulations on the management of Federal 
grazing lands. It involves the way the 
land is leased, under what terms, and 
what is required of the rancher tenants 
and the Government to assure the land 
is properly cared for. 

The issue is one in which the Senate 
must insist in playing a central role. 
The preliminary administration pro
posal includes some good ideas, and I 
encourage the administration to keep 
working to create the best possible 
plan. We simply do not want the ad
ministration moving forward with a 
full-scale reformulation of regulations 
in this area while Congress simply 
stands by and hopes for the best. 

I note that the Secretary of the Inte
rior sent a letter to Members of the 
Senate today concerning his desire to 
move forward with a maximum of the 
public input, and full participation by 
the Congress. The Secretary says he 
wants to work with the Senate, and 
that he is in no great hurry to finalize 
a new grazing program. This amend
ment only takes the Secretary at his 
word. 

This amendment assures that we will 
have proper deliberation with the 
House of Representatives and the ad
ministration on a new Federal range
land program, and so we should pass 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators seeking recogni
tion? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I yield back any 
time I have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I 
would like to take just a few minutes 
to comment on what I see happening
just a few minutes. 

Everyone knows what the public 
wants us to do. They want us to cut 
spending and to cut Federal subsidies. 
Last week in the Chamber, I made a 
little speech about principles I think 
we should apply to spending, and one of 
them did relate to subsidies and cut
ting subsidies. 

It is ironic to me that the first 
amendment out of the block on this 
important appropriations bill will ac
tually increase the deficit. The admin
istration is proposing a reform of the 
grazing fee system which is, frankly, 
long overdue-long overdue. And the 
amendment that is now before us 
would stop that process in its tracks
stop it in its tracks. In other words, 
the administration could not reform 
the grazing fee system because this 
amendment says no funds shall go for 
promulgation of a regulation that 
would reform the grazing fee system. 

Mr. President, the proponents often 
lament the size of the budget deficit 
and the process and Congressional 
input. The fact is that, in this case, due 
process is meant, as this amendment 
makes clear, to stall. 

Now, I have heard proponents of this 
bill often talk about reform, but this 
happens to be an amendment that 
stops reform in its tracks. 

If you recall, the President proposed 
much more dramatic change in the 
grazing fee system than the Secretary 
proposed in regulation. Now this 
amendment would not even allow the 
more modest reform envisioned by the 
Secretary. 

I would like to insert in the RECORD 
a letter from the Secretary of the Inte
rior, Secretary Babbitt. I ask unani
mous consent that it be printed in the 
RECORD at this time. 

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

THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, September JO, 1993. 

Hon. ROBERT c. BYRD, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Interior and Relat

ed Agencies, Committee on Appropriations, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: It is my understand
ing that during the Senate floor consider
ation of H.R. 2520, the Interior and Related 
Agencies Appropriations bill for FY 1994, an 
amendment may be offered which would re
strict range management funding from being 
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used for purposes of implementing the Ad
ministration's "Range Reform '94" initia
tive. Such an amendment would effectively 
place a moratorium on the Department of 
the Interior's ability to continue our range 
reform program. I strongly urge you to op
pose any such effort. 

The Bureau of Land Management has pub
lished an " Advanced Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking" (ANPR) regarding grazing fees 
and management reforms in the BLM range 
program. The ANPR and scoping comment 
period have been widely publicized in the 
western states, and we are receiving a great 
deal of public input on our proposals as a re
sult. In December, the BLM will publish 
draft regulations and a draft environmental 
impact statement regarding these range re
form proposals. We will have an additional 
60-day public comment period on both the 
proposed rule and the draft environmental 
impact statement. 

The BLM will also hold public meetings in 
every western grazing state next January to 
gather additional public comment on the 
proposals. All of this opportunity for further 
public dialog and debate is in addition to the 
five western townhall meetings on grazing 
which we held earlier this summer. 

As you know, the House of Representatives 
has in recent years approved fee increases on 
the Interior and Related Agencies Appropria
tions bill nearly double that which the Ad
ministration is now proposing. This year the 
main sponsors of that measure withdrew 
their amendment from consideration in re
sponse to the Administration's commitment 
to move forward on this issue. I urge the 
Senate to refrain from imposing this morato
rium for the same reason. 

This is an issue which has divided the West 
for far too long, and I believe that it is time 
to resolve it. It is my desire to develop the 
most fair and equitable plan possible that 
can bring about true range reform. As the 
administrative process proceeds, I look for
ward to working closely with members of 
both the Senate and House to develop such a 
plan. 

Sincerely, 
BRUCE BABBITT. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I urge us to oppose 
this amendment. For all those who 
made their big speeches about cutting 
the deficit, this is the time. 

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

ator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, what 

is the parliamentary situation? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 2112 minutes. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Do I need to request 

time from somebody? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 21/2 minutes in his own right. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, 2112 

minutes is fine. I am opposed to this 
amendment. I know these western Sen
ators feel strongly about this just as 
they do about mining law reform. I was 
reluctant to speak because I think 
sometimes they think I have some kind 
of a vendetta against them. I do not. 

But I have a couple of charts here 
just to show you where we are. Right 
here is a comparison of the fees ranch
ers pay on private and Federal land. In 
1980, the Federal grazing fee per animal 

unit month was $2.36. I am a cattle
man. I can tell you that in 1980 cattle 
were a drag on the market. Today cat
tle are twice as high as they were in 
1980 and the price paid to the Federal 
Government is $1.86 per animal unit 
month. If you can believe it-Federal 
grazing fees have gone down since 1980 
while cattle prices have doubled. 

Let me tell you one other thing. This 
is always the proof of the pudding. It is 
true in mining and everything else. 
Every State in the Nation except Ari
zona, charge more, a lot more, than the 
Federal grazing fee. Colorado, $4.70; Ne
braska, $7.53; New Mexico, $3.46. Many 
of them charge anywhere from two to 
five times higher than the Federal 
rate. 

If it is good for the States, if the 
States are willing to charge their own 
people to this extent for grazing fees, 
why should we do less? In fact, Mr. 
President, we should not. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President. I rise 

in support of the amendment that 
would prohibit the use of funds under 
this bill to implement the Rangeland 
Reform '94 Program. I reviewed this 
proposal when it was first announced 
by the administration, shortly after 
Congress began its August recess. It is 
a very significant, far-reaching initia
tive which deserves extensive public 
comment and scrutiny. 

So far, that type of democratic, pub
lic review has not occurred. For in
stance, many of my constituents tell 
me that the State offices for the Bu
reau of Land Management were less 
than diligent in making copies of the 
so-called Rangeland Reform '94 Pro
gram available to the general public. 
Ranchers had to rely on word of mouth 
about the details. Clearly, that is no 
way to encourage thoughtful public 
consideration of issues which so di
rectly-and drastically-affect so many 
lives in the West. 

I am concerned that the realities of 
ranching in the West have been dis
missed by this proposal and instead we 
are offered some form of politically 
correct ecosystem management. I fear 
that this program is another effort by 
the administration to increase the po
litical influence of the so-called envi
ronmentalists while ignoring the con
tributions of generations of westerners 
who have preserved, protected, and im
proved western rangelands. 

The administration proposal neglects 
to address the impact of a significant 
fee increase on the business climate of 
rural America. A fair proposal would 
take into account the affect of a fee in
crease on small businesses in the West. 
This ill-advised proposal will lead to 
the demise of the economies of many 
small towns across the West. It is inap
propriate that by executive edict this 
administration is attempting to super
sede congressional authority with an 
order of such incredible breadth and 
scope. 

I also find it very troubling that the 
administration is proposing taking 
ownership of improvements paid for 
and constructed at the sole cost of the 
permittees without compensating them 
for their financial contributions or for 
the labor they have expended on those 
improvements. The Clinton-Babbitt 
program comes very close to claiming 
a Federal water right in the West in di
rect contravention of the various west
ern State constitutions. 

The Clinton-Babbitt program pro
poses the elimination of administrative 
appeals of some land management deci
sions. On the surface, that sounds very 
much like what Republicans have pro
posed in a wide array of administrative 
law areas. However, the Clinton-Bab
bitt proposal is terribly one-sided. It 
would only impose limits on appeals in 
decisions that negatively impact 
ranchers and permittees. Nothing is 
proposed in their plan to limit the 
rights to appeal issues in areas that 
uniquely benefit so-called outside spe
cial interests. 

Also, the Clinton-Babbitt plan pro
poses elimination of one of the most 
successful cooperative management 
schemes in the history of public lands. 
Local grazing advisory boards have 
been uniquely effective in improving 
stewardship of our public lands. They 
have improved the overall quality of 
the lands from the stockman's perspec
tive. They have also helped to improve 
the capacity of the public lands to pro
vide quality habitat for wildlife, and by 
helping to provide a quality recreation 
experience for the public. 

This administration is not satisfied 
with a successful management tool, 
but rather proposes eliminating graz
ing advisory boards in favor of a new 
expanded resource advisory council ap
proach. The local grazing advisory 
boards work. Those who are directly 
dependent on the lands for their liveli
hood and who are directly involved 
with the management of the lands on a 
daily basis are much more qualified to 
ensure sound stewardship. We all know 
far too many horror stories about the 
failures of committee management in 
others areas, Mr. President, and I am 
extremely concerned about this re
source advisory council proposal. 

So I join with my colleagues from the 
western States in attempting to insert 
some common sense and practical ex
perience into this debate. When na
tional policy is being made which dis
proportionately impacts a particular 
segment of our population, Congress 
and the administration should move 
very cautiously, indeed. It is not cor
rect for the administration to have 
stated that "The public has already 
had substantial opportunity to affect 
this proposal." We should particularly 
respect and honor the thoughtful con
cerns raised by those citizens who will 
be directly impacted by that policy. 
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That has not been done by the adminis
tration's Rangeland Reform '94 initia
tive. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Obviously, I am supporting Senator 
DOMENIC!. This Range Reform '94 busi
ness is not about grazing fees. It is 
about failing to recognize the lifestyle 
of a large part of the United States of 
America. We ought to have a morato
rium for 1 year to look at what it does, 
to see what it does, to have hearings, 
and have a democratic public review 
that has surely not occurred to this 
point. 

If those who are here want to get a 
lick at the grazers, those evil, ugly 
people, you are going to have a chance 
later. But this is not the place. You 
can go do that some other time. 

While you are doing that-I think 
that is 30 million bucks in the whole 
Federal Treasury-we ought to start 
looking maybe at some of the other 
stuff which is worth maybe $5.2 billion 
for corn, $4.6 for wheat, or how much 
for rice, while grazing is 30 million 
bucks in the great scheme of America. 

That is where we are. This is about 
the phoniest argument that I have ever 
seen. I have seen it every year, year 
after year. It is not about money. If the 
people would just step up to the plate, 
block the pitch, either screwballs or 
straight balls or curve balls, hit it and 
say, "We don't want those cuws on the 
public land. They are ugly and they 
leave 'cowpies' all over the prairie." 

So that is what we are getting here. 
Why do we not just really be quite 
frank about what this is? But if it is all 
about money, the evil, ugly people, the 
fat cats, then where this $30 million ap
pears is beyond my comprehension. 

This is not about grazing fees. This is 
about a sweeping proposal which does 
not fit the facts, will not work, and we 
have not had any hearings on it at all. 
This is not at all acceptable to anyone 
who has any awareness of the true 
facts. You will not want it to happen to 
your own State, I can tell you that. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re

publican leader is recognized. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, just a few 

short weeks ago, the Congress voted
over my opposition-to impose on the 
American people the largest tax in
crease in our history. This week, we 
are being told that we will have an
other healthy tax hike if we adopt the 
President's health plan. 

I have repeatedly warned that we 
cannot continue to ignore the genuine 
complaint of small businessmen and 
women that they can no longer afford 
us. Today, we have the same issue be
fore us. Washington wants more money 
from some small businesses. This time 
it is the cow and calf ranches and the 
sheep ranches of the American west. 

This time, we have the opportunity 
to call for a reasoned approach, the op-

portunity to think about the effect of 
our actions. We do not have to vote for 
all or nothing, and voting for the Do
menici amendment will give us that 
opportunity. All the amendment pro
vides is that we in Congress-the elect
ed representatives of the people-
should make the decision on the 
amount of money ranchers in the pub
lic-lands States should pay for the 
right to graze livestock on Federal 
lands. 

But it also gives us the chance to do 
much more. The proposed regulation 
that the Domenici amendment seeks to 
put on hold appears to go much fur
ther. Through a series of redefinitions 
and preference changes, the proposed 
regulation seems to suggest some desk 
manager in Washington cares more 
about the land ranched by families for 
decades than do the ranch families, 
that we in Washington know more 
about range management than those 
who are dependent on a healthy range 
for their livelihood. 

Make no mistake, voting against the 
Domenici amendment is a vote to raise 
the cost of doing business for ranch 
families in the western States. It is the 
same as a user fee, the same as a tax
costs will go up and some of these busi
nesses will fail. Most unfortunate, vot
ing against this amendment is also 
suggesting to those same ranch fami
lies they have abused what is most pre
cious to them-the land from which 
their livelihoods spring. 

I can think of no reason for voting 
against this amendment. If you want 
to raise fees, we can do it by statute, if 
you want to drive ranch families from 
the land, we can do it by statute. But 
I want to inform my colleagues that 
voting against the amendment is sim
ply voting to let the executive branch 
raise the fees and drive these ranch 
families from the land. 

I urge my colleagues from other 
parts of the country to join with our 
colleagues from the West, those who 
know first hand of .the proud steward
ship of the land by western ranch fami
lies, in voting for this amendment. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Parliamentary in
quiry. How much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 
minute twenty seconds. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I am prepared to 
yield the time if Senator REID is. 

Mr. REID. I yield back the time. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. I yield back the time 

remaining on our side for any of our 
Members. 

Have the yeas and nays been ordered? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. They 

have not. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. I ask for the yeas 

and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-

ment of the Senator from New Mexico. 
On this question, the yeas and nays 
have been ordered and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 

Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DODD). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 59, 
nays 40, as follows: 

Baucus 
Bennett 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boren 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Daschle 
DeConcini 

Akaka 
Biden 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Cohen 
Exon 
Feingold 
Glenn 
Graham 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Jeffords 

[Rollcall Vote No. 266 Leg.] 
YEAS-59 

Dodd Lott 
Dole Lugar 
Domenici Mack 
Dorgan Mathews 
Duren berger McCain 
Faircloth McConnell 
Feinstein Moynihan 
Ford Murkowski 
Gorton Nickles 
Gregg Packwood 
Hatch Pressler 
Hatfield Reid 
Heflin Shelby 
Helms Simpson 
Hollings Smith 
Hutchison Stevens 
Inouye Thurmond 
Kassebaum Wallop 
Kempthorne Warner 
Kerrey 

NAYS-40 

Johnston Pell 
Kennedy Pryor 
Kerry Riegle 
Kohl Robb 
Lau ten berg Rockefeller 
Leahy Roth 
Levin Sar banes 
Lieberman Sasser 
Metzenbaum Simon 
Mikulski Specter 
Mitchell Wells tone 
Moseley-Braun Wofford 
Murray 
Nunn 

NOT VOTING-1 

Gramm 

So, the amendment (No. 891) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the underly
ing amendment, as amended. 

The amendment (No. 890) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may I say 
to all Members that this morning there 
were 64 amendments on the list of 
amendments that would have been eli
gible to be called up. There are now 19. 

There are 19 amendments remaining 
on the list, and I am advised that be
cause of the religious holiday of which 
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all Members have been informed, prac
tically speaking, unless this bill is fin
ished by 3 o'clock tomorrow afternoon, 
it will not be finished this week, and 
we who are on the Appropriations Com
mittee need to take this bill to con
ference in order to hopefully get it 
through conference and back to both 
Houses and to the President before the 
first of October. So I urge Senators to 
stay around for a while this evening. 

But, in the interest of providing a 
window, I ask unanimous consent that 
any votes that may be ordered prior to 
8:30 not occur until 8:30 this evening. 

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I under
stand Mr. BRADLEY has an amendment 
which he is prepared to call up shortly 
and there are other names on the list. 
I hope that we can, on both sides, en
courage other Senators to call their 
amendments up following Mr. BRAD
LEY. 

Mr. HELMS, I believe, has at least 
three amendments on the list. So if Mr. 
HELMS could be prepared to go, also, 
later this evening, then, beginning at 
8:30, the Senate will start voting on 
any votes that have been ordered in the 
meantime and we could continue to 
make progress, therefore, this evening, 
hoping, as I say, we can finish tomor
row. 

I thank all Senators for their atten
tion. 

While Mr. BRADLEY is preparing to 
call up his amendment, there are some 
other Senators whose names are on the 
list. If they would kindly inform the 
two managers as to their wishes, as to 
whether or not they intend to call up 
their amendments or, indeed, whether 
or not we can strike their names from 
the list, that might be an indicator of 
progress, as well. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that I may call up Mr. BRADLEY'S 
amendment momentarily and make it 
the pending business, and that any 
pending amendment at such time be 
set aside temporarily. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HAR
KIN). Is there objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. HELMS. 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. HELMS. Mr. President, what is 
the regular order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia has obtained 
unanimous consent to offer an amend
ment on behalf of the Senator from 
New Jersey, Senator BRADLEY, and to 
set aside the pending amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, does the 
Senator yield without losing his right 
to the floor? 

Mr. HELMS. Certainly. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I had in

tended to call up an amendment on be
half of Mr. BRADLEY because momen
tarily he has to be away from the floor. 

But it is my understanding that he 
has not seen the amendment. His staff 
is on the floor. They have the amend
ment. Inasmuch as Mr. HELMS is pre
pared to go forward with an amend
ment at this time and has indicated to 
me that at such time as Mr. BRADLEY 
returns to the floor and wishes to call 
up Mr. BRADLEY'S amendment--

Mr. HELMS. If the Senator will 
yield, Senator BRADLEY has just ar
rived. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
Mr. BYRD. Before he does that, I 

thank the Senator from North Carolina 
for his willingness to proceed at this 
point. I think I shall just thank the 
good Lord for an abundance of bless
ings in that we have two Senators, 
both of whom are willing to call up 
their amendments at this time. And I 
take my seat. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I wonder 
if the distinguished Senator from New 
Jersey would give me sign language 
about how long his amendment will 
take, in his opinion. Thirty minutes. I 
yield the floor. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. BYRD. Does the Senator from 
Alaska wish to take care of some 
morning business? 

Mr. STEVENS. Yes, I would, Mr. 
President. I thank the chairman. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent to 
speak as in morning business. I would 
like to introduce a bill. 

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

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. STEVENS per

taining to the introduction of S. 1457 
are located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

AMENDMENT NO. 892 

(Purpose: To limit spending on coal lique
faction programs, and to limit spending on 
environmental review to prepare timber 
from the Tongass National Forest) 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. BRAD

LEY] proposes an amendment numbered 892. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 65, line 22, strike " $429,070,000" and 

insert " $416,155,000" . 
On page 66, line 7, insert before the period 

at the end, the following: ": Provided further, 

That of such sums made available under this 
h eading, not more than $15,960,000 shall be 
available for all programs related to coal liq
uefaction" . 

On page 51 , line 15, strike " $1 ,300,153,000" 
and insert " $1,297,653,000" . 

On page 52, line 8, insert before the period 
at the end the following: " Provided further , 
That none of the sums made available under 
this Act shall be used to fund environmental 
review to prepare an amount in excess of 
350,000,000 board feet of timber for the 
Tongass National Forest, or such amount as 
the President may determine" . 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I am 
prepared to enter into a time agree
ment if the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia is. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
apologize. I was speaking to the Par
liamentarian. I find that the Senator's 
amendment, Mr. President, touches the 
bill in four different places and in
volves four different issues. Am I cor
rect? Is that the Senator's intent, Mr. 
President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment that the Senator from New 
Jersey sent up is technically four sepa
rate amendments. 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask the amendment 
be divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has a right to divide the amend
ment. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, in re
sponse to the request of the distin
guished Senator from West Virginia, 
our President pro tempore, would it be 
possible to postpone the decision on 
agreeing to a time agreement until we 
hear the explanation of the amend
ments of the Senator from New Jersey? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, the 
amendment I sent to the desk really 
deals with two subjects: It reduces 
funding for coal liquefaction programs 
by $12 million to the administration's 
budget request and it specifies that no 
Federal support will go to support a 
timber cut in excess of 350 million 
board feet in the Tongass National For
est. That is recommended by the ad
ministration. 

My point in connecting these two 
quite disparate topics is this: Through
out the Federal budget, we reach out 
with Federal funding to influence the 
shape and direction of the progress of 
American industry. With taxpayer dol
lars, we pick winners, those who are fa
vored because they receive a subsidy. 

We use subsidies to keep in motion 
industries that otherwise might not 
exist. We subsidize too many industries 
with the financial wherewithal to fund 
themselves. I believe that we should 
not. We do not have the money to spare 
these days for these kinds of subsidies. 
More importantly, we do not have the 
wisdom or the confidence to presume 
that our winners are the right ones, 
that our picks justify taking the tax 
dollars away from schoolteachers, from 



21298 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 14, 1993 
the small businessman, or from the 
mineworker. 

This amendment is intended to start 
this process of critical review. I say 
"start" because, clearly, there is much 
more to do if we are to balance the 
budget and because this amendment it
self is limited. 

Although arguments can be made for 
bigger cuts in both of these areas, I am 
only asking that the Senate bill be re
duced to the administration's request. 
In both areas covered in this amend
ment, it is safe to say the taxpayers 
have shaped the industry. 

For decades the Federal Government 
has tried to create and propel the in
dustry to produce liquid fuels from 
coal. We have done research. Twice, 
during the days of the U.S. Synthetic 
Fuels Corp. and later during the var
ious solicitations of the Federal clean 
coal program, we promised billions in 
Federal support to the private sector 
for viable projects. We have heard for 
years that the price of these coal-based 
fuels is going to come down. The price 
of the oil that would be produced from 
coal, it has been projected and prom
ised, will come down, always coming 
down but al ways coming down to a 
point that is just over the market price 
for oil, and therefore the subsidy is re
quired. 

I had a staff member who worked for 
the U.S. Synthetic Fuels Corp. in the 
early 1980's. He noticed an interesting 
phenomenon. As any project moved for
ward in negotiation, the price of out
put went up. The estimate might start 
at $35 per barrel. Which became $45 per 
barrel, became $60, became $90. 
Projects shifted from the fringes of via
bility to hopeless propositions. 

We all know and acknowledge the 
strategic implications of oil. I, for one, 
have strongly supported the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve. But coal lique
faction is not a Federal research 
project; it is an industry. It makes 
money or it does not make money. And 
so far there seem to be very few in the 
private sector, in the coal industry, 
who believe in this industry's profit
making potential. 

I am sure grand claims can be made 
for this program, that it has the poten
tial to safeguard the United States and 
protect us from energy extortion, but 
let us be honest. These projects are no
where near competitive and this tiny 
research effort is not going to change 
that fact. If it would, the existing coal 
industry would be stepping forward to 
foot the bill and take the financial 
credit. 

Two nations in the past have sup
ported their economy with coal-based 
liquid fuels. During World War II, Ger
many made airplane and motor fuels 
from coal. And for decades South Afri
ca used liquid fuels for their sasol 
plants to drive their economy. We have 
the technology to make coal liquids 
but will go broke if we actually do it. 

I have not even raised the issue of 
the global warming, although I could 
make environmental arguments 
against this program. That is not my 
point. My point, as I made the other 
day in a speech about the need to cut 
the deficit-and one of the ways to cut 
the deficit is to cut the subsidies that 
are going from taxpayers to individual 
industries, in some cases individual 
companies-my point is simply that, 
absent taxpayer money, there would be 
no coal liquefaction program. And that 
would be appropriate, given the facts, 
the risks, and the possibilities for gain. 

Now, Mr. President, that brings me 
to the second amendment, which is the 
Tongass National Forest. When all the 
sums are counted up, including prepa
ration of road costs, the timber· indus
try has been dependent on taxpayer 
subsidies for years. In fiscal year 1992, 
revenue received from two long-term 
contracts for 303 million board feet 
timber was $11.5 million. Expenses of 
the timber program were payments of 
$21.6 million, plus payments to the 
State of $3.2 million, and extraordinary 
expenses of $9.9 million. Therefore, the 
loss to the Treasury was $23.2 million. 

We all know the Tongass timber in
dustry could not exist as it does with
out deep taxpayer pockets. For years 
the Tongass National Forest was the 
targeted recipient of a $50 million enti
tlement. This was changed when the 
Tongass Timber Reform Act made 
these funds subject to appropriations. 

The TTRA also set guidelines as to 
how to set timber sales levels. The 
TTRA promised to support a harvest 
level sufficient to meet market needs, 
subject to requirements that the har
vest be sustainable and not com
promise wildlife or recreation needs. 

Clearly, all these are very highly 
technical determinations. I am not a 
forester. I do not believe any of my col
leagues are as well. Yet the Senate re
port sets a specific preferred harvest 
level of 410 to 420 million board feet. In 
general, this sort of deliberate legisla
tive mandate gives me a little concern. 
Who are we to say that it should be 410 
as opposed to the 350 million board feet 
for which the administration has 
asked? 

However, when viewed in light of the 
ongoing Federal taxpayer burden, I feel 
strongly that the Senate should put it
self on the record on this issue. The 
amendment merely attempts to replace 
Senate language with the administra
tion requested target of 350 million 
board feet. In the absence of compel
ling evidence that a higher cut meets 
the multiple criteria of the TTRA, I 
feel strongly that we should not at
tempt to presume a higher yield would 
be sustained or is appropriate for cur
rent market conditions. 

Mr. President, those are the two 
parts of the amendment that I offer. 

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER). The Senator from Alas
ka. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, it is 
clear from the statement of the Sen
ator from New Jersey that he intends 
two amendments, one pertaining to 
coal and one pertaining to timber. Al
though they touch the bill in four 
places, it is two amendments. I have 
now read the amendment completely 
and want to indicate to the Chair and 
to the Parliamentarian that my mo
tion to divide was to divide Senator 
BRADLEY'S amendment into two. I be
lieve that would be consistent with the 
statement just made by the Senator 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. President, I understand the 
statement that has just been made by 
the Senator from New Jersey pertain
ing to the Alaska level. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
Senator from Alaska will yield, the 
Chair advises that the Senator does 
have the right to specify the way in 
which he wishes to divide the amend
ment. 

Mr. STEVENS. It would be divided 
into two, meaning that the material on 
the first page of the Senator's amend
ment is one amendment, and the mate
rial on the second page of the Senator's 
amendment is a second amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is, therefore, divided in 
that fashion. 

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Chair. 
Now, Mr. President, when we had the 

hearings on this matter, I did address 
the subject of the Senator's amend
ment at the time when the chief of the 
Forest Service was before us. I pointed 
out to the chief of the Forest Service 
that I had supported the Tongass Tim
ber Reform Act at home-with some 
criticism, I might add-as a reasonable 
compromise to get a commitment for a 
long-term supply for the timber activi
ties in southeast Alaska. We agreed to 
a proposal that that long-term · supply 
would meet market demand both under 
the long-term contracts and the short
term sale program of the Department 
of Agriculture, the Forest Service. 

We have tried to work on that to
gether. At the present time we have 
one mill shut down. It is shut down for 
a lot of reasons, one of which is timber 
supply. But we have had levels for the 
past 2 years of market demand that ex
ceeded 420 million board feet. As a mat
ter of fact, we have not mandated any 
level, and we do not really mandate a 
level of sales in this bill. We mandate a 
preparation of timber for sales. Those 
sales because of delays, protests, law
suits could be spread out over a period 
of years. But we agreed in the Tongass 
Timber Reform Act that we would pre
pare timber by the Federal Govern
ment, that is we would prepare timber 
to meet market demands. If we went at 
the level of market demand, I believe 
we would be substantially higher than 
420 million board feet. 
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This is the question I asked the Chief 

of the Forest Service: 
I know that your budget level this year is 

about 350 million board feet. If we appro
priated that level in view of the fact that 
these 2 mills have been shut down due to 
constraint on supply based on our past ap
propriations, how can you meet market de
mand? 

Mr. Leonard replied: 
Senator STEVENS, we have had difficulty 

providing the level of timber sales that you 
have. And the Alaska delegation have pushed 
hard given the constraints of appeals and 
other disputes over some of the individual 
areas that people want to go to. I believe 
there is a sufficient volume currently avail
able to the mills to allow them to be operat
ing there. We do have a problem in terms of 
the price of pulpwood that raises some ques
tions about economics, and I think that has 
a role in the decisions on whether or not the 
mills are currently operating or not. If we 
are to continue operating at the 350 million 
board foot level, it would make it very dif
ficult for us to meet the needs of the two 
long-term contracts and also maintain a sup
ply of timber to the independent mills. As 
you are aware, currently most of the inde
pendent mills are not operating. 

I then went on to ask: 
Is there a pipeline now that could meet the 

demands if we limited the budget level to 350 
million board feet? 

Mr. Leonard said: 
It is not nearly the level of pipeline that 

we anticipated--
Mr. President, the pipeline is the 

amount of timber that is prepared as a 
backlog ready to meet market demand. 
It does not have to be put up for sale. 
There is nothing here that we mandate 
the Forest Service to sell it. We pre
pare it for sale with the money we han
dle it for. The sale level is determined 
by the Forest Service in order to com
ply with the Tongass Timber Reform 
Act to meet market demand. 

Mr. Leonard said: 
It is not nearly the 3-year goal. There is 

some volume coming forth in the pipeline 
but again it is not the level that was antici
pated. 

I said: 
I don't want to prolong this, but I am in

terested in some of the things that are hap
pening. I have been informed that market 
price has risen dramatically over the past 
couple of years, particularly in the last 8 
months, and that has had something to do 
with market demand. Can we adequately pre
dict the market demand for saw log timber 
for pulp in 1994 now? 

Mr. Leonard said: 
I think it is clear that market demand for 

solid wood * * * is going to be very strong. 
The constraints on timber harvesting in the 
Pacific Northwest that are becoming obvious 
in the timber demand and the supply situa
tion of British Colombia both strongly sug
gests that the demand for solid wood prod
ucts is going to be very strong and adequate 
to meet all of the volume we can produce in 
Alaska. 

Mr. President, as we went on and 
talked about this with the Forest Serv
ice Chief it was obvious that there is 
no question that the 350 million board 

feet was not sufficient to meet market 
demand. 

We are in this bill asking the Forest 
Service to continue to prepare timber 
for sale in the Tongass at the level of 
420 million board feet. Again, it does 
not mandate the sale at any level. 

That was the decision we made in the 
Tongass Timber Reform Act. To now 
mandate it to be lower than the 
amount for the Tongass Reform Act is 
contrary to the intent and purpose of 
the Tongass Timber Reform Act. 

We reached an agreement with those 
who wanted to restrict the timber de
velopment in southeastern Alaska. We 
put a ceiling on it in effect. At the 
time I told the people in the timber in
dustry in southeastern Alaska they 
were limited to market demand as it 
developed from the timber that was 
available and by definition that meant 
that there could be no expansion in the 
timber activity in southeastern Alas
ka. But so long as the market then 
held up, the level of employment, the 
level of activity in the timber industry 
in southeastern Alaska would remain 
stable. 

That has in fact been the case. For 2 
years the demand has been stable. The 
timber prepared for sale has been sta
ble. And the industry has been rel
atively stable. 

As I said, one mill is now closed and 
the effect of that is rather catastrophic 
downstream. But for the present time 
these mills I am talking about, Mr. 
President, are pulp mills. There are 
other logging operations and timber 
operations that also process timber. 

So the demand right now can use 
without any question the continued 
amount of timber that was planned 
which was the level of the 420 million 
board feet that has existed since the 
Tongass Timber Reform Act was put 
into effect. 

Again, now, that is not the sale of 
timber that has taken place. That is 
the amount of timber that has been 
prepared for sale. There is a substan
tial amount of timber that has been 
held up by protest. Some people want 
the land that the timber is on to be 
made wilderness. Other people are pro
testing the sales because of the conflict 
in the economic sector because they do 
not believe the bids were handled prop
erly. Other people are complaining that 
the procedures in the Forest Service in 
making the timber available for sale 
was not properly handled. 

Therefore, as a practical matter, pre
paring the 42P million board feet this 
year as we have the past 2 years will 
not guarantee anything other than 
that if the demand is there the timber 
will be put up for sale. Once it is put up 
for sale, the economic conditions and 
the protest that come from those who 
oppose timber development in south
eastern Alaska will take over. 

I do believe that there will be a prob
lem if the amendment of the Senator 

from New Jersey passes. It will be the 
first time Congress tells the Forest 
Service to prepare less timber than 
would be necessary to meet market de
mand. 

That is to me the great difficulty 
with the Senator's proposal because it 
does amount to a breach of the agree
ment that was made with the people of 
Alaska in the Tongass Timber Reform 
Act. 

Prior to that time, Mr. President, the 
Forest Service worked under a system 
that required that 4.5 billion board feet 
of timber be prepared and sold every 10 
years, with an average of 450 billion 
board feet a year. That was objected to 
by many, because they said we were 
preparing timber for which there was 
no demand, and that compromise was 
reached in the Tongass Timber Reform 
Act basically with the former chair
man, the late Mo Udall, of the House of 
Representatives. That compromise was 
that we would agree that timber would 
be prepared to meet market demand, 
and that actual sales would be deter
mined by the commercial conditions 
that existed, including the delays that 
were brought about by environmental 
protest. 

As a consequence, I cannot but op
pose the Senator's amendment. I say 
that it is most difficult for someone 
from a State like mine to deal with 
these issues on a long-term basis. In 
the 1980 Lands Act, we reached an 
agreement on the 10-year program, the 
450 billion board feet. That was in place 
for a period of years. It was a long
term concept to try and stabilize the 
timber industry and, if you will, limit 
it, because that was less than the 
amount of timber that was cut in the 
Tongass in the 10 previous years. In the 
Tongass Timber Reform Act, we agreed 
to meet market demand, and market 
demand at that time was low. 

So, by definition, by going into a 
year-by-year market demand analysis, 
we were reducing the amount of timber 
that would be cut from the Tongass, as 
compared to the then existing law 
which mandated that 4.5 billion board 
feet be sold every 10 years. 

Now we see an attempt now to lower 
the amount that can be prepared to 
meet market demand when, as I have 
said, the testimony of the chief of the 
Forest Service is that there is no ques
tion about it, that we have more than 
sufficient demand to meet the level 
that has been prepared so far. 

As he said, 
We have had difficulty providing the level 

of timber sales that you, the delegation. 
pushed so hard for. given the constraints of 
the appeals and other disputes. 

The real problem is the availability 
of timber in terms of preparation. A lot 
of people, I think, do not understand 
the Forest Service System in the Pa
cific Northwest. Keep in mind that a 
substantial number of timber has been 
taken out of production in the Pacific 
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Northwest due to the problem of the 
spotted owl. We have had a reduction 
in the harvest from the national for
ests of the Pacific Northwest. That de
mand is coming north; and whereas 10 
years ago, we exported almost 100 per
cent of the timber harvested in Alaska, 
now some 6 percent of it goes south to 
meet the demands of the industry in 
Oregon and in Washington that no 
longer has the availability of the tim
ber from the national forests there. 

This concept coming about, as far as 
the Senator from New Jersey's amend
ment is concerned, would leave us in 
the position that notwithstanding that 
the demand is going up, the amount of 
timber prepared would be mandated to 
go down. That is a breach of faith, Mr. 
President. It amounts to nothing more 
than a breach of faith. 

Those of us who represent a State 
like this have to sometimes enter into 
compromises. This was one that was 
hard negotiated; it was a festering 
sore, really, the criticism of the 4.5 bil
lion figure in the 1980 act. What it has 
led to now is a bill that was passed, as 
I said, with my assistance, with the un
derstanding that we were going to be 
dealt with on the basis of supply and 
demand; that the supply would be only 
that which was necessary to meet the 
demand projected by the Forest Serv
ice. 

The demand that has been projected 
by the Forest Service is in excess of 420 
million board feet. It has been more 
than that for the last 2 years. I see no 
reason now to decide that we ought to 
arbitrarily reduce it down to 350 mil
lion board feet, which is, in effect, a 
way of destroying jobs and destroying 
economic opportunity in an area that 
is already hard hit, that has one of the 
highest levels of unemployment in the 
United States. And in this part of Alas
ka, the Forest Service employment is 
the stabilizing factor of the economy of 
the region. 

I can do no more than say to my 
friend-and I see he is here now-from 
West Virginia that I believe somebody 
else ought to speak to the coal lique
faction problem. I hope they will. I ask 
my friend from New Jersey if, notwith
standing the fact that we have had a 
division of the amendment-the Sen
ator from West Virginia indicates he 
does not believe that I have made a re
quest and that it has not been divided. 
Has the Chair announced a division of 
the amendment of the Senator from 
New Jersey yet? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Par
liamentarian informs the Chair that 
the Senator has indeed divided the 
amendment, but the Senate, speaking 
for itself, has not taken any action 
with respect to that. 

Mr. STEVENS. I might say to the 
Senator from West Virginia, in his ab
sence-and I wish to be fully fair about 
this--! modified the request to make 
sure it was divided in two places. I do 

believe that the Chair has announced 
that the request had been acceded to. 

Mr. BYRD. If the Senator will yield, 
the Senate itself has not taken any ac
tion on division yet. The Senator, it 
seems to me, has indicated that he 
wanted the amendment divided. But 
the Senate has not taken any action on 
that. Therefore, it seems to me that 
the Senator has a right to change his 
mind and not insist upon a division and 
so state that he does not wish the 
amendment divided. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I do 
not mean to inconvenience the man
agers of the bill, and particularly my 
good friend from West Virginia, who is 
a better Parliamentarian-with due re
spect to the Parliamentarian-than 
any Parliamentarian I have ever met, 
but I do believe that it is the intent of 
the managers to make a motion to 
table the amendment as a whole. I dis
cussed that with the Parliamentarian. 
It was my understanding that I would 
have to ask unanimous consent to put 
it back together. I ask my friend from 
New Jersey if he would have any objec
tion if we went back to the original 
amendment for the purpose of a motion 
to table at a later time? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Sen
ator has the floor. I do not think it 
makes any difference whether the Sen
a tor from New Jersey or this Senator 
objects. 

Mr. STEVENS. It is my understand
ing-I asked the Parliamentarian if I 
could move to table both parts of this 
amendment in view of my past actions 
toward it, and that would not be pos
sible at the present time. 

Mr. BYRD. If the Senator will hear 
me, if he will immediately announce 
his intent that he does not want this 
amendment divided, then any Senator 
can move to table the amendment. 

Mr. FORD. Will the Senator from 
Alaska yield to me, without losing his 
right to the floor, so I might ask a 
question? 

Mr. STEVENS. I would like to do 
that, and I will confer with my adviser. 

Mr. FORD. I need a little bit of help 
here. The procedure, as I understand it, 
is that you can divide this amendment 
into eight parts. Where you have a 
unanimous consent agreement for one 
amendment, then you turn around and 
split an amendment into six, eight, or 
ten parts, but then we would have six, 
eight or ten amendments. This is what 
disturbs the Senator from Kentucky. 
Does the procedure here mean that if 
the Senator from Alaska or any Sen
ator objects to the split, the amend
ment cannot be divided? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. As the 
Chair understands it, the Senator can 
request the division, and if the Senator 
had not requested the division, there 
would be no division. The Senator re
quested the division, and therefore the 
request stands before the Senate. But 
the Senate has not acted on the divi
sion itself. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I still 
have the floor, I believe. 

It was my intent to try to separate 
the debate so I would be responsible for 
the part that I was concerned with, 
which is the Tongass. I had not read it 
completely. At first, I thought it was 
four amendments, and so stated; subse
quently, I found it was two, and so 
stated. 

I am of the opinion that in the inter
est of time in the Senate, it would be 
better if I were in the position or the 
manager of the bill were in the position 
to make a motion to table the amend
ment, as originally offered by the Sen
ator from New Jersey, to determine 
how long we might have to be here to
night. 

I wonder, if I may put a parliamen
tary inquiry, am I in the position now 
to withdraw my request that the 
amendment be divided? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair in its wisdom observes that since 
the Presiding Officer has not been able 
to review all the Senate precedents 
that pertain to this, that the Senator 
from Alaska, having asked for a divi
sion and, therefore, having that being 
the standing before the Senate, the 
Senate not having acted on that and 
there being no contrary precedent, the 
Senator is in a position if he chooses to 
withdraw his division. 

Mr. STEVENS. I withdraw my re
quest for a division. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, as I 
understand it, the Senator, having 
called for a request for a division, and 
the Senate having not acted on the re
quest, he is entitled to withdraw that 
request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I have no objection. 
Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Senator, 

and I apologize to the Senate. 
I was caught, Mr. President, with an 

amendment that I thought was coming 
from a different direction. And when I 
looked at it, I thought I had four 
amendments rather than the two we 
have. Then I discovered one of them 
was not my business, anyway. 

I hope my good friend from Kentucky 
is here to talk about the coal amend
ment. 

Mr. FORD. I am ready to move to 
table the Senator's amendment. 

Mr. STEVENS. At the appropriate 
time, I do believe. 

Before I sit down, let me just say 
this: I have great respect for the Sen
ator from New Jersey. I know where he 
is coming from with regard to the man
agement of these resources, and I re
spect his attempt to try to have an im
pact on that. 

I do feel that, as I said, if we are 
going to have a basic change in an act 
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such as the Tsongas Timber Reform 
Act, which was the result of literally 
years of effort to bring about a change 
in the then existing basic law, and 
which was worked out on the basis of 
compromise and friendship, if the Sen
ator wishes to change that basic com
promise, I urge him to &pproach that 
Tsongas Timber Reform Act in the 
same way we approached the 1980 act: 
To state his objections; introduce a 
bill; and have it go to the Legislative 
Committee. Let us have our day in 
court before the Legislative Commit
tee; do not have it come up in terms of 
the appropriations process. 

The provisions of this bill are con
sistent with the Tongass Timber Re
form Act. The amendment of the Sen
a tor from New Jersey, insofar as it 
amends the Tongass portion of the bill, 
is inconsistent with the Tongass Tim
ber Reform Act and the definition that 
we had, that the Forest Service would 
prepare timber to meet market de
mand. 

So I in time will urge that the Senate 
stick by the compromise. That com
promise was passed in 1990. It w~s H.R. 
987, one of the last bills that came from 
Mo Udall's committee when he was 
chairman. It was passed by the Senate, 
by the way, 99 to 0. It was reported by 
the Energy Committee, after long 
years of debate, when we finally 
reached a compromise, by a vote of 19 
to 0. In other words, the existing law 
was established by the process of com
promise through the legislative proc
ess. It was not a rider on an appropria
tions bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FEINGOLD). The Senator from West Vir
ginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment offered 
by Mr. BRADLEY. Senator BRADLEY'S 
amendment would eliminate the addi
tional funding above the President's 
fiscal year 1994 budget request that the 
committee is recommending for the 
coal liquefaction program at the De
partment of Energy. Senator BRAD
LEY'S amendment would significantly 
curtail the Department's coal lique
faction research effort which is de
signed to accelerate the development 
of cost effective technologies for the 
conversion of coal, which comprises 85 
percent of U.S. recoverable fossil en
ergy, into transportation fuels. 

Without a war raging in the Persian 
Gulf, it is easy to forget about our Na
tion's energy policy and our energy se
curity. It is easy to forget that last 
year this Nation's domestic production 
of crude oil and natural gas liquids de
creased another 180,000 barrels per day. 
It is easy to forget, perhaps, that the 
number of oil and gas producing rigs 
dropped again between 1991 and 1992 
from 860 rigs to 721. It may be easy for 
some to forget that at the same time 
that this Nation's ability to produce 
energy from domestic resources contin-

ues to decline, our dependence on im
ported oil continues to increase and 
now exceeds 50 percent of our daily en
ergy requirements. 

As a result, it is imperative that this 
Nation's energy policy emphasize our 
ability to use our most abundant do
mestic energy resource to meet our en
ergy demand. Transportation fuels 
comprise almost 50 percent of our daily 
energy requirements. The coal lique
faction provides the means by which 
this Nation can develop cost effective 
coal-to-liquid conversion technologies. 

The committee recommendation for 
coal liquefaction is $28,875,000, an in
crease of $12,915,000 above the fiscal 
year 1994 budget request and $8,482,000 
below the fiscal year 1993 enacted level. 
The bulk of the committee's rec
ommended increase consists of 
$8,300,000 to continue construction and 
operations of two proof-of-concept test 
facilities. The first of these facilities is 
a 3-ton-per-day process development 
unit located in Lawrenceville, NJ 
which is being used by the Department 
of Energy to develop improved ap
proaches to reduce the costs of con
verting liquids from coal directly. The 
committee is recommending an in
crease of $4,000,000 to continue work at 
this facility in an effort to reduce the 
current costs of coal liquefaction from 
$33 per equivalent barrel of petroleum 
to less than $25 per barrel of petroleum 
equivalent by 1999. I should point out 
that in testimony before the Interior 
Subcommittee the Department of En
ergy noted that during the 1970's-the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. FORD] was 
here and he would remember this-the 
costs of producing liquids from coal 
were then prohibitively high-esti
mated at that time to cost between $60 
and $70 per barrel of petroleum equiva
lent. The research and technology im
provements funded through the coal 
liquefaction program at the Depart
ment of Energy has helped to signifi
cantly reduce the cost of the direct 
conversion of coal to liquids. Continued 
process development and research at 
this facility is essential if we are to be 
able to produce a high quality high oc
tane gasoline feedstock from coal at a 
commercial scale by the end of this 
decade. I should also point out that the 
Department has reduced the cost of 
this process development work by 50 
percent as a result of utilizing the fa
cility in Lawrenceville and that the 
committee has also directed that the 
industry cost share which is currently 
20 percent is to be increased. This facil
ity is the only direct liquefaction facil
ity capable of providing the economic 
analyses and design information need
ed to demonstrate and test commercial 
operations. 

The committee has also rec
ommended an increase of $4,300,000 to 
continue work at the indirect lique
faction process development unit in 
LaPorte, TX. By ·testing the tech-

nologies needed to convert synthesis 
gas to sulfur and aromatic free fuels, 
the Department is striving to reduce 
the cost of producing environmentally 
superior diesel fuel and additives for 
reformulated gasoline from coal to $23 
per barrel of oil equivalent by the year 
2000. The LaPorte facility is the only 
indirect liquefaction facility capable of 
the economic and design information 
needed to demonstrate and test com
mercial ope.rations. 

In addition to the $8,300,000 increase 
recommended by the committee to 
continue work at the process develop
ment units at Lawrenceville and 
LaPorte, the committee is also rec
ommending an increase of $1,800,000 to 
continue the research being conducted 
by the Consortium for Fossil Fuel Liq
uefaction, which includes the Univer
sities of Kentucky, Utah, Pittsburgh, 
West Virginia University, and Auburn 
University. The consortium is applying 
university research to the development 
of cost effective iron-based coal lique
faction catalysts and in determining 
the molecular structure of coal and 
coal liquids. This research provides es
sential laboratory support for the de
velopment of coal liquefaction tech
nologies. The consortium is also con
ducting research on methods to liquefy 
coal and waste materials. The consor
tium is working to develop the tech
nologies needed to convert plastics, 
rubber tires, paper, waste oils, and bio
mass to refineable petroleum using 
coal liquefaction techniques. 

Mr. President, the Energy Informa
tion Agency [EIA] projects that by the 
year 2030 the United States will be im
porting 18 million barrels of oil per day 
and that our domestic production of oil 
will have dwindled to 3 million barrels 
of oil per day. The committee is at
tempting to take the long-range strate
gic view with regard to our energy pol
icy and our energy security. Without a 
consistent and determined effort to de
velop the cost effective means to 
produce transportation fuels from 
coal-our most abundant energy re
source-we will have failed to provide 
for our future. 

I must urge my colleagues to oppose 
this amendment and to support the 
committee's recommendation. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There appears to be 
a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 

wonder if my friend from West Virginia 
would allow me to make a statement 
relative to the pending amendment of 
the Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes; I yield the floor. 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, as I 

understand the parliamentary situa
tion currently, we have one amend
ment and there is the intention of a 
motion pending to table the amend
ment which covers two parts, one coal 
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liquefaction and the other the Tongass 
annual cut. 

I want to speak very briefly on the 
Tongass portion of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is advised that there has been no 
motion made to table. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. The statement of 
the Senator from Alaska is that I un
derstand there is the intention of a mo
tion to table the amendment. 

That being the case, and assuming 
that will ultimately be the disposition 
of the Senate, I think it is important 
that the record reflect a few realities. 

First, my good friend, the Senator 
from New Jersey, and I shared a re
sponsibility in the Energy Committee 
that debated extensively the Tongass 
Timber Reform Act. I think the record 
will note the Senator from New Jersey 
voted in favor of that in a vote of 19 to 
0. 

I think my friend would recall that 
there was a belief that we could, at 
last, resolve the question of the allow
able cut in the Tongass and we could 
address the interests of the environ
mental community by putting more 
than 1 million acres of the Tongass in 
wilderness. Truly, it was an effort by 
all hands to try to bring about, if you 
will, peace in the valley. I think that 
was an honorable intention. 

I think we have a situation here 
where, to suggest that the cut be re
duced from 450 to 350 million, with a 
savings proposed, as I understand it-
and my friend from New Jersey can 
correct me-of only $2.5 million, we 
should address the ramifications asso
ciated with just what this means if the 
Senator's amendment with regard to 
the Tongass were accepted. 
It would mean a potential loss of 400 

to 500 additional jobs. Mr. President, 
these are jobs associated with pri
marily two mills in Alaska, two pulp 
mills, which have sustained contracts 
with the Forest Service that were initi
ated under a 50-year contract, and 
those remaining years terminate in the 
early 2000's or thereabouts in every 
case. 

The point is, the suggestion by the 
Senator from New Jersey to reduce the 
cut to 350 million will simply mean 
that there will be less timber available 
for these mills, there will be a poten
tial violation of the contractual terms 
from which the Federal Government, 
through the Forest Service, entered 
into these contracts, and, hence, there 
will be a consequence of liability and 
some kind of a financial obligation of 
the Federal Government for failing to 
provide enough timber to meet the 
terms of the contract. 

Now, what is so sacred about the 
terms of the contract? Well, it was a 
contractual agreement entered into by 
the Forest Service, with the knowledge 
of the Congress, and it was accepted. 
As a consequence, two mills were built 
and two communities, Ketchikan and 

Sitka, were basically established on 
the infrastructure thereof. As a con
sequence of the dependence on the as
surance that the timber would be made 
available, there was a substantial in
vestment made in both Sitka and 
Ketchikan. 

This may seem trite, until you look 
at the realization that these two facili
ties operate year round in both Sitka 
and Ketchikan and, for all practical 
purposes, are the only year-round man
ufacturing that exists in the State of 
Alaska in the sense of putting out a 
product that is in a finished form. 

I am looking at the Tongass Timber 
Forest Act preparation for fiscal years 
1986 through 1993. It is rather interest
ing to note that the saw log total an
ticipated this year, as far as demand is 
concerned, will be in the area of 450 
million board feet. This suggests that 
we reduce this by 100 million board feet 
to save $2.5 million dollars and put 
some 500-plus people out of work, put 
them on various types of welfare, when 
indeed just in 1990 we made a commit
ment to try to stabilize the industry by 
having the assurance of having enough 
timber to sustain the industry at its 
current level. And I think my friend 
from New Jersey would recognize and 
recall that it was specifically taking 
out of the timber block commercial 
timber that ordinarily would have been 
available for harvest, and a portion of 
that, approximately 1 million acres, 
was put in wilderness. 

So there has been a reduction, if you 
will, in the available timber offered to 
the industry. 

I would also advise my friend from 
New Jersey that, as you look at the 
timber makeup of the Tongass Na
tional Forest, it is a bit unique, be
cause it represents a virgin forest, but 
30 percent of the timber is either dying 
or dead. It has no other value other 
than wood fiber. It has no other utiliza
tion than to go into pulp manufactur
ing. 

As a consequence, the two pulp mills, 
and there will never be any more, are 
designed primarily to utilize this re
source from the standpoint of the al
ternative. If it were not available for 
pulp, it would simply proceed to die 
and rot and go through the regenera
tion process. So this was a carefully de
signed-not a haphazard-entrance into 
good forest management practices. 

In addition, we have a few sawmills, 
and I am talking about very few: One 
in Metlakatla, two in Ketchikan, and 
one in Wrangell; and for the most part 
that makes up the sawlog production, 
and they are dependent on the Forest 
Service for the ability to put up the 
sales. You cannot put up the sales un
less you put in the roads and other im
provements. 

I also remind my friend from New 
Jersey that the Tongass has been prof
itable 3 out of the last 4 years. Last 
year it was not, as a consequence of a 

substantial refund because of stumpage 
readjustments to one of the pulp mills. 
But to suggest there is some advantage 
here to the public and to the Treasury 
in reducing this by 100 million board 
feet and saving $2.5 million does not 
address the real terms associated with 
the loss of jobs and the inability of the 
industry to sustain itself. 

But probably most significant is the 
realization that we made in good faith 
a commitment in the Tongass Timber 
Reform Act to stabilize the industry at 
a level, and that vote was 19 to 0, and 
here we are today, contemplating re
ducing it; again, without any hearing, 
without any action before the appro
priate committee. 

I have the deepest respect for my 
friend from New Jersey, but I urge he 
withdraw the amendment and consider 
the matter in light of the procedure 
under which we examined, in great de
tail, the merits of the Tongass Timber 
Reform Act and addressed it in a man
ner that represented the vote of 19 to 0. 

I thank the Chair and will be happy 
to respond to any questions the Sen
ator from New Jersey may have with 
regard to the Tongass. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I take it 
the Senate is ready to vote, but it is 
my understanding Mr. HELMS is pre
pared to call up an amendment. And, 
also, there is a request on the other 
side to delay the vote for a little bit be
cause there are certain Senators who 
will require some time to get to the 
floor. 

It would be my suggestion, unless the 
distinguished majority whip would 
think otherwise, that at such time as 
Mr. BRADLEY is finished speaking on 
the amendment, it be set aside and Mr. 
HELMS be allowed to call up his amend
ment. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I am 
prepared to yield to the distinguished 
Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. FORD. I just want a couple of 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, if I 
could, I would like to just briefly re
spond to some of the points that have 
been made by other Senators. 

The section of the amendment that 
deals with Tongass is about $2.5 million 
of preparation costs-preparation 
costs: Mapping, and other kinds of 
things that are done in preparation for 
cutting in the Tongass National For
est. The amendment says that none of 
the sums made available under this act 
shall be used to fund the environ
mental review needed to prepare an 
amount in excess of 350 million board 
feet of timber for the Tongass National 
Forest or such amount as the President 
may determine. 

So the distinguished Senator from 
Alaska asserted that this amendment, 
contrary to the TTRA, does not go 
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with market demand but goes with a 
specific number of board feet that is an 
upper limit: 350 million. 

That is not the case in this amend
ment. The point I ani trying to make 
in .this amendment is that the decision 
about how much money to spend pre
paring is based upon an assessment of 
how much you believe the market will 
demand, consistent with the act that 
the distinguished Senator from Alaska 
referred to. The administration arrives 
at that determination through discus
sions with the Fish and Wildlife Serv
ice as well as any other agencies in
volved-notably, the National Forest 
Service. And then they make a deter
mination. 

It is possible, even though they have 
said it was 350 million board feet-it is 
possible the demand has gone up. I do 
not know if it has gone up to 410 mil
lion board feet, as one Senator from 
Alaska said, or if it has gone up to 450 
million board feet, as the other Sen
ator from Alaska has said. I do not 
know which is which. And the disagree
ment between the two Senators is not 
only accounted for in this amendment, 
but it supports the thrust of this 
amendment, which is: Give the Presi
dent some flexibility if the market is 
more, but do not set a legislated num
ber; do not have the Senate decide in 
its wisdom that the number is 420 mil
lion board feet. 

The House, I would argue, is equally 
wrong to set 280 million board feet. 
This should be a decision of the execu
tive branch based on the information 
that we have received. The executive 
branch did arrive at 350 million board 
feet as that is what the market will 
bear. 

This amendment is not a rejection of 
TTRA. It provides, instead, some great
er flexibility and goes to the adminis
tration's number and simply says, 
given all the things we are spending 
money for in this country, if the ad
ministration says the market is about 
350 million why do we want to spend 
another $2.5 million preparing for an
other 70 or 80 or 90 million board feet 
to be cut? Why do we want to spend 
that money now? 

It is not a lot of money. But why do 
we want to spend it? We should not. We 
should save it. We should reduce the 
deficit by that amount. And that is 
what this amendment says. 

On the coal liquefaction point, the 
administration asked for $15.9 million 
for coal liquefaction. The Senate put in 
$28.87 million, almost double for coal 
liquefaction. 

Does anyone really believe if we 
spent $50 million for coal liquefaction, 
if we spent $100 million, that you would 
be able to produce oil from coal that 
would be competitive with oil in the 
ground or oil out of Mexico or Canada 
or oil from Venezuela? Does anyone ex
pect that? 

The answer is no. That is why the 
Synthetic Fuels Corporation failed, be-

cause the world oil price dropped. Yet 
we continue to spend money investing 
in technologies that will never make it 
in the market. And that is the reason I 
offered this amendment. It might be a 
good thing to do if we had unlimited 
money-but in a time where the choice 
is do we give the money for education 
or do we give the money for deficit re
duction or do we give the money for re
search into a technology that is 
never-I would say highly unlikely- to 
produce competitively priced fuel, for 
me it is a pretty clear decision. We 
should reduce the budget deficit. Those 
are the times we are in. The need is to 
reduce the budget deficit. 

These amendments are consistent 
with a statement I made on the floor 
the other day that we need to elimi
nate subsidies and they are both, I 
think, consistent with our overall stat
ed objective which is to reduce the 
budget deficit. 

Mr. President, I hope this amend
ment will be supported. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. BRADLEY. I am prepared to 
yield if the Senator would like to ask a 
question. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I ask my friend 
from New Jersey, relative to the issue 
of setting by legislative act, as pro
posed in his amendment, 350 million 
when, by the same token, the Tongass 
Timber Reform Act provided for mar
ket demand, which could well be 450 
million board feet that was developed 
as a consequence of extended hearings, 
input, consideration of the environ
mental concerns, withdrawals into wil
derness designation, the merits of sug
gesting that through legislation, why 
should we reduce it to 350 million, by 
100 million feet? It has no justification 
relative to the current market demand 
nor the market demand that has been 
prevailing since 1989. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I appreciate the Sen
ator's question because it allows me to 
restate what the amendment says. 
There is nothing in this amendment 
that limits this to 350 million board 
feet. It says, "350 million or such 
amount as the President may deter
mine." Who is the President? He is the 
National Forest Service, the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. If they determine the 
market demand is more, pursuant to 
TTRA, it can go up to 450 million board 
feet. There is nothing in this amend
ment that would prevent that. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. How does the Sen
ator from New Jersey respond to the 
contractual commitments that have 
been made to various concerns to en
sure that there will be an adequate 
supply of timber for them to amortize 
the investment, provide the jobs? Be
cause the Senator from New Jersey 
knows it takes some time to put up a 
sale. Roads have to be put in. It has to . 
be laid out. There have to be crews, and 
there has to be in the pipeline enough 

timber to ensure the next spring that 
the logging can take place. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Is the Senator refer
ring to the two long-term contracts? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. That is the major
ity of the timber cut in the Tongass. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Is the Senator aware 
of the Alaska Pulp Corp.? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. The Senator is 
very a ware of that and the reality that 
that mill is shutting down the end of 
September. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Who has the long
term contract now? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. The long-term 
contract is Sitka mill. The Sitka mill 
also has a sawmill they intend to main
tain, and they are looking toward some 
fiberboard technology to continue to 
operate and provide some 400 jobs in 
Sitka, a community which is going to 
be devastated as a consequence of the 
mill shutting down. 

I think it is important to know one 
of the reasons that the mill is shutting 
down is the unavailability of timber as 
a consequence of the environmental 
lawsuits that have been pending for an 
extended period of time which have 
prevented sales from occurring. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I will respond only by 
pointing out that the Senate cut of 410 
to 420 million board-feet is 45 percent 
higher than the average cutting grades 
of the last 10 years, not since 1989, but 
over the last 10 years, and that the ad
ministration asks for 350 million board
feet. 

This amendment says ' if the Presi
dent, the National Forest Service, Na
tional Wildlife wants more, they can 
have more. Who is the Senate to say it 
is 420? Who is determining in the Sen
ate what the market is? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I refer to my 
friend from New Jersey, we went 
through this in 1990 and determined 
that there would be up to 450 million 
board-feet made available as a con
sequence of the commitments to ad
dress contractual terms that were pre
vailing. The two mills are taking up to 
350 million board-feet operational. The 
reason they have not been able to ob
tain that is there have been various 
suits, virtually every timber sale is 
subject to an environmental impact 
statement, many of which there is a 
suit filed against and, as a con
sequence, the uniformity of the timber 
supply simply is not available. 

So I encourage my friend to reflect 
on the fact that once we make a com
mitment to the industry up to that 
amount, obviously the industry geared 
up to the market demands prevailing 
and their own ability to meet their 
market demands to try and achieve 
that. That is what they have been able 
to do. 

To suggest that it is a subsidy-the 
Chief of the Forest Service, Mr. Rob
ertson, said, and I quote: 

We are looking at below-cost timber sales 
on a 3-year average to deal with the unique 
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situation by the Tongass last year, and the 
Tongass, contrary to what you read in the 
press, has been a profitable forest. We made 
$8.6 million in 1989,$13.6 million in 1990 and 
$13.1 million in 1991. When you look at the 3-
year average, the Tongass is an above-cost 
forest. 

Why are we picking on just the 
Tongass in the suggestion of the Sen
a tor from New Jersey which would do 
extraordinary harm to my State, and 
Senator STEVENS' State, the reality of 
the job base of our community? I find 
it hard to reconcile, as the Senator is a 
member of the Finance Committee 
suggesting that $2.5 million saving~ 
when in reality you are talking about 
putting 500 Americans out of work. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I will respond by say
ing I was asked during the break a cou
ple years ago about Lawrence Welk's 
home. That was only a couple hundred 
thousand dollars. Every dollar counts 
if we are reducing the budget deficit. 
This would save $2.5 million. That is 
the reason it is offered. The other 
would save a little over $12.5 million to 
$13 million and that is the reason it is 
offered. 

Al though I would like to prolong the 
debate, I know that the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia is on his 
feet and the distinguished Senator 
from Kentucky wants to make a state
ment, and I told the distinguished Sen
ator from North Carolina I would make 
a sign when I was ready to stop and he 
would come to offer his amendment. I 
will say to the distinguished Senator 
from North Carolina, I am now making 
my sign. 

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

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I under

stand the Senator from Pennsylvania, 
Mr. SPECTER, wishes to speak on this 
amendment. Would he kindly indicate 
how long he would like to speak? 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, if the 
distinguished Senator from West Vir
ginia will yield, I will estimate 10 15 
minutes. I would like to have perhaps a 
brief discussion with the distinguished 
Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, these brief 
discussions concern me. I could move 
to table now, but I want to make it 
possible for the Senator from Penn
sylvania to speak before I do move to 
table. 

I ask unanimous consent that I may 
yield 10 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Pennsylvania for a state
ment without losing my right to the 
floor, and then that I may yield to Mr. 
FORD for not to exceed 5 minutes with
out losing my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Chair 
recognizes the Senator from Penn
sylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, as I 
have heard the debate on the floor, I 
have been concerned about the pending 
amendment, both as a Senator from 

Pennsylvania and as a United States 
Senator. When I take a look at the fos
sil fuel resource base of the United 
States, I note that coal represents ap
proximately 85 percent of the U.S. fos
sil resource base. The balance is made 
up of oil, shale, gas, and petroleum. Pe
troleum represents 50 percent of the 
U.S. consumption of fossil fuels, with 
the balance being approximately 25 
percent coal and 25 percent gas. The 
United States consumes approximately 
15 million barrels of oil per day and 
about half of that is imported. 

The benefits of coal liquefaction are 
very substantial. This research prom
ises to allow for a reduction in import 
fuel expenditures. There is an increased 
domestic income because coal lique
faction plants are obviously located in 
the United States. There are increased 
corporate profits to the United States 
and there are multiplier effects accru~ 
ing from increased domestic income 
and corporate profits. There is a very 
substantial national security factor be
cause we have coal in the United 
States. My own State has 23 billion 
tons of bituminous and 7 billion tons of 
anthracite coal. 

As I have heard the debate unfold, 
and I have not heard all of it, I wonder 
if the distinguished Senator from New 
Jersey would be willing to respond to a 
question. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I will be pleased to 
respond to a question of the Senator 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. The question I have 
is: Is it not in our national interest to 
intensify our research on coal lique
faction to try to find a process which 
will enable us to use this enormous 
quantity of U.S. fossil resource base 
amounting to 85 percent to decrease 
our dependence on foreign oil, as a 
matter of domestic interest to reduce 
imports, have a better balance of trade 
and have a much better position in 
terms of national defense? 

Mr. BRADLEY. I respond to the dis
tinguished Senator from Pennsylvania 
by saying it depends on what price the 
ultimate product will be offered in the 
market. You can do research on a hun
dred different things. The question is 
is it going to take over the market i~ 
America and are people going to use it? 
They will do that only if the price is 
competitive. 

In the early 1980's, when we had the 
Synthetic Fuels Corporation, there was 
the disruption of oil in the Persian 
Gulf, the second disruption. People ex
pected that oil prices were going to go 
to $40 to $50 to $60 a barrel. We em
barked on synthetic fuels. We em
barked on the hope that you could 
produce oil from shale. We embarked 
on an effort to have oil from coal. And 
what happened? The price of oil 
dropped. When the price of oil dropped, 
all the calculations for how we were 
going to reduce our dependence on in
secure sources of foreign oil from coal 

liquefaction disappeared because the 
price exceeded what any American 
would pay. Instead of dropping it at 
that point, what we did was pour more 
money into it. 

Now, there are coal technologies and 
there are coal technologies. If I were 
going to pick my favorite, I would not 
pick liquefaction. I would pick gasifi
cation. And since 1987, we have spent 
about $2.4 billion on clean coal re
search, including coal gasification. At 
least there you have a cleaner fuel. 
You have coal gasification. 

Coal liquefaction would not be my 
choice. But both of them have to meet 
the test of the market. We could pour 
in not $12 million or $13 million more 
which I am trying to cut from this par~ 
ticular budget, we could pour in a bil
lion. Or the Synthetic Fuels Corpora
tion was going to pour in $20 billion. 
We could produce oil from coal, but the 
price, if it was going to make it in the 
market, would be much too high. Peo
ple would buy regular oil pumped out 
of the ground. It is as simple as that. 

So on the surface this argument that, 
well, we need to have major investment 
in coal liquefaction because we are de
pendent upon foreign sources of oil is 
I think, half the story. We are depend~ 
en t on foreign sources of oil. Not all 
foreign sources of oil are bad, are dan
gerous. Mexico is a secure supplier· 
Canada is a secure supplier; Venezuel~ 
is a secure supplier. 

So at the beginning of the debate you 
have to say what you are trying to do 
is reduce your insecure sources of for
eign oil which come, of course, these 
days from the Persian Gulf. 

And then the second question you 
have to ask is what is the price for this 
good that we are going to produce? And 
I view it as a colossal waste of money. 
If we have to reduce the budget deficit 
it is much better to reduce the budget 
deficit than to put in another $13 mil
lion in the hope that someday you are 
going to produce oil from coal. It will 
not do the job. It has not done the job. 
We have been doing it for 12 years. 

So my response to the Senator would 
be that. I did not mean to go on so 
long. But that would be my response to 
his question. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I 
would not ask the Senator from New 
Jersey what the price of oil would be 
on the market in the year 2005 because 
nobody knows, or perhaps if the Sen
ator from New Jersey--

Mr. BRADLEY. To answer the Sen
ator's question--

Mr. SPECTER. I am not asking a 
question, Mr. President. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I am sorry. I thought 
the Senator was asking the question. 

Mr. SPECTER. No, I am saying I am 
not asking the question because no
body knows. I was about to say per
haps, if the Senator from New Jersey 
does, he will have a chance in a few 
minutes because I will follow up with a 
question. 
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But the development of direct lique

faction technology is projected to 
produce oil at $23 a barrel before the 
year 2005. 

Now, when the Senator from New 
Jersey talks about imported oil which 
is at risk, all the imports may be at 
risk. Who can tell? 

The Mideast is the principal source of 
imported oil. And it seems to this Sen
ator that when you talk about the 
kinds of costs which are involved here 
and the appropriation for liquefaction 
is lower in the budget for next fiscal 
year than it is at the present time, it is 
a very prudent investment to be look
ing at direct liquefaction, given the un
certainties of what the imported oil 
will be. 

The question that I would direct to 
the Senator from New Jersey, given 
the fact that imported oil reached as 
high as $30 to $35 a barrel, what assur
ances would the American people have 
that the price of oil by the year 2005 
will not be $35 or $40 or even more? If 
I may have the attention of the Sen
ator from West Virginia, we now have 
a question pending. 

Mr. BYRD. Was the Sena tor address
ing this Senator? 

Mr. SPECTER. I am sorry, the Sen
ator from New Jersey. I misspoke. If I 
may have the attention of the Senator 
from New Jersey, when you project 
ahead to the year 2005 and you have di
rect liquefaction technology capable of 
producing oil priced at $23 a barrel, 
what assurances are possible that the 
price of oil at that time might not be 
$30 to $35 a barrel, which it had been, or 
perhaps $40 or more? 

Mr. BRADLEY. The Senator's point 
ignores the issue of scale. The research 
that the Senator is referring to is 
projects that produce 10 or 20 barrels of 
oil a day from coal. The Synthetic 
Fuels Corporation's experience was 
that when you were talking about pro
ducing that small amount, you would 
get a lower price. But when you would 
then produce up to scale, you would 
have a much higher price. I am not 
sure precisely what is the project he is 
referring to, but that is the history of 
the Synthetic Fuels Corporation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 10 
minutes Senator BYRD yielded to Sen
ator SPECTER has expired. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I un
derstand the unanimous-consent agree
ment propounded by the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia and I abide 
by it, of course. I may seek recognition 
on my own at a later time in the de
bate. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I believe I 
got consent to yield to the Senator 
from Kentucky 5 minutes without los
ing the floor. 

Mr. FORD. I thank my distinguished 
friend. I thank the Chair. 

I wish to reiterate some words that 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
West Virginia uttered a few moments 

ago: How soon we forget. How soon we 
forget. I doubt if there is a person in 
this Chamber or a Member of this 
Chamber that rode 18 wheelers trying 
to deliver oil during the shortage as I 
did when I was Governor, trying to 
transfer natural gas someplace else. 
The emergency clause in the national 
act gave the big companies an oppor
tunity to buy wells in Louisiana and 
we had the pipelines to deliver the nat
ural gas. We had big butane tanks. We 
did everything we could. Hundreds of 
thousands lost their jobs because we 
had an energy shortage. 

And what happened? Boy, we jumped 
into the fray. We were going to spend 
$18 billion to try to find new sources of 
energy, particularly from coal-par
ticularly from coal. And so they said 
the price has dropped. Well, sure, the 
price dropped, because we were about 
to launch into something we do so well. 
And so the foreign oil producers 
dropped the price. We were no longer 
standing in line at service stations. 
Everything was lovely. And we relaxed 
and sat on our laurels. That is exactly 
what we are trying not to do now in ob
jecting to this amendment. 

The price dropped. 
Budget deficit. If they cut off our for

eign supply of oil, what are we going to 
do? It could happen. I hope it never 
does, and it probably will not. But I am 
not willing to take that chance. I am 
not willing to take that chance. 

And so, Mr. President, I hope my col
leagues will join with the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia when he 
moves to table this amendment. 

Let me quote from a letter from peo
ple I respect. We have one of the better 
research labs on coal for other sources 
of energy than anyplace in the country 
at the University of Kentucky. The 
President I think sums up what this 
amendment would do if it is passed. 

It is my considered opinion that a de
crease in research and development 
funding for clean coal technologies 
does not serve the best interests of 
Kentucky or the Nation. 

Coal is our most abundant domestic 
energy resource, one which safeguards 
the Nation's energy security and con
tributes handsomely to economic 
growth and development. Recent ad
vances in technology hold a very real 
promise that this important fuel will 
one day be utilized in a manner com
patible with quality environment. 

Restoring the country's technology 
edge is a long-term proposition. In this 
regard, I hope that you will defend the 
resources that are now available for 
the future. 

Mr. President, I come from a coal 
State. We put a lot of money in early 
on; millions of dollars into the re
search. It did not come overnight. 

One of these days, we are going to 
have overnight success. And overnight 
success comes from 20 years of hard 
work. 

So I think we are in the position now 
to continue methodically in developing 
liquefaction. And we have other 
projects out there. They are being 
screened, and the best projects are 
being selected. Private money is being 
put into these projects; it is not all 
Government. Private enterprise is in
volved in trying to secure new sources 
of energy for the security of this coun
try. 

I hope my colleagues will join with 
the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia in tabling this. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank my 
friend from Kentucky. I also thank my 
friend from Pennsylvania and my 
friend from Alaska. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that I may be permitted 
to move at this time to table the 
amendment by Mr. BRADLEY; that the 
amendment by Mr. BRADLEY then be 
set aside without a vote occurring at 
the moment on the tabling motion, be
cause I want to accommodate some 
Senators on the other side of the aisle 
who are not prepared to return within 
the next few minutes; and that the 
Senator from North Carolina then be 
permitted to proceed with one of his 
amendments; provided further that ei
ther manager of the Interior appropria
tions bill may at any time call for the 
regular order, which would then bring 
back before the Senate the amendment 
by Mr. BRADLEY, at which time, of 
course, the vote would occur on the 
motion to table. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, will the dis
tinguished chairman modify it so that 
the yeas and nays be ordered on the 
amendment? 

Mr. BYRD. I intend to ask for the 
yeas and nays-on the amendment? 

Mr. BRADLEY. On the motion to 
table. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the motion 
to table is presently before the Senate; 
is it not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo
tion has not yet been made. 

Mr. BYRD. I move to table the 
amendment. Now I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. I thank 

all Senators. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the unanimous-consent re
quest of the Senator from West Vir
ginia? Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

Mr. President, first I will read a let
ter dated August 3, 1993, or just a por
tion thereof, from Anne-Imelda M. 
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Radice, Ph.D., former Acting Chairman 
of the National Endowment for the 
Arts. 
It says: 
DEAR SENATOR HELMS: 
I have just received information that one 

of the photographic fellowship applications I 
approved last September was awarded to an 
individual whose work appears to use shock 
quality of prurient subjects as a primary vir
tue. The April 1993 issue of Vanity Fair fea
tures some of this man's work. 

Then Ms. Radice continues: 
It is embarrassing to admit that this oc

curred on my watch. However, it is more dis
tressing to note that this particular award 
was for one year so that I would not have 
known what the photographer would have 
done with the award until after the fact. 

Then she has parenthetically: 
(Fellowships for two years require interim 

reports.) 
End of parentheses. 
She continues: 
You are probably also aware that when fel

lowships are presented as a category to the 
Council and the Chairman--

Meaning the Council and Chairman 
of the National Endowment for the 
Arts. 
They are done so in list form which empha
sizes geographic region. Some fellowships 
are given directly. Others are through a sub
grant system. I have to admit I do not re
member this specific application but do not 
offer that as an excuse. 

This, of course, only points to the difficul
ties which the Agency will continue to expe
rience with these buy time types of awards. 
There is really little protection for the tax
payer. Unless the Chairman can be every
where and know everything, it is impossible 
to guarantee that such an unfortunate situa
tion cannot reoccur. 

Now, Mr. President, let me tell you 
about the photographic award that the 
National Endowment for the Arts gave 
to a man named Joel-Peter Witken. 

Joel-Peter Witken is what the NEA 
deems a "visual artist." Over the past 
decade, he has received four Fellowship 
awards from the National Endowment 
for the Arts. Just last year, 1992, the 
National Endowment for the Arts gave 
him a $20,000 Fellowship based on work 
such as this photograph. 

That is this photograph right here. I 
hope the cameraman will focus on this. 
This is a picture of the head of a ca
daver, cut in two-right down the mid
dle-and laid flat so as to appear to be 
a photograph of two men kissing each 
other. 

Mr. Joel-Peter Witken received a 
$20,000 fellowship for a series of photo
graphs such as this. But most of them 
are worse than this. Some of the 
photos are so bad that I would not have 
them on this easel. I would not want 
them shown on television. 

The NEA awards fellowships based on 
the entirety of the applicant's work 
and are meant to enable artists to take 
time off to in the words of the Endow
ment, "create"-to create more such 
work. 

Let us look at one more here. This is 
a photograph of another cadaver's 

head. The photographer scooped out 
the brains and everything else, and 
made a flowerpot out of it. Then he 
took a picture of it. And, as I say, this 
photographer, Mr. Joel-Peter Witken, 
received $20,000 of the taxpayers' 
money in a fellowship. 

I will get to some more things in just 
a minute. 

"The NEA's art experts," self-de
clared art experts, who reviewed 
Witken's work in 1992, called him, if 
you can believe this, Mr. President, "a 
major talent." To which I say "horse
fea the rs.'' 

According to the official transcript, 
the NEA panelists-that is to say, the 
people who made the judgment of giv
ing this idiot $20,000 of the taxpayers' 
money-said the following about 
Witken's work: 

[The panelists] conjectured that he prob
ably didn't need the money, but [they] were 
there to judge the quality of the work, and 
on those grounds Witken was deserving .... 
One spoke of Witken's importance as an art
ist, the importance of his work to the field of 
photography. especially American photog
raphy. Following additional discussion, [the 
NEAJ panelists agreed that Witken is a 
major talent deserving of support. 

From the American taxpayers. 
To that, I say, Mr. President, borscht 

and nausea. 
A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Presi

dent. Am I correct that, notwithstand
ing any unanimous consent in place at 
the moment, 'if I call for the regular 
order, the pending business will be one 
of the excepted amendments? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair's understanding is that a call for 
the regular order would bring back the 
Bradley amendment, and that may 
only be done by the managers of the 
bill. 

Mr. HELMS. All right. In that case, I 
wonder if I might ask the indulgence of 
the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia, my friend, to permit, by 
unanimous consent, consideration of 
an amendment which admittedly at 
this point is not an excepted amend
ment but which was intended to be an 
excepted amendment. By mistake in 
the closing hours on the last day before 
the Senate adjourned for the August 
recess, it was not identified as one of 
the excepted amendments. I ask the 
Senator from West Virginia if he would 
consent to my unanimous-consent re
quest that the committee amendment 
on page 85, line 7 and line 15, be consid
ered an excepted amendment to which 
I could offer my amendment. I say to 
the distinguished Senator that this was 
intended to be excepted out but it was 
not. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator will yield, this would require 
unanimous consent. Personally, I have 
no problem with it. But it would re
quire unanimous consent, and I have a 
felling that there would be an objection 
on this side to that request. I would 
hope, therefore, that the distinguished 

Senator would not make the request at 
this moment, and let us have time to 
discuss this approach. 

Mr. HELMS. I can understand the 
Senator's reluctance, and I always 
have a fallback amendment. On page 
97, lines 1 through 4, section 319, if it is 
found that my proposal with respect to 
page 85, line 7 and line 15, is not ap
proved, then I will go to that excepted 
amendment. 
AMENDMENT NO. 893 TO EXCEPTED COMMITTEE 

AMENDMENT, PAGE 97, LINES 1 THROUGH 4, 
SECTIONS 319 

(Purpose: To save the Federal taxpayers $171 
million by eliminating funding for the Na
tional Endowment for the Arts) 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration, with the pro
viso that tentatively it will be directed 
to excepted amendment, page 97, lines 1 
through 4, section 319. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
BOXER). Is there objection to the con
sideration of the amendment? 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 

HELMS] proposes an amendment numbered 
893. 

At the end of the amendment add the fol
lowing new section: 

"SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this Act, no funds under this Act 
shall be appropriated or made available to 
the National Endowment for the Arts.". 

Mr. HELMS. If anybody understands 
that to mean that I propose to strike 
all funding of the National Endowment 
for the Arts-except those funds which 
are in the pipeline and not yet spent-
you have sized it up correctly. 

Mr. President, over · the weekend, I 
re-read the July 28 CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD account of the debate of an 
amendment offered by the able Senator 
from Arkansas, Mr. BUMPERS, to cut 
the funding for the · National Endow
ment for Democracy. Senator BUMPERS 
was not on that day-or any other day 
as far as I know, by his service as a 
Senator-lacking in eloquence; and if I 
may be forgiven the observation, he 
pinned the tail on a lot of donkeys that 
day. 

For example, Senator BUMPERS said: 
"Do you know whose democracy is 
threatened? The United States. If we 
do not get that $4 trillion debt · under 
control, I promise you democracy will 
not be long for this country." 

Senator BUMPERS was exactly right. 
But just to set the record straight, this 
Federal debt is far in excess of $4 tril
lion. As of the close of business yester
day, September 13, the Federal debt 
stood at $4,384,113,738,028.86, which just 
happens to work out to be $17,068.17 for 
every man, woman, and child in Amer
ica. 

DALE BUMPERS was not engaged in a 
jeremiad as he spoke back in July; he 
was telling the gospel truth. I do not 
know how to penetrate the minds of 
some of those in the Senate who con
tinue to fund things that ought not to 



September 14, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 21307 
be funded and spend money in excess of 
what ought to be spent. DALE BUMPERS 
said, " You cannot cut spending in this 
body * * *I do not care who you are , or 
how hard you try , you cannot cut 
spending. It is that simple ." And the 
Senate proved him right by voting to 
preserve the Federal funding for the 
National Endowment for Democracy. 

What Senator BUMPERS proved once 
more is that the dead cat of the $4 tril
lion-plus deficit lies at the doorstep of 
the United States Congress and no
where else. Senator Bumpers tried, and 
even though he lost on this issue, he 
did try. With a $4.3 trillion Federal 
debt, I think we all should try to do 
something to cut Federal spending, and 
I think we ought to start by cutting off 
all the money for garbage like this. 

The distinguished occupant of the 
chair was not here a few moments ago 
when I shared with Senators these 
photos by Joel-Peter Witken. I ex
plained that each one of these is half of 
a cadaver 's head cut in two, right down 
the middle, laid flat so that it appears 
to be two men kissing each other. This 
is art. This is $20,000 worth of art, paid 
for by your friendly taxpayers. They 
would not be very friendly if they knew 
what their money was going for. 

I say to the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina that this is an
other head from a cadaver, except it is 
chopped off at the Adams apple, with 
the brains scooped out and converted 
into a flower pot. This little gem is 
part of a $20,000 outlay of Federal 
funds-provided by the American tax
payers. 

Here is a fellow driving a spike up his 
nose. This is the work of that great 
artist declared by the panelists of the 
National Endowment for the Arts to be 
a great, great talent, worthy of $20,000 
of the taxpayers money, which they 
admit he does not even need. 

That is what this amendment is all 
about. I think we ought to back up and 
come to our senses. 

I realize that this amendment may be 
defeated, but we are going to get Sen
ators on record about it. You vote to 
table if you want to, but that is getting 
on record just the same. 

There is no doubt there will be some 
weeping and moaning that this amend
ment will destroy the arts. We have to 
encourage creativity. How many times 
have I heard that garbage on this floor? 

It is nonsense , it is horsefeathers, 
and I hope no Senator will get up and 
say that today. There is all sorts of 
arithmetic to prove that such self
righteousness is nonsensical. 

One Congressman-I think it was 
PHIL CRANE- pointed out oceans of pri
vate money being spent on art. Pri
vate-sector funding for the arts is cur
rently running at $9.3 billion a year. So 
why not cut out this $20,000 and all of 
the rest of the wasted taxpayer-pro
vided funds of the NEA? 

Let us back up and look at what we 
are doing. We are talking about $170 

million of taxpayers' money being 
spent on garbage like this. 

It should never have been started in 
the first place. As George Will pointed 
out in his column back in July, the 
arts in this country flourished without 
any Governmental subsidy during the 
189 years from the time the Declara
tion of Independence was signed in 1776 
until the NEA was created in 1965. And 
the arts in this country will continue 
to flourish if, and when Congress comes 
to its senses and eliminates this public 
subsidy. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that George Will 's column 
headed " Subsidized 'Art ;' Nick in 
NEA's budget fails to endanger govern
ment funding of the repulsive, " be 
printed in the RECORD at the conclu
sion of my remarks. 

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

(See Exhibit 1.) 
Mr. HELMS. Now, Madam President, 

the National Endowment for the Arts 
can and will continue to operate with
out this subsidy. The endowment car
ries over $6 million to $8 million each 
year over from the previous year, and 
they do this year-after-year-after-year. 
Under the law, the National Endow
ment for the Arts is also authorized to 
solicit, collect, and utilize private do
nations to help pay its way. 

So is it all that good if you have 
enough people who are willing to con
tribute private funds to see a photo
graph of a guy wearing a mask and 
driving a big spike up his nose? Or this 
handsome-and I think there ought to 
be one in every home-you know , a 
flower pot made out of a cadaver's 
skull with the brains scooped out and 
with pretty flowers planted inside. Are 
they not pretty flowers, I ask Senator 
THURMOND? 

That is art for you. 
This is my favorite here, this one 

here, a cadaver's head cut in two right 
down the middle, laid flat so it appears 
to be two men kissing each other. You 
cannot get much better than that with 
subsidizing art . 

As one on the comic page used to say, 
I may " frow " up; and the American 
taxpayers feel the same way about it. 

So let us get our priorities straight. 
This bill, unless this amendment is 
adopted, proposes that the Federal 
Government spend $39 million more on 
the National Endowment for the Arts 
than the Federal Government spends 
on research for breast and cervical can
cer. How is that for priorities? 

CLIFF STEARNS, a Congressman from 
Florida, made precisely that same 
point when the House was debating 
this issue. He challenged his colleagues 
to ask themselves-"which is more im
portant, promotion of art like this, or 
the health of the women of this Na
tion?" 

I remember well, Madam President, 
about 4 years ago when I proposed 

some kind of decency standard be re
quired of those receiving the American 
taxpayers ' money through NEA grants , 
and I passed around a few examples of 
the so-called art that the American 
taxpayers were being forced against 
their will to subsidize- rotten, disgust
ing, filthy things that made stomachs 
churn. 

I thought then that I had seen every
thing, but I have here these photos
and there are plenty more inside the 
Cloakroom-I have them for any Sen
ator who wants to come over and look 
at the whole $20,000 worth of art by this 
guy. But I am not going to put the rest 
on this easel where they will be trans-

. mi tted on television. There may be 
some children watching. 

But Senators who saw and remem
bered the re vol ting Mapplethorpe 
photos may conclude that compared 
with this NEA award, brother 
Mapplethorpe was a choir boy. This is 
sickening. 

For nearly 20 years this NEA award 
winning " artist" has mutilated, dis
sected, and dismembered human 
corpses-shall we say to " create" his 
sick work. For one photo, he severed 
the head from a corpse , he sawed part 
of the top off and photographed the 
mutilated, preserved and hollowed-out 
head as a flower vase. And the National 
Endowment for the Arts said, oh gee, it 
is so good; he is so talented. I may 
throw up. 

And Robert Mapplethorpe with his 
photos; you remember the bullwhips 
and the fists and where they were in
serted in the human bodies. You re
member the unspeakable acts between 
living people that he photographed. 
And they declared him to be a great 
artist. This recipient of $20,000 uses 
boots, feet, whole arms, and medieval 
torture racks and other items to stage 
unconscionable poses with both the liv
ing and the dead. 

Some may wonder why he is not in 
jail. I think he ought to be locked up 
before he does harm to himself. He 
might start cutting off his own head. 

But the NEA has awarded him four 
annual fellowships since 1980, based on 
what the NEA called the quality of his 
work-the quality of his work. 

But the final straw was the report 
last month that the NEA had caved in 
to four California so-called artists who 
had sued-can you believe it- sued the 
National Endowment for the Arts. 
They sued because the NEA, after John 
Frohnmayer had left and President 
Bush had replaced him with leadership, 
Ms. Radice-who is a gutsy lady and 
has a high sense of decency-insisted 
that the filthy four, a woman named 
Karen Finley, another named Holly 
Hughes, a guy named John Fleck, and 
another one named Tim Miller, she 
said-bless her heart-these four 
should not be given any of the tax
payers ' money because this so-called 
art was indecent and unworthy of fund
ing. 



21308 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 14, 1993 
Hooray for Ann Radice. But she is 

gone. She is gone, not likely to be 
back. 

The National Endowment for the 
Arts did more than merely agree to 
give the filthy four .the $26,000 in grants 
that had been denied. The NEA handed 
over an additional $6,000 to each of the 
four for-what do you know-"compen
satory damages for personal injuries" 
they alleged they sustained, pl us 
$202,000 for the four of them to pay 
their attorneys' fees. 

You see, they sued because they had 
a right, they said, to the pockets of the 
taxpayers of the United States. 

Karen Finley, one of the "Filthy 
Four," is the woman who smears her 
body with chocolate and then com
plains how badly men treat women; 
Holly Hughes does similar lewd acts on 
the stage; and John Fleck is the guy 
who urinates on stage on a photograph 
of Jesus Christ. All these get this 
money from the taxpayer through the 
National Endowment for the Arts. 

For heaven's sake, Madam President, 
when, if ever, is enough enough? Does 
the United States Senate not have bet
ter things to do with the taxpayers' 
money-particularly when the Federal 
Government is more than $4.3 trillion 
in debt? 

So, I say again, Senator BUMPERS 
was absolutely right when he said that 
we must get a handle on this debt-or, 
as he also said, democracy wi-11 not be 
long for this country. 

We could start now---:-and it would be 
a small start-by eliminating the $170.2 
million Federal subsidy for the Na
tional Endowment for the Arts. 

Let us give it a try and let us see if 
the arts in this country will not flour
ish without a public subsidy, just as 
the arts flourished for 189 years before 
the National Endowment for the Arts 
was created. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
EXHIBIT 1 

SUBSIDIZED "ART" 
(By George F. Will) 

WASHINGTON.- " The arts, " laments Rep. 
Sidney Yates, D-Ill., "will be terribly, ter
ribly hurt" by the "enormous impact" of 
what the House of Representatives did. What 
it did was cut 5 percent from the $174.6 mil
lion budget of the National Endowment for 
the Arts. 

Now, even allowing for the fact that fed
eral funds often generate matching private 
contributions, it is a bit much, even by the 
standards of congressional hyperbole, to say 
that in this nation that spends many billions 
on the arts, their fate is imperiled by a nick 
of $8.7 million from a budget that is just a 
tad more than three times the sum fetched 
by the last Van Gogh painting auctioned. 
Speaking of whom, just think: 

Van Gogh painted without a subsidy from 
the Dutch government. Today that govern
ment, like ours, has discovered the pork po
tential of handouts for the arts " commu
nity," as that lobby calls itself. In " The Cul
ture of Complaint," art critic Robert Hughes 
says of the art subsidized in the Netherlands: 
"So there it all sits, democratic, nonhier-

archical , nonelitist, nonsexist , unsalable, 
and, to the great regret of the Dutch govern
ment, only partially biodegradable·." 

But I digress. 
The little cut in the NEA came from an 

amendment of Rep. Cliff Stearns, R- Fla., 
who noted that the NEA's proposed budget 
was $39 million larger than federal funding 
for prevention of breast and cervical cancer. 
" What," he asked, " is more important-pro
motion of the arts or the health of the 
women of this nation?" 

Good question, but it is unclear what 
Stearns' opinion is, given that the NEA's 
budget is still $30 million larger after his 
amendment. If cancer prevention is a higher 
priority than arts promotion, then eliminate 
the NEA, restoring American arts to the 
conditions that existed between 1776 and 
1965, the year the NEA was created. In fact, 
an amendment to eliminate the NEA got 105 
House votes this year, up from 85 a year ago. 
Just 113 more votes and America's artists 
would have to work as George Caleb Bing
ham and Winslow Homer did, without a fed
eral subvention. Imagine. 

TAX DOLLARS FOR THE 'TABOO' 
The House debate about the NEA was par

ticularly entertaining concerning an exhibit 
at New York's Whitney Museum, " Abject 
Art; Repulsion and Desire in American Art. " 
NEA defenders said: Yes, the Whitney has re
ceived NEA money, but that exhibit was 
funded privately. NEA critics countered: 
Money is fungible, so NEA money helped 
condition all the Whitney's activities; and 
the NEA money went to the Whitney's Inde
pendent Study Program that organized the 
" Abject Art" exhibit; and if the Whitney can 
afford such exhibits without tax dollars, why 
send those dollars? 

There is taxpayer involvement in the Whit
ney's exhibit, the catalyst for which says the 
exhibit confronts "taboo issues of gender and 
sexuality. " Taboo? Where? Not Manhattan. 
Or Manhattan, Kansas, or anywhere else in 
modern America. 

Anyway, the exhibit, which features such 
"abject materials" as dead animals, men
strual blood and rotten food, includes a 
three-foot-high mound of synthetic excre
ment, a film showing a man pushing his head 
into another man's rectum, framed samples 
of an infant's fecal stains, and, of course, two 
hardy perennials that government funding 
has managed to make into two of the most 
famous works of contemporary art-Robert 
Mapplethorpe's "Self-Portrait," a photo of 
him with a bullwhip in his rectum, and An
dres Serranos' "Piss Christ," a photo of a 
crucifix in a jar of urine. 

AN UNREGULATED MARKET? 
Sheldon Hackney (Clinton's choice to head 

the NEA's twin in subsidizing the intelligen
tsia, the National Endowment for the Hu
manities), said in defense of NEA support for 
exhibitions of "Piss Christ" that the best 
protection we have found for a democracy is 
an unregulated market in expression." 
Think about that: Hackney believes that 
government subsidies create an "unregulated 
market. " 

It is peculiar but true that many people 
who preen about their love-expressed in ex
penditures of other people's money- for the 
arts seem to regard the arts as akin to say, 
soybeans: Subsidize them and they will 
flourish. Indeed it will, with the help of se
mantic fiat: Anything funded by an NEA 
grant is, by definition, art. 

Art, perhaps, but alas only partially de
gradable . 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
hope that the Senate would come to an 
early conclusion on this amendment. 

As someone who has been involved in 
these discussions and debates over 
some period of time, what we have 
heard described earlier this evening is 
so far and distant to the central thrust 
of the National Endowment for the 
Arts it is barely describable. 

We are talking about an institution 
which has been in effect for some 30 
years, that has virtually helped and as
sisted every local community, every 
State, in terms of music and sym
phony, dance, operas, and supporting 
local music and arts education pro
grams in grade schools all over this 
country. 

No one is justifying the obscenity 
here on the floor of the United States. 
Important amendments were taken in 
1990 to make sure that the National 
Endowment of the Arts would not be 
funding obscenity. There is a very vig
orous process and procedure within the 
legislation to ensure that that would 
not be the case, and that if there 
should be a grant and individuals or 
fellowships would be involved in that 
the opportunity for recovery was going 
to be available. 

Individuals can describe in their own 
words or language what their own per
ception about the National Endowment 
for the Arts is about. But, having lis
tened to the description of my col
league from North Carolina, it has vir
tually no relevancy in terms of the 30 
years of existence of the National En
dowment for the Arts, where the ex
pansion and the support for the arts 
has been so dramatic. 

I would be delighted to include in the 
RECORD illustrations, as well, as to the 
support of the arts program in the 
State of North Carolina, a wide, diverse 
range of different programs which have 
been supported by the NEA in the 
State of North Carolina. 

If the Senator from North Carolina, 
of course, does not support those pro
grams, it would have been interesting 
to have heard that debate and discus
sion every time a local agency in North 
Carolina had made that application 
and the Senator from North Carolina 
wrote to the NEA and said, "Do not 
support those programs.'' 

That was not the case. There have 
been a wide range of programs which 
have been supported in North Carolina 
and that have impacted the lives and 
well-being of the people in that State, 
in terms of the support for the pro
gram. 

The President has announced an out
standing director for the National En
dowment for the Arts, Jane Alexander, 
someone who has been one of the most 
creative and talented actresses and in
dividuals who has spent a lifetime in 
the theater and who is one of the most 
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respected and highly regarded individ
uals as a creative artist in the country 
today. Anyone who saw Eleanor and 
Franklin, the Great White Hope, any
body who has followed her career un
derstands the enormous sensitivity and 
creativity and judgment that she has. 

We will have an opportunity to exam
ine her absolutely extraordinary cre
dentials in our committee in the very 
near future, and have the opportunity 
to inquire of her about what policies 
she is going to follow in the future to 
be able to deal with the creative arts. 

I think, quite frankly, in listening to 
the Senator from North Carolina, his 
purpose is very clear. He announced 
that it was a great mistake that we 
even started this program almost 30 
years ago. That is basically what is at 
issue here tonight. 

This is an individual who was op
posed to even the origination of this 
program, using illustrations that are 
examples here this evening of different 
programs of individuals who have been 
given fellowships that have involved 
themselves in photography in different 
instances that I think many of us 
would find objectionable and perhaps 
obscene. 

But, nonetheless, what we have heard 
tonight, in the Senator's own words, 
was that he was opposed to the cre
ation of this program some 30 years 
ago. 

I think any fair examination of this 
program over the period of 30 years in 
any of our States, in any of our com
munities, would find that this program 
has been an extraordinary stimulus for 
the acceptance of the arts, has been a 
powerful factor in leveraging the pri
vate sector and their support for the 
arts. 

There may be those who feel that we 
ought to be the only country in the 
world that fails to give support for 
young artists or for the creative as
pects of our life and experience. There 
are those in our society that believe 
that to be so. 

That is not the condition of most or 
any of the other major industrial and 
even nonindustrial societies of the 
world. 

But there are those here in the U.S. 
Senate that favor that position, and we 
have heard the articulation of one of 
those this evening. 

I do not intend to take a great deal of 
time of the Members here this evening. 
But it does seem to me that I would 
hope that we could reach an early con
clusion. 

I see my good friend and colleague, 
the Senator from Rhode Island, who 
was really the architect of the NEA a 
number of years ago, with the Senator 
from New York, Senator Javits. I re
member very well the amendments, as 
the Senator does, that were adopted in 
1980 in a bipartisan way, including a 
statement by my good friend from 
Utah, Senator HATCH, who gave an 

enormously moving statement about 
what the arts meant to him and to his 
family when he was facing enormous 
economic challenges in the course of 
the Depression. 

At that time, when a bipartisan ef
fort was made here in the U.S. Senate 
and accepted in the house and in the 
conference, with the great leadership of 
the Senator from West Virginia, Sen
ator BYRD, to deal with the particular 
issues of obscenity and child pornog
raphy, it did seem that we had ad
dressed the objectionable features that 
had been brought to the attention of 
the Senate. 

So I think, in a very short period of 
time, we are going to be asked to vote 
on whether we, as a country and a soci
ety, with a $1.5 trillion budget can af
ford the very modest sum of approxi
mately $170 million to support those 
aspects of the creative arts and dance 
and music and symphony and support 
for artists in our society that add, I 
think, such a dimension to our lives, 
with the kind of protections that have 
been included in the last reauthoriza
tion bill. 

I hope this amendment of the Sen
ator from North Carolina would not be 
accepted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PELL. Madam President, I think 
the Senator from North Carolina 
knows of the personal regard I have for 
him. Sometimes we agree, sometimes 
we disagree. I must say I agree with 
him about the paintings he showed us 
of Mr. Joel-Peter Witken. To my mind, 
they do not constitute art. They are re
volting. But the important thing to re
member is that tastes vary. 

Let's consider this business of doing 
paintings of cadavers. There is a fa
mous painting by Rembrandt called 
"The Anatomy Lesson of Dr. Tulp." 
There is a great Renaissance master 
called Caravaggio who was very skilled 
and very often portrayed human bodies 
after they died. These are fine works of 
difficult subject matter. Witken's work 
is equally difficult. 

In this particular case, Mr. Witken 
received a grant, according to my very 
roughly done arithmetic, of about one 
one-hundred-thousandth of the total 
funding of the NEA in its past or cur
rent year. I want to point out that the 
joy the National Endowment for the 
Arts has given to our people, the edu
cation and inspiration, has been enor
mously positive. I can think of few pro
grams that have, generally speaking, 
received wider support and spent its 
funds more effectively. It would be a 
great pity if anything was done to re
duce or eliminate this National Endow
ment .for the Arts. 

It gives me great pleasure to add that 
the National Endowment for the Arts 
is at the beginning of an exciting new 
era. President Clinton has nominated 
Jane Alexander, a candidate of out-

standing qualifications, to lead the 
Arts Endowment. I have met with her 
and talked with her about the Endow
ment and her vision for this unique 
Federal agency. We must give her the 
opportunity to begin her tenure there 
unburdened by additional restrictions 
or additional budget cuts. 

I want to reassure my colleagues 
that the record of the Arts Endowment 
has continued to be an outstanding one 
since we last reauthorized the agency 
in 1990. As you may recall, the Con
gress took a long and careful look at 
Endowment procedures at that time. 
Many reforms were added to the stat
ute that addressed the important is
sues of diversity, conflict-of-interest, 
fairness, and accountability. 

I believe the Congress acted wisely in 
focusing its attention on strengthening 
the process by which grants are made. 
Peer review, after all, has been at the 
core of the Endowment's success for 28 
years. It is an important process that 
insures that taxpayers have a say in 
how the money is spent. 

Attacks on the Arts Endowment 
from the far right have continued, how
ever. But the basis for these attacks 
has very little to do with the real ongo
ing work of the Endowment which has 
always been to support excellence in 
the arts across the country. Many of 
the Endowment's critics, in fact, con
demn the Endowment for grants it 
never even made. 

I urge my colleagues to give Ms. Al
exander the support she needs ·from us 
to begin her chairmanship at the Arts 
Endowment. I have found her to be 
open and frank in her private discus
sions with me and I know that many of 
my colleagues have had very positive 
conversations with her. I believe we 
should give her the chance she needs to 
take over the reins of the Arts Endow
ment. I am confident she will be a 
strong and effective leader who will 
earn our trust. A year from now, with 
Ms. Alexander in charge, I hope we will 
be on this floor discussing the 99 per
cent of NEA grants that have enhanced 
the lives of Americans and allowed 
them to be proud participants in their 
cultural heritage. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
voting against the pending amendment 
to defund the Endowment. 

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

Mr. JEFFORDS. Madam President, I, 
too, rise in opposition to the amend
ment. I would make sure my colleagues 
are aware we are talking about totally 
unfunding the endowment. This is a se
rious amendment. It is not an attempt 
to try to screen out or censor or any
thing else; it is just to obliterate the 
Endowment for the Arts. 

I think it is important to keep this in 
perspective. The endowment has been 
going for many years-since the 1960's, 
and of the well over 100,000 grants that 
have been made by the endowment over 



21310 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 14, 1993 
that period of time, only about 20 of 
them have raised any concern of the 
Senator from North Carolina, or oth
ers. 

I would like to point out the anomaly 
as to what happens when the Senator 
from North Carolina picks on a piece of 
art that he claims is not-and may well 
not be--meri torious. Once it is here 
and televised, let us just remember 
what happened with Mapplethorpe. No
body knew or cared about 
Mapplethorpe until the Senator from 
North Carolina brought to light his art 
and the exhibit that he had. Then the 
lines grew enormously, the prices for 
the art rose, a.nd hundreds of thousands 
of dollars went to the Mapplethorpe 
Foundation. 

What does this do? That makes a real 
problem for the endowment, because 
the way to really sell your stuff is to 
get the Senator from North Carolina to 
pick on it and display it and then you 
can make a lot of money. So I am 
amazed we do not have more who are 
trying to get the attention. 

But that is a small, small percentage. 
What is most of the endowment about? 
Most of the endowment is about many 
things which all of us would love to 
see. Every year I run, for the Arts Cau
cus, a trip to New York City where we 
spend part of our time looking at the 
wonderful arts, whether it is the Met
ropolitan Opera or whatever. But the 
money is not there. The majority of 
money goes to things like the Harlem 
Boys Choir, or the Hispanic Dance 
Group which we saw a couple of years 
ago, young people from the real down, 
economically depressed areas of New 
York City. Watching those young peo
ple expressing themselves and learning 
what the arts are about is what the en
dowment is all about. It is the resident 
artist who goes through the rural 
towns and demonstrates the beauty of 
the arts to the young people who would 
never see or hear the arts, were it not 
for the endowment. 

Then there is the economic advan
tages of the endowment. If you take a 
look at what is spent on the arts in 
this Nation compared to what is spent 
in the countries of Europe and other 
places, we spend just a pittance com
pared to what other nations spend in 
order to be able to bring the arts to 
their people. Our Nation spends just a 
minuscule amount. Yet in my little 
State of Vermont, for instance, we find 
the money we get-and it is a small 
amount-does tremendous things to le
verage more money for our State. 

Let us take a look first at the Euro
pean situation. Germany spends $27 per 
capita on the arts; $32 in France; the 
United States, 68 cents. The Japanese, 
German, and French Governments each 
spend between $5 billion and $40 billion 
on the arts. The Federal investments of 
the United States is somewhere be
tween 0.5 and 3.5 percent of these coun
tries. 

Then if you take a look, just using 
Vermont, the money that goes to us 
generates many dollars for each dollar 
that is invested, and this is true 
throughout the country. 

So I urge Senators not to listen just 
to the minuscule problems that the en
dowment has but to look at the tre
mendous gains it gives to the young 
people of this country, to the strug
gling artists who try but would not be 
able to demonstrate their arts, whether 
it be in the off Broadway theaters or 
whether it be in music or whether it be 
in the visual arts, if it were not for 
help from the endowment. 

Yes, we should be mindful there are 
some grants which are not appropriate 
and there are ways to recover them, 
and the endowment over the past years 
has been actively seeking reimburse
ment from those who abuse, as some 
have, their grant money. But to throw 
out the whole endowment because 
there has been a minuscule amount of 
abuse would be a shocking event, and 
would deter many of our young people 
from the opportunity to participate in 
the arts. 

So I urge my colleagues to defeat 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will be pleased 
to. 

Mr. BYRD. I wonder if we can get a 
time agreement on this amendment; 5 
minutes under the control of Mr. 
HELMS and 5 minutes under my con
trol? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to the Sen
ator, I need just 2 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. I make that request. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Reserving the 

right to object for just a moment, I be
lieve the Chair also wanted to speak 
for a few moments. I wonder whether 
she might have some time, 3 minutes, 
and I will be pleased to spell her while 
she speaks. 

Mr. FORD. I will do it. 
Madam President, I ask unanimous 

consent there might be 5 minutes to 
Mr. HELMS, 3 minutes to the Senator 
from Minnesota, 3 minutes to the jun
ior Senator from California. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Could I have 1 
minute, please? 

Mr. BYRD. One minute to Mr. KEN
NEDY. 

Mr. PELL. May I have 1 minute? 
Mr. BYRD. I think I would be just 

better off getting the floor and moving 
to table. How much time does the Sen
ator require? 

Mr. PELL. May I have 1 minute? 
Mr. BYRD. One minute to the Sen

ator from Rhode Island. Is that agree
able to the Senator from North Caro
lina? 

Mr. HELMS. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

FORD). Without objection, it is so or-

dered. The Senator from Minnesota has 
3 minutes. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. When Sheila and I 
were younger, first married, we went to 
see "Fiddler on the Roof" here in 
Washington, DC. I remember the won
derful universal message of the play
these were tickets given to us by my 
parents for an anniversary; we did not 
have a lot of money-and then saying 
to Sheila: 
It would be so wonderful if this kind of 

work by artists could really be available for 
all people, regardless of race or socio
economic status. 

I really think, Mr. President, that 
that is what the NEA has been about. 
It promotes art for all Americans. It 
gets art out into the community for 
people, regardless of disability, regard
less of where they live. And I do not 
think that really what we heard on the 
floor of the Senate by any means rep
resents the heart and soul and what 
most of this work has been about by 
artists within our county. 

NEA artists have produced many 
brilliant award-winning, creative 
works: Pulitzer prizes, book awards, 
theater awards-just a tremendous 
amount of creativity and accomplish
ment. I want my colleagues to remem
ber that this amendment calls for total 
defunding, total defunding. 

My last point is that much of what 
the Senator from North Carolina has 
talked about has been over the decade 
of the eighties. Jane Alexander, Presi
dent Clinton's nominee to chair this 
organization, I believe, will usher in a 
new era. She is a woman with a life
time of accomplishment and creativ
ity, someone who can provide this or
ganization with tremendous leadership. 
It strikes me that to talk about totally 
defunding the NEA would be a step pre
cisely in the opposite direction. It 
would not be good for the arts. It would 
not be good for the community. It 
would not be good for our country, and 
it really denies a very exceptional 
woman, I believe, an opportunity to 
change the course for us. 

Mr. President, I yield back the rest of 
my time, if I have any time left. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has about half a minute. 

Who yields time? 
Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from California. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I believe 

under the previous agreement I have 3 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct and she may proceed. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, first let 
me say I do not believe that any Sen
ator was elected to be an art critic. We 
were elected to be Senators. As for me, 
I cannot draw a straight line. 

Art definitely offends sometimes, and 
I will say that the photographs that 
were shown tonight do offend me. But, 
of course, art sometimes does not of
fend, and most of the time the NEA 
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does not offend with the work that it 
supports. 

I wish I had brought the photographs 
of young ballerinas and young people's 
orchestras and community theaters 
and artists and communities thriving 
because of seed money from the NEA. I 
do not feel it is garbage to say it is im
portant to support the arts. I think it 
is wise to support the arts. We help 
young people learn dance and learn to 
play in orchestras, and we do help the
aters and some struggling artists sur
vive. 

I certainly would not hang those pho
tographs in my home or my office, and 
I would not show them on the floor of 
the U.S. Senate. But I have to say that 
art is controversial sometimes. So is 
free speech, which is really what art is 
all about. We need to be able to handle 
speech in a free society. The way I look 
at it, God gave me a neck. I can turn 
away from things that offend me. 

I want to keep helping our commu
nities, and I want to make sure that 
the NEA stays in business. So I hope 
we will overwhelmingly defeat this 
amendment. 

I will say that it is absolutely true 
that the NEA sometimes makes mis
takes, but that does not mean we 
should be the only civilized country 
not to have an arts program. 

So in summing up, unless we change 
careers, we are Sena tors not art cri t
ics. I do not think we should destroy 
and completely cut out the NEA be
cause a very small percentage of their 
grants are offensive. Art offends some
times: life offends sometimes. I think 
that we can handle it despite the pho
tographs we have witnessed tonight. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Rhode 
Island has 1 minute. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, beauty is 
in the eye of the beholder. While my 
personal view of the beauty of the pho
tographs of Joel Peter Witken is simi
lar to the views of the Senator from 
North Carolina, it is no reason for this 
one small item to knock out the whole 
program, particularly as this program 
is about to be taken over by the able 
and competent and knowledgeable Jane 
Alexander. 

In the very State that my colleague 
represents so ably, there are many arts 
organizations that receive grants going 
into the millions of dollars, just as 
there are in every state across the Na
tion. 

I think that all of us are affected the 
same way. We want to see this excel
lent program, which has brought help, 
inspiration, and beauty to so many of 
our people not only survive but flour
ish and prosper, as I am sure it will 
under Jane Alexander's leadership. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
BOXER). The Senator's time has ex
pired. Who yields time? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield my time to 
the Senator from Kansas. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Madam Presi
dent, I thank the Senator from Massa
chusetts. 

I would like to speak briefly. I think 
the pictures that the Senator from 
North Carolina has shown trouble all of 
us. For some years, we have been con
cerned about management of the Na
tional Endowment for the Arts. Never
theless, I also am one who believes the 
National Endowment for the Arts has 
served an important function in this 
country, particularly to help sym
phonies and fine theater to reach our 
smaller cities. 

As Anne Radice, whom the Senator 
from North Carolina has mentioned 
and who has been acting Director of 
the National Endowment for the Arts, 
has admitted that nothing is perfect. 
As much as we might wish that such 
photographs as those that h~ve been 
shown by the Sena tor from North Caro
lina would not exist, nevertheless, I 
have great, great admiration and hope 
for the leadership of Jane Alexander, 
who has been nominated to be the new 
Director of the National Endowment 
for the Arts. I think it is important not 
to paint the wb.ole scene with the feel
ing that has been left with a few unfor
tunate pictures. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. The Senator 
from North Carolina has 5 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. HELMS. Would the Chair repeat 
the time division remaining, please? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Carolina has 5 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. HELMS. And nobody else has any 
time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, I dislike doing 

this, but I heard my friend from Ver
mont give all the good reasons why the 
National Endowment for the Arts 
ought to be protected and nurtured. 

They are the same points listed in 
this memo dated September 13, 1993. 
The memo was prepared by Marianne 
Klink, who is congressional liaison of 
the NEA. I think the memo is 14 pages 
in length, and it was circulated to all 
Senators. She made a mistake when 
she sent it my office in as much as the 
talking points are against any Helms 
amendments which may come before 
the Senate. 

But if you will read this, and I am 
going to put it in the RECORD, you will 
find JIM JEFFORDS' speech as well as 
the points we may hear from others op
posed to this amendment and the 
amendments I will offer tomorrow. 

I ask unanimous consent this be 
printed in the RECORD at the conclu
sion of my remarks. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, now 
then, I do not ever expect Senator KEN
NEDY to support elimination of stuff 
like these photos. All of the pious pro
tests that I hear every time this issue 
comes up refer to the choirs and the 
symphony orchestras, but these same 
individuals are silent in seven lan
guages about how to curb the 
misspending of the taxpayers' money. 
Let those who so protest come forward 
with an idea of their own about how to 
get rid of the garbage which they 
admit is garbage. Do not give me all 
this stuff about symphony orchestras. I 
used to play in one, and there was no 
NEA to fund it either. 

No, they do not want to rattle the 
cage of people like the yo-yo who pro
duced this kind of garbage. I say unless 
and until the NEA gets a handle on 
what it is doing with the taxpayers' 
money, they are going to continue to 
have to confront amendments submit
ted by the Senator from North Caro
lina. 

But the fundamental thing that I 
want to drive home as we windup is 
that there is another reason to stop 
wasting money on things like this, and 
that is the $4.3 trillion Federal debt 
that has been run up by a Congress 
that insisted on spending more money 
than the Government was taking in. 

Mr. President, we could go on all 
night long. I think Senators know what 
I am talking about, and I want these 
Senators who get on their feet and say, 
"Well, what are we going to do about 
the symphony orchestras?" to know 
that they would not hear a murmur 
from the public, would not hear a peep 
from them about the NEA if it were 
not for the NEA-funded garbage like 
these photos here. And for these Sen
ators who are so compassionate about 
the small towns and the small choir&
! will help fund them with an amend
ment I will offer tomorrow-even 
though I really do not think we need 
public subsidies because there is a lot 
of private money available. I am going 
to have other amendments which will 
give them an opportunity tomorrow to 
put their vote where their mouths have 
been tonight. They can take it or leave 
it. They can answer to the American 
people. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

EXHIBIT 1 

SEPTEMBER 13, 1993. 
To: Senate Staff. 
From: Marianne Klink, Congressional Liai

son. 
Re: Senate Floor Debate on H.R. 2520, FY 

1994 Interior and Related Agencies Ap
propriations. 

Senate floor debate on H.R. 2520, which in
cludes appropriations for the National En
dowment for the Arts, is scheduled for this 
week. The materials which are enclosed for 
your use have been prepared in response to 
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requests from Congressional staff for re
sponses to possible floor amendments per
taining to the Arts Endowment. I hope they 
will be of interest to you. 

Please call our office at 682-5435 if you 
have any questions or if additional informa
tion would be of use to you. 
AMENDMENT PROHIBITING THE ARTS ENDOW

MENT FROM MAKING GRANTS TO INDIVIDUALS 
An amendment prohibiting support for in

dividuals would eliminate the National Her
itage Fellowships for folk artists and the 
American Jazz Masters Fellowships. These 
Fellowships recognize these exemplary 
American artists in the traditional arts and 
in the uniquely American art of jazz. 

The individual artist or museum profes
sional is as central to the arts as is the 
scholar to the humanities and the scientist 
to science. Other agencies of government 
fund individuals. So should the NEA; that is 
why artist support is specified in the Arts 
Endowment's authorizing legislation. The 
National Science Foundation, the National 
Institutes of Health, and the National En
dowment for the Humanities are among the 
Federal agencies which support the work of 
individuals. One category of individuals-
artists and museum professionals-who are 
also taxpayers-should not be singled out 
and prohibited from receiving awards. 

This amendment seeks to legislate on an 
appropriations bill. If the issue of Endow
ment funding for individuals is so serious 
and problematic that it requires a legislative 
change in the Endowment's authorization, 
the issue should be referred to the authoriz
ing committee, Labor and Human Resources, 
for its consideration. 

Fellowships provide the opportunity for 
the creation of work as well as for related re
search, study, et cetera. The incomes for in
dividuals in the nonprofit arts fields are 
most often inadequate to sustain a full-time 
career as poet, composer, painter, craftsman, 
jazz artist, sculptor, novelist, playwright, or 
choreographer. Private and public sector 
support for individual artists is extremely 
limited at the national, state, and local lev
els. 

The changes enacted in the Arts, Human
ities, and Museums Amendments of 1990, 
which provides statutory authority for the 
agency, made changes in panel procedures 
which govern the review of applications from 
individuals and organizations. Review panels 
are now more diverse, including qualified in
dividuals from all parts of the country, all 
cultural and ethnic groups, and with diverse 
beliefs and aesthetic, viewpoints. Each panel 
now also includes a lay person, a person not 
making his or her livelihood from the arts, 
but knowledgeable about the arts and their 
role in our society. In addition, the Arts En
dowment has never permitted any individual 
artist to sit on a panel judging applications 
including from him/herself. 

SUPPORT FOR INDIVIDUALS 
While no government can call a great art

ist or scholar into existence, it is necessary 
and appropriate for the Federal Government 
to create and sustain not only a climate en
couraging freedom of thought, imagination, 
and inquiry, but also the material conditions 
facilitating the release of this creative tal
ent. 

With this mandate from the enabling legis
lation of the Arts Endowment, the agency 
has been offering support to individual art
ists from its inception. In 1966, the Endow
ment made its first awards to individuals in 
the form of one-year sabbaticals to 50 novel
ists, poets, painters, sculptors, and compos-

ers. Since then, over 11,000 artists have re
ceived grants, often at a crucial point early 
in their careers. The ranks of Arts Endow
ment fellows include many of the very best 
artists working in the United States over the 
past generation. They have won dozens of 
awards, including 42 Pulitzer Prizes, 47 Mac
Arthur "genius awards," 28 National Book 
Awards, 11 Obie Awards for Theater, and 
many other distinctions. 

More important than the awards and acco
lades has been the creativity that these fel
lows have helped engender: scores of sym
phonies, operas and songs; reams of poems, 
short stories, dramas and novels; a spate of 
new dance from modern to folk to ballet. 
Reels of new films and videos have been cre
ated, and new radio and television programs 
have filled the airways and made their way 
into millions of homes, schools, and librar
ies. New painting, sculpture, photography, 
crafts, and design have come forth from the 
imagination of a generation. 

Among the many distinguished artists who 
have received Endowment support are: 
choreographers Alvin Ailey, Merce 
Cunningham, Meredith Monk, Mark Morris, 
Alwin Nikolais, Paul Taylor and Twyla 
Tharp; composers Dominick Argento, Philip 
Glass, Ned Rorem and Pauline Oliveros; mu
sicians Ellis, Delfeayo and Wynton Marsalis, 
David Banker, Toshiko Akiyashi, Dexter 
Gordon and Emma Kemp; playwrights Wendy 
Wasserstein and A.R. Gurney; writers Annie 
Dillard, John Irving, Louise Erdrich, Bobbie 
Ann Mason, William Kennedy, Rita Dove, 
Oscar Hijuelos, and Alice Walker; visual art
ists Laurie Anderson, Dale Chihuly, Chuck 
Close, Lee Friedlander, Martin Puryear, and 
William Wegman; designers Frank Gehry 
and Susana Torre; filmmakers Barbara 
Kopple and Wayne Wong. 

Programs wh.ich offer direct grants for in
dividuals: Dance, Design Arts, Folk Arts 
(Heritage Fellows), International Literature, 
Media Arts. Music, Opera-Musical Theater, 
Theater, Visual Arts. 

AMENDMENT To IMPOSE "CONTENT RESTRIC
TIONS/PROHIBITIONS" ON NEA FUNDING 

It is impossible to apply a content or sub
ject matter restriction at the time of an 
NEA grant award because, in most cases. the 
project, production, or program is not yet 
underway. Future Activity, for the most 
part, is supported by NEA grants, whether it 
be development of a new play, opera, design 
project or a dance touring program, assem
bly of a museum exhibit, performance of or
chestra concerts, production of a video work. 
or renovation of an historic theater. The 
"content" the amendment seeks to prohibit 
or control often does not exist at the time a 
grant is awarded. 

For this reason, current law provides the 
most appropriate and enforceable account
ability for Federal funds. Under the Endow
ment's reauthorization legislation, a com
pleted project is subject to review by a court 
of law if obscenity is charged and a clear 
mechanism for the Endowment's recovery of 
the Federal grant funds is authorized. 

Content restrictions or prohibitions were 
considered and rejected during the pro
tracted debate on the NEA reauthorization 
legislation in 1990. Congress determined to 
reaffirm the role of the courts in determin
ing obscenity and to authorize recovery of 
Federal funds in those cases. The courts are 
the proper judges of what is protected under 
the First Amendment. 

Current statutory language is stronger 
than content-restriction amendments as it 
clearly defines obscenity. The courts and 

Congress have wrestled with the definition of 
obscenity for years. The Supreme Court's 
definition of obscenity in Miller v. California, 
413 U.S. 15 (1973), is the operative definition 
and it was adopted as part of the NEA reau
thorization statute. 

In addition, current statutory language 
provides that "In establishing . . . regula
tions and procedures, the Chairpersons shall 
ensure that-(1) artistic excellence and artis
tic merit are the criteria by which applica
tions are judged, taking into consideration 
general standards of decency and respect for 
the diverse beliefs and values of the Amer
ican public ." 

Previous floor debate in support of content 
restrictions in both the House and Senate 
clearly suggests that its proponents are 
seeking to restrict support for projects 
which involve certain subjects and issues, 
approaches to topics, points of view, and 
groups of individuals. A reminder of what oc
curs when a government undertakes this pol
icy was embodied in last year's exhibit at 
the Smithsonian Institution's Ripley Center 
entitled "'Degenerate Art': The fate of the 
Avant-Garde in Nazi Germany." 

The procedural changes implemented by 
the Arts Endowment in 1990 represent an im
portant "opening up" of the Arts Endow
ment. The NEA made the following major 
changes in its advisory panel procedures: 

The Arts Endowment now requires that 
membership of each panel change substan
tially from year to year and that each indi
vidual is ineligible to serve on a panel for 
more than 3 consecutive years. The average 
turnover ratio of panelists Endowment-wide 
is currently 77 percent. The minimum turn
over ratio for panels in an individual pro
gram is 33 percent. One-fourth of the total 
number of panels at the Endowment turn 
over 100 percent every year. 

Review panels are now more diverse, in
cluding qualified individuals from all parts 
of the country, all cultural and ethnic 
groups, and with diverse beliefs and aes
thetic viewpoints. The Endowment has solic
ited names of potential panelists from a 
broad range of private sector groups, organi
zations, and state and regional arts agencies, 
has invited Members of Congress to submit 
names for consideration, and published an 
announcement in the Federal Register on 
March 20, 1991. 

Each panel now also includes a lay person, 
a person not making his or her livelihood 
from the arts, but knowledgeable about the 
arts and their role in our society. 

EFFECTS OF "CONTENT RESTRICTION" 
AMENDMENTS 

A "content-restriction" amendment, if 
adopted, could prohibit: 

Support for a production of "The Grapes of 
Wrath," John Steinbeck's epic novel about a 
tragic period in our nation's history. The 
amendment also could prevent the Endow
ment from supporting a production of "A 
Chorus Line," the longest running play or 
musical in the history of Broadway. Both of 
these productions contain sexual references 
that may be offensive to some. 

It could prohibit funding of productions of 
many of the works of Shakespeare. Dr. 
Thomas Bowdler's Family Shakespeare 
omitted "those words and expressions which 
cannot with propriety be read aloud in the 
family." It is from that act of censorship 
that the English language derived the word 
" bowdlerize," meaning to "expurgate." 

If passed when Walt Whitman was alive, 
this amendment would have prohibited the 
Endowment from providing him a fellowship, 
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based on his "Leaves of Grass." These poems 
shocked American Puritanism and English 
Victorianism when they were published. 

The amendment could prohibit funding of 
productions based on "King Arthur and the 
Knights of the Round Table." The compila
tion of the Arthurian legend by Sir Thomas 
Mallory. in its day, was denounced as "bold 
adultery" and "wilful murder." 

Thomas Hardy's great works "Tess of the 
D'Urbervilles" and "Jude the Obscure" could 
fall under the terms of this amendment. 

In its day, Sinclair Lewis's "Elmer Gan
try" would have run afoul of this amend
ment. In 1927, as a result of some of its sex
ual descriptions, "Elmer Gantry" was 
banned in the libraries of Camden, New Jer
sey and elsewhere. The U.S. Post Office De
partment supported these decisions. 

The amendment could prohibit funding of 
publication or discussions or productions of 
several works by the great American author 
William Faulkner. In 1948, copies of Faulk
ner's "Mosquitoes," "Sanctuary," and "The 
Wild Palms," were "seized" as patently of
fensive or obscene. In 1950, however, Faulk
ner was awarded the Nobel Prize for Lit
erature. In 1954, Faulkner's "Sanctuary," 
"Pylon," and "Soldier's Pay" were placed on 
the disapproved list of the National Organi
zation of Decent Literature. 

It could prohibit the NEA from funding 
productions of operas like Wagner's "Die 
Walkure," as that opera depicts sexual• ac
tivities, including incest. 

This amendment, if passed, could prohibit 
NEA funding of exhibitions containing such 
works of art as Rembrandt's etching "Adam 
and Eve" or Picasso's painting "Girl with a 
Pitcher.'' 

ECONOMIC IMPACT OF ARTS ENDOWMENT 
GRANTS 

A modest investment of federal funds in 
the United States-less than 70 cents per per
son per year-yields a substantial and direct 
financial return. 

Germany spends $26 per citizen. France 
spends $32. 

Almost all grants made by NEA require 
some match of funds by the grantee from 1:1 
to 4:1, and, as a result, attract significant ad
ditional support for the arts. The arts gen
erate both direct and secondary benefits in 
employment and revenue, contributing sub
stantially to the economic health of commu
nities throughout the nation. 

In FR 92, NEA awarded $123 million to over 
3,500 organizations. This resulted in an addi
tional estimated $1.4 billion generated in 
matching funds from the private sector-a 
ten-fold match. 

For every dollar the Endowment invests in 
communities, a 20-fold return in jobs, serv
ices, and contracts is created (Source: Arts 
Working Group, 1992). Endowment grants are 
an investment, not a hand-out. 

Since NEA was established in 1965, there 
has been tremendous growth in arts organi
zations, stimulated by Endowment support. 

The number of professional non-profit the
aters has grown from 56 in 1965 to over 400 
today; they serve an audience that has grown 
from 5 million to over 20 million; 

Today there are 230 professional orchestras 
with budgets exceeding $280,000, more than 
double the number in 1965; they employ more 
than 40,000 musicians and administrative 
staff. Attendance figures have risen from 17.5 
million in 1971 to 26. 7 million in 1991; 

Professional dance companies have in
creased from 37 in 1965 to over 250 today. 
Nearly $100 million is spent in employment 
of dancers and administrative staff alone; 
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millions more is spent for employment of de
signers, stagehands, lighting technicians, 
costumers, truckers, etc. Annual audiences 
have grown from 1 million to over 16 million; 

There are over 100 professional opera com
panies, compared to only 27 in 1965. They pay 
over $250 million annually to their more 
than 20,000 artistic and administrative per
sonnel. Audiences for their work have grown 
to 7.6 million in 1991, compared to 5.5 million 
in 1981. 

THE ROLE OF THE NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR 
THE ARTS 

THE ARTS ENDOWMENT PROVIDES FEDERAL 
LEADERSHIP IN THE ARTS 

The Arts Endowment provides vital leader
ship needed for national progress in arts in 
education, the encouragement of cultural di
versity and the importance of international 
exchange. Through partnerships with edu
cation, business, labor, and community lead
ers, NEA emphasizes the arts' contribution 
to building a competitive work force and an 
involved and educated citizenry, and the role 
of the arts in helping integrate and unify 
communities and our society as a whole. 

LEVERAGING POWER OF FEDERAL FUNDS 
NEA funds leverage significant additional 

private and public support for the arts. Most 
endowment grants must be matched by non
federal funds-from 1:1 to 1:4-and therefore 
generate significant revenue. For example, 
in FY 92, NEA awarded on additional esti
mated $123 million to over 3,500 organiza
tions. This resulted in an additional esti
mated $1.4 billion generated in matching 
funds-a ten-fold match. 

ARTS ENDOWMENT SUPPORTS PROJECTS WITH 
REGIONAL OR NATIONAL IMPACT 

NEA supports many activities with re
gional or national impact, such as broadcast
ing, touring, filmmaking, and other national 
services. States do not support activities 
outside their own borders. 

The Presenting and Commissioning pro
gram supports presenting and touring activi
ties across the country. 

Many other NEA programs include pre
senting and touring components such as 
Dance on Tour, Chamber Music Rural 
Residencies, and folk arts tours and presen
tations. 

NEA dollars play an indispensable role in 
promoting the production and distribution of 
copyrighted materials, such as motion pic
tures, home videos, books and other publica
tions. These all add to our national economic 
growth. In contrast, most state arts agencies 
play relatively small roles in these activi
ties. 

NEA's Media Arts Program ensures access 
of quality arts to millions of American 
households across the nation. NEA has been 
in the forefront of support for major tele
vision and radio broadcast series on the arts 
as well as crucially-needed preservation of 
our American film heritage. 

Examples of projects supported are: "Be
hind the Scenes," the innovative children's 
art series; the new Arts on Radio series that 
included. "Folk Masters from Wolftrap" and 
"Jazz from Lincoln Center;" the Rural Radio 
Initiative, which enables residents in 40 of 
the country's most remote areas to tune in, 
for the first time, to these and other NEA 
funded radio programs; the Arts Corps ini tia
ti ve which enabled outstanding graduate stu
dent-artists to live and work with local citi
zens in underserved rural communities from 
Kodiak, AK, to Macon, GA; We Hold These 
Truths," a one hour radio docudrama cele
brating the bicentennial of the Bill of Rights 

starring James Earl Jones, Richard Dysart, 
Ben Vereen, Peggy Lee, Hector Elizondo, and 
Ester Rolle. 

Activities such as the National Heritage 
Folk Arts Fellowships, Jazz Masters, and 
Dance/USA, require a national focus and sup
port. 

NATIONAL IMPACT OF NEA GRANTS: NEA 
FUNDING REACHES ALL OF AMERICA 

Increasing public participation and access 
to the arts is central to the Endowment's 
mission and is addressed in the various pro
grams throughout the agency. 

For example, the funding for State and Re
gional and Local Arts Agencies Programs, 
and the Underserved Communities Set-Aside 
Initiative, totals $44.1 million in NEA's FY 
94 appropriations request. The regional, 
state, and local agencies constitute a na
tional network which addresses the needs of 
states and localities, including rural, inner
city, and artistically underserved areas. 

The Presenting and Commissioning Pro
gram supports presenting and touring activi
ties. NEA's FY 94 appropriations legislation 
request provides $5 million for these activi
ties. 

Many other NEA programs include pre
senting and touring components, such as 
Dance on Tour, Chamber Music Rural 
Residencies, and folk arts touring and pres
entations, all of which are designed to make 
exceptional arts available to the broadest 
possible segment of the population. Museum 
special exhibitions, radio and television pro
gramming, small presses and Ii terary maga
zines, and international activities also serve 
to bring quality arts to Americans in all cor
ners of the country. The nation's dance, 
opera, and theater companies, museums and 
orchestras, and its chamber music and jazz 
groups, which receive support from NEA, are 
present in communities across the country 
serving millions of Americans. 

Many of NEA's grants to organizations in 
large cities, such as New York, Los Angeles, 
or Chicago, in fact directly serve citizens in 
small towns across America. Even though 
the NEA check may arrive in New York, the 
funding serves individuals in communities 
throughout the country. For example: 

In FY 92, NEA provided Affiliate Artists, 
Inc. of New York City with $22,000 to provide 
services for the Chamber Music Rural 
Residencies pilot which places emerging 
chamber music ensembles of high promise in 
rural communities for a full school year. 
Eight community sites in three states-
Georgia, Iowa, and Kansas-are participating 
in 1992-1993. The communities are Tifton, 
Fitzgerald, and Moultrie, GA; Jesup, Fay
ette, and Decorah, IA; and Dodge City and 
Liberal, KS. The chamber ensembles teach 
children and adults in areas where music 
teachers are scarce and perform in a variety 
of settings, both formal and informal. " Sun
day Morning" with Charles Kurault (CBS
TV) recently did a feature on the Ying Quar
tet in residence in Jesup, Iowa. 

The College of Fine Arts at Howard Uni
versity in Washington, DC received a $100,000 
Challenge grant to coordinate a program 
which will establish residence appointments 
at selected historically black colleges and 
universities for internationally acclaimed 
African American visual, performing, and 
literary artists. Participating institutions 
include: Albany State College in Georgia, 
Alcorn State College in Mississippi, Jarvis 
Christian College in Texas, Johnson C. 
Smith University in North Carolina, Norfolk 
State University in Virginia, and Xavier 
University in Louisiana. 
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A $14,600 Jazz Special Projects grant was 

awarded to pianist Judy Carmichael of New 
York City to support a series of 25 presen
tations illustrating the history and develop
ment of early jazz piano to high school and 
college audiences. Ms. Carmichael performed 
at schools in Louisiana, California, Michi
gan, New York, Connecticut, Missouri , Colo
rado , and Washington, DC. National Public 
Radio 's "Morning Edition" and "Entertain
ment Tonight" did features on Ms. Car
michael. 

In FY 90, the Spanish Theatre Repertory 
Company in New York City received a 
$100,000 Challenge grant to support a three
year project to tour Spanish language thea
tre productions. The Company performed 16 
different productions in a total of 37 loca
tions reaching over 22,000 individuals, ex
tending its reach to audiences in smaller 
communities where performances were not 
previously possible . These sites included 
Taos, NM; Kutztown, PA; Manhattan, KS; 
Lancaster, CA; and El Paso, TX. 

In addition, most dance companies and art
ists that receive support through the NEA's 
Dance Program perform outside of their 
home. In fact, many of the most renowned 
New York City-based dance companies per
form mostly outside New York. For example: 

In FY 93, Ballet Hispanico will spend two 
weeks in New York and 16 on tour to commu
nities such as La Crosse, Eau Claire, Amery, 
Prairie du Chien, and River Falls, Wisconsin; 
the Dance Exchange (Liz Lerman) of Wash
ington, D.C. is on tour 16 weeks with no 
home season; the Alvin Ailey American 
Dance Theater had a five week season in New 
York and will tour 29 weeks; and the Paul 
Taylor Dance Company based in New York 
performed two weekends in New York and 
has 20 weeks on tour. 

Examples of NEA grants to touring dance 
companies: 

AMAN Folk Ensemble of Los Angeles, re
ceived $70,000 in FY 91 to support rehearsals, 
domestic touring and educational and per
formance residency activity during the 91-92 
season. AMAN Folk Ensemble was in resi
dence in Tifton, Ocilla, Moultrie, and Fitz
gerald, GA. Other residency sites included 
Davenport and Bettendorf, IA and Rock Is
land and Moline, IL. AMAN also conducted 
workshops and taught K- 12 students in 
Death Valley, CA. 

Merce Cunningham Dance Company of New 
York City received $373,000 in FY 92 to sup
port its New York and domestic touring sea
son. The company spent nearly a month in 
residence in Minnesota in February 1993. The 
company had been performing in Minnesota 
for three decades and spent two residences 
over a period of six years. The company vis
ited Moorhead, North Dakota four times dur
ing this period to give classes to the public 
and performances. 

The Alvin Ailey American Dance Theatre 
based in New York City, received a grant of 
$282,000 in FY 91 to support its New York and 
domestic touring during the 91- 92 season. 
During a tour through the south, the com
pany performed in Greenville and 
Spartansville, South Carolina and Opelika, 
Alabama. Community members raised $25,000 
to pay for a performance and lecture-dem
onstration at the local high school. 

NEA supported the New York City-based 
Feld Ballet with a grant of $79,000 to support 
national touring in the 1992-1993 season, 
bringing the company to communities such 
as Danville, KY; Durham, NH; Lowell, MA; 
Pomona, NJ; Opelika, AL; Thibodaux, TX; 
and Lafayette, LA. In addition, in 1991, the 
Feld Ballet was in residence for 31h weeks in 

various rural towns throughout Wisconsin 
(including the University of Wisconsin-Eau
Claire) and performed in other rural areas 
such as Boone, NC; and Palmyra, Devault, 
Williamsport, York, and Kutztown PA. 

Through NEA's Dance on Tour Program, 
NEA provides funding to state arts agencies 
and regional organizations to help outstand
ing dance artists and companies tour regu
larly throughout the country. Between FY 91 
and FY 93, through the regional component 
of Dance of Tour, NEA has supported 820 
dance residencies and 1,859 performances in 
48 states and the Virgin Islands. Over 170 
dance companies and 484 local presenting or
ganizations participated in these activities. 
Through Dance on Tour's support to state 
arts agencies, over 220 communities were 
served by 25 projects in 18 states involving 20 
different dance artists/companies between 
FY 90 and FY 93. 

Examples of Dance on Tour support in
clude: 

$74,000 to help support a 1991 31h week resi
dency of the Feld Ballet, based in New York 
City, in various locations in Wisconsin. The 
residency featured an assortment of out
reach activities, from workshops with profes
sional dances to lecture-demonstrations for 
children as well as performances; 

$25,000 to assist in the Oregon-based Eu
gene Ballet Company's one-month residency 
in various sites in New Mexico , including 
Farmington, Taos, Raton, and Silver City. 
During this residency, the company con
ducted over 110 activities serving over 16,000 
persons in rural New Mexico. Some of these 
activities included: four full company per
formances, lecture-demonstrations in 
schools, stretch classes for athletes and sen
ior citizens, consultations with high school 
drill teams, movement-for-actors classes, 
and talks about career options in dance. 

$6,000 to support the New York City-based 
Trisha Brown Company's one-month resi
dency in 1992 and February 1993 performance 
in Burlington, VT. The company taught mas
ter classes, gave lecture-demonstrations, 
open rehearsals , videotape screenings, " meet 
the artist" discussions, and concerts featur
ing the work developed during the residency; 

$6,820 to the Dayton Contemporary Dance 
Company to help support a residency as part 
of the American Dance Festival 's "Black 
Traditions in American Modern Dance" in 
Durham, NC. Activities included lecture
demonstrations, panels with dance histo
rians and discussions with choreographers, 
and performances; 

$35,000 to help support the Los Angeles
based Lewitzky Dance Company's month
long residency in Arizona. The company con
ducted community classes, open rehearsals, 
lecture-demonstrations, master classes for 
children teens, and adults, a "Craft of Cho
reography" seminar for professional 
choreographers from all over the state, and 
performances. 

$25,000 to support Rochester , NY-based 
Garth Fagan Dance's two-week residency in 
various sites in Kansas in April 1992. Activi
ties included master classes, lecture-dem
onstrations, including one for 2,800 childien 
in Topeka from four school districts, various 
other educational activities, and perform
ances. 

$15,000 to support Washington, DC-based 
Liz Lerman/Dance Exchange's residencies at 
the University of Maine-Farmington and 
other sites in Maine . Liz Lerman and her 
company worked with groups of older adults, 
the university dance company, high school 
theater students, elementary school stu
dents, a group of ministers, terminally ill 

hospital patients, among others, and per
formed throughout the state. 

NEA 's Media Arts Program ensures access 
of quality arts to American households 
across the nation. Examples of projects sup
ported are: 

"Behind the Scenes," the innovative chil
dren's art series; 

the new Arts on Radio series that included 
" Folk Masters from Wolftrap" and " Jazz 
from Lincoln Center;" 

the Rural Radio Initiative, which enables 
residents in 40 of the country's most remote 
areas to tune in, for the first time, to these 
and other NEA funded radio programs. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, as we 
consider the Helms amendment to
night, I would like to highlight some of 
the truly outstanding work supported 
by the National Endowment for the 
Arts in New Mexico. Without NEA 
funding, New Mexicans would miss out 
on many worthy arts experiences. 

Last year, for example, NEA funded a 
$25,000 Dance on Tour Grant that al
lowed the New Mexico Arts Commis
sion to support a three-week statewide 
tour by the Eugene Ballet. The 
Mimbres Regional Arts Council, the 
Farmington Civic Center, the Taos Art 
Association, and the Raton Arts Coun
cil hosted the company for a full per
formance and multiple residency ac
tivities. Four "satellite" presenters-
Teen Life Center/Najava Nation in 
Shiprock, the University of New Mex
ico Department of Dance, New Mexico 
Very Special Arts/Buen Viaje Dancers, 
and the New Mexico Dance Coalition
brough t the company to their commu
nities for residency activities. Overall, 
four full public performance of the Eu
gene Ballet "Children of the Raven", 45 
schooVcommunity demonstrations, and 
45 additional residency activities took 
place. 

NEA's Challenge Program awarded a 
$140,000 grant to the Center for Con
temporary Arts of Santa Fe for pro
gramming for the Teen Project, the 
first facility in the United States cre
ated by an arts institution exclusively 
for teenagers. The Teen Project's arts 
programming services serve Santa Fe's 
6,300 teens through a variety of 
projects including internships, semi
nars, workshops and jobs. At a time 
when many communities, including 
Santa Fe, are facing new challenges in 
bringing culturally diverse groups of 
teens together, the Teen Project is 
meeting that challenge. It creates an 
environment in which teens from all 
backgrounds come together through 
the contemporary arts. 

The city of Santa Fe Arts Commis
sion received a 3 year grant to support 
new, small, and emerging arts organi
zations. The grant will also support 
and economic impact study of the arts 
in Santa Fe, and public art in Santa 
Fe. This grant will help leverage a 
total of $300,000 in funding for local art
ist and arts organizations in Santa Fe. 
Projects funded through this grant in
clude a 1-hour documentary by the 
Santa Fe Symphony and Chorus and a 
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spring festival celebrating Spanish Co
lonial life. 

Grants from the NEA Folk Arts Pro
gram are supporting activities of La 
Compania de Teatro de Albuquerque 
and a folks arts apprenticeship pro
gram run by the New Mexico arts divi
sion, among others. Funding provided 
through the Folk Arts and Expansion 
Arts Programs of the NEA are of great 
assistance to organizations in New 
Mexico and elsewhere that give voice 
to our Nation's diverse cultural roots. 

Mr. President, I have m~tioned just 
a few of the many programs funded by 
the NEA in New Mexico. In addition, 
NEA funds several worthy artists in 
New Mexico directly. Al though New 
Mexico is known for its arts, without 
NEA funding they would not be acces
sible to many New Mexicans. Art pro
vides a vehicle of communication. 
Through the folk arts, it provides New 
Mexicans a living link to their history. 
Through the contemporary arts, it pro
vides a means of education and com
munity building. For all of these rea
sons, art, and the National Endowment 
for the Arts, are valuable national re
sources. 

For these reasons and many more I 
urge my colleagues to defeat the Helms 
amendment to eliminate funding for 
the National Endowment for the Arts. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, in to
night's debate about the National En
dowment for the Arts, those who want 
to abolish the Federal cultural agency 
have done their best to shock the Sen
ate. We can debate some of the NEA's 
grants, but over its existence it has 
awarded over 100,000 grants to create 
community celebrations, economic de
velopment, better schools, programs 
for the elderly, and has preserved our 
national heritage. A tiny fraction
. 00001 percent-of grants were con
troversial, mostly in the last 5 years as 
the NEA has been used as a political 
symbol. 

In my home State of Vermont, the 
National Endowment for the Arts sup
ports projects such as the Grass Roots 
Arts and Community effort in West 
Glover, which promotes works created 
primarily by elderly and physically 
challenged artists living in rural Ver
mont, it supports the Vermont Folklife 
Center, and the Vermont Mozart Fes
tival. The Vermont Council on the 
Arts, which receives a third of its fund
ing from the NEA, recently awarded 
the town of Hardwick, in northeast 
Vermont, a grant to support a new 
park being created on Main Street. The 
park will feature a mosaic wall consist
ing of shards of local pottery and glass 
casts made by residents of this town of 
3,000. Many of these citizens from this 
community have become involved in 
the arts for the first time. 

NEA funding has brought the Acting 
Company of New York to Burlington, 
the Underground Railway Theater of 
Arlington, MA, to Chester, and the 

Shenandoah Shakespeare Express of 
Harrisburg, VA, to Poultney, Rutland, 
and Woodstock. 

I cannot imagine Vermont without 
the wonderful musical performances, 
dances, fairs, folklife, and art exhibi
tions. NEA funding is critical to pro
moting the culture and creativity of 
what makes my home State of Ver
mont, VERMONT. 

The NEA should not be abolished. It 
should be encouraged by our support 
and by our confirmation of a talented 
and articulate new chairman, Jane Al
exander. 

The NEA should not be abolished. It 
should be encouraged by our support 
and by our confirmation of a talented 
and articulate new chairman, Jane Al
exander. 

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

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask for 

the yeas and nays on the amendment 
by Senator HELMS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that debate on this 
amendment be closed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I call 
for the regular order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg
ular order is the Bradley amendment 
No. 892. The question is on agreeing to 
the motion to table the amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that I may proceed for 1 
minute. 

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

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, the 
vote will now occur on the amendment 
by Mr. BRADLEY, and when that amend
ment is disposed of, the vote would 
recur on the amendment by Mr. HELMS. 
The amendment by Mr. HELMS is open 
to a tabling motion. I would just as 
soon vote on it up or down, and I hope 
that it would be voted on up or down. 
I recognize any Senator's right, of 
course, who might not wish to vote on 
it up or down. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
second rollcall be limited to 10 min
utes. 

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

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the Bradley amendment. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

ator from Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM] is 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GRA
HAM). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 81, 
nays 17, as follows: 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 

[Rollcall Vote No. 267 Leg.] 
YEA8-81 

Feinstein Mitchell 
Ford Moseley-Braun 
Glenn Moynihan 
Gorton Murkowski 
Graham Nickles 
Grassley Nunn 
Gregg Packwood 
Harkin Pell 
Hatch Pressler 
Hatfield Pryor 
Heflin Reid 
Helms Riegle 
Hollings Robb 
Hutchison Rockefeller 
Inouye Roth 
Johnston Sar banes 
Kassebaum Sasser 
Kempthorne Shelby 
Kerrey Simon 
Levin Simpson 
Lott Smith 
Lugar Specter 
Mack Stevens 
Mathews Thurmond 

Duren berger McCain Wallop 
Exon McConnell Warner 
Faircloth Mikulski Wofford 

NAYS-17 
Biden Campbell Lau ten berg 
Bingaman Feingold Leahy 
Boren Jeffords Lieberman 
Boxer Kennedy Murray 
Bradley Kerry Wells tone 
Bryan Kohl 

NOT VOTING-2 
Gramm Metzenbaum 

So the motion to table the amend
ment (No. 892) was agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question recurs on the Helms amend
ment. This is a 10-minute rollcall vote. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent to proceed for 2 min
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 

standing right next to the Senator, and 
l cannot hear a word he is saying. May 
we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

The Senator from West Virginia is 
recognized. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, earlier 

today there were 64 amendments on the 
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list. Now there are 10. The amendments 
that are still on the list have been dis
cussed some several times between the 
authors and the managers. Some of the 
amendments probably will not even be 
called up. 

I ask unanimous consent that in 
order that we may complete business 
tomorrow no later than 1:30 p.m., that 
the final vote on this bill occur no 
later than 1:30 tomorrow, with the pro
viso that Mr. HELMS be entitled to not 
exceed 1 hour on his second amend
ment, with the assurance by Mr. HELMS 
that it will be called up at least 1 hour 
before the hour of 1:30 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DOLE. Reserving the right to ob
ject, Mr. President. We will discuss this 
for a moment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re
quest? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if I may 
have the attention of the distinguished 
Senator from North Carolina, I have 
not discussed this slight modification 
of the request with him. I will just 
state it. 

I ask unanimous consent that all 
t ime on the bill expire no later than 
1:30 p.m . tomorrow, and that a vote 
then occur on the bill, except that if 
there be a pending amendment at that 
time, the vote be taken on the pending 
amendment and then the vote occur on 
the bill; provided further, that the Sen
ator from North Carolina call up his 
second amendment no later than 11:30 
a.m., and that there be not to exceed 1 
hour, equally divided, on that amend
ment. 

Mr. HELMS. Would 12:30 not be bet
ter than 11:30? That cuts it short on the 
front side. 

Mr. BYRD. The Senator would be as
sured one hour, but there are other 
Senators who still have amendments 
listed, and the concern is that another 
Senator might not have the oppor
tunity and the time to call up his 
amendment if the Senator from North 
Carolina had an amendment, let us say, 
that was called up later. 

If we finish at 1:30 and the Senator 
from North Carolina did not call his 
amendment up until 12:30, then no 
other Senator would be able to call up 
an amendment following the disposi
tion of the Senator's amendment. 

So if the Senator would agree to call 
up his second amendment no later than 
11:30, then we can be assured that that 
amendment would be disposed of, and if 
another Senator then had an amend
ment, he, too, could have time. 

Mr. HELMS. What happens if another 
Senator is in the middle of his amend
ment at that hour? How do we solve 
that problem? 

Mr. BYRD. Well, the other Senator 
will have to defer and let the Senator 
from North Carolina call up his amend
ment, because the agreement protects 

the Senator from North Carolina. He is 
allowed to call his amendment up no 
later than 11:30. 

Mr. HELMS. I am perfectly agreeable 
to that. I do not want to forego for any 
other Senator with his or her amend
ment. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Sen
ator only has two amendments remain
ing, and his second one has to be called 
up no later than 11:30, so he has to call 
his first one up sometime prior to that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, just so 
there is no misunderstanding, do I un
derstand that the Senator from North 
Carolina has two amendments left? 

Mr. HELMS. Correct. 
Mr. MITCHELL. The proposal just 

made by the President pro tempore 
would require the Senator from North 
Carolina to call his second amendment 
up not later than 11:30, but the pro
posal is silent with respect to his first 
amendment. 

Do I understand it is the intention of 
the President pro tempore and the Sen
ator from North Carolina that first 
amendment of the Senator from North 
Carolina would, therefore, be called up 
prior to 11:30. 

Mr. HELMS. The Senator is abso
lutely right. It would have to be. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Because as stated 
the agreement would have permitted 
the Senator to offer his amendment at 
any time prior to 1:30. I want to make 
certain that nobody's intention--

Mr. BYRD. No. His second amend
ment has to be called up no later than 
11:30, which means his first amendment 
has to precede the second amendment 
or he cannot call it up. 

Mr. MITCHELL. It does not make 
any difference how it is stated. As long 
as that is the intention and everybody 
agrees to it, that is fine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if I may 

have 1 more minute. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

a tor from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the distin

guished Senator from Oklahoma, the 
manager of the bill on the other side of 
the aisle, and I know the remaining 
amendments that have not been elimi
nated from the list and I ask unani
mous consent that the list from this 
point on contain only those amend
ments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BYRD. There is one by Mr. 
BURNS, one by Mr. BYRD, two by Mr. 
HELMS, one by Mr. MACK, two by Mr. 
METZENBAUM, one by Mr. NICKLES, one 
by Mr. SIMPSON, one by Mr. HATFIELD 
one by Mr. BAucus, and one by Mr. 
STEVENS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the 

agreement just entered means that a 
vote on final passage on this bill will 
occur not later than 1:30 p.m. tomorrow 
or if a vote on an amendment occurs at 
1:30 or just prior to that as soon as that 
previous vote is completed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Therefore, Mr. 
President, there will be no further roll
call votes this evening. Those Senators 
who have amendments and intend to 
offer them should be present tomorrow 
morning when the Senate begins ac
tion. I apologize. There is one more 
vote to occur pursuant to a previous 
order. That will be the last vote this 
evening and we will complete action on 
this bill not later than approximately 
1:30 p.m. tomorrow. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MITCHELL. I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the two 

managers of the bill will be around for 
a while this evening, if any Senators 
wish to discuss their amendments, and 
there are some that can be accepted 
among those that have been listed. So 
I would hope that Senators who wish to 
have their amendments looked upon fa
vorably and accepted would remain a 
few minutes and take them up with the 
managers. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the 
Senate will resume consideration of 
this measure at 9:30 a.m. tomorrow 
and, as previously stated, will complete 
action on this measure no later than 
1:30 p.m. tomorrow. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 893 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to the unanimous consent agreement a 
vote occurs on the Helms amendment. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from North 
Carolina. On this question, the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

ator from Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM] is 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Texas, [Mr. GRAMM] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SAR
BANES). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 15, 
nays 83, as follows: 

Brown 
Coats 
Coverdell 
Exon 
Faircloth 

[Rollcall Vote No. 268 Leg.] 

YEAS-15 
Helms Nickles 
Hollings Nunn 
Mack Shelby 
McCain Smith 
McConnell Wallop 
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NAYs-83 

Akaka Duren berger Lugar 
Baucus Feingold Mathews 
Bennett Feinstein Mikulski 
Biden Ford Mitchell 
Bingaman Glenn Moseley-Braun 
Bond Gorton Moynihan 
Boren Graham Murkowski 
Boxer Grassley Murray 
Bradley Gregg Packwood 
Breaux Harkin Pell 
Bryan Hatch Pressler 
Bumpers Hatfield Pryor 
Burns Heflin Reid 
Byrd Hutchison Riegle 
Campbell Inouye Robb 
Cha fee Jeffords Rockefeller 
Cochran Johnston Roth 
Cohen Kassebaum Sar banes 
Conrad Kempthorne Sasser 
Craig Kennedy Simon 
D'Amato Kerrey Simpson 
Danforth Kerry Specter 
Dasch le Kohl Stevens 
DeConcini Lau t en berg Thurmond 
Dodd Leahy Warner 
Dole Levin Wells tone 
Domenici Lieberman Wofford 
Dorgan Lott 

NOT VOTING-2 

Gramm Metzenbaum 

So, the amendment (No. 893) was re
jected. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

EXCEPTED COMMITTEE AMENDMENT, PAGE 97 , 
LINES 1-4 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending business now before the Senate 
is the last excepted committee amend
ment, page 97, lines 1through4. 

The Senator from Alaska is recog
nized. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have 
already been excused from attendance 
tomorrow at the Senate because I am 
going to Ketchikan, AK, to attend a 
memorial service for Pete Cessnun, 
who served in the Alaska State legisla
ture with me, a very close friend. But 
I want to remark a little bit about this 
bill before I go. 

There are many i terns in this bill 
that are very important to Alaska. We 
have 85 percent of the national wildlife 
refuges of the United States, 97 percent 
of the refuge wilderness of our country, 
70 percent of the national park lands, 
91 percent of the national park wilder
ness, and 35 percent of the Bureau of 
Land Management lands. 

I rise now to thank my two good 
friends, Alaska's great friends, the 
managers of this bill, for the kindness 
that they have shown to me, particu
larly under the circumstances that I 
must leave. This bill is one of the most 
difficult appropriations bills because of 
the many agencies that are funded 
under it and the many needs that must 
be satisfied. I think Senator BYRD and 
Senator NICKLES do a great job in bal
ancing those needs. They do it and 
they do it fairly. It is a difficult bill to 
work on. 

I remember working on it with the 
late Senator Alan Bible and with my 

good friend from West Virginia when 
he and I were chairman and ranking 
member of the subcommittee. They 
have worked hard to make sure that 
there is a fair allocation of funding to 
meet the many demands, in spite of the 
fact that the funds for this bill have 
been reduced. 

I also want to thank the subcommit
tee staff, particularly Sue Masica and 
Rusty Mathews, Kathleen Wheeler, 
Cherie Cooper, Ellen Donaldson, Ginny 
James, and Larry Benna. I am really 
speaking tonight because I think they 
have shown extreme courtesy to me 
under the circumstances that I must 
leave. My Alaska issues have been set
tled and I am grateful to the Senate for 
that consideration. 

I suggest that absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With ob
jection, it is so ordered. 
STATEMENT ON THE INTERIOR APPROPRIATIONS 

BILL 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, the Sen

ate Budget Committee has examined 
H.R. 2520, the Interior appropriations 
bill and has found that the bill is under 
its 602(B) budget authority allocation 
by $55 million and under its 602(B) out
lay allocation by $1 million. 

I compliment the distinguished man
ager of the bill Senator BYRD, and the 
distinguished ranking member of the 
Interior Subcommittee, Senator NICK
LES on all their hard work. 

Mr. President, I have a table pre
pared by the Budget Cammi ttee which 
shows the official scoring of the In te
rior appropriations bill and I ask unan
imous consent that it be inserted in 
the RECORD at the appropriate point. 

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

SENATE BUDGET COMMITTEE SCORING OF H.R. 2520-
FISCAL YEAR 1994 INTERIOR APPROPRIATIONS-SEN
ATE REPORTED BILL 

[In mill ions of dollars] 

Bill summary 

Discretionary total: 
New spending in bill .. ......................... . 
Outlays from prior years appropriations 
PermanenVadvance appropriations .. 
Supplemental ................. .. .. . 

Subtotal, dis retionary spending 
Mandatory total .. 

Bill total .............. .. .... . 
Senate 602(b) allocation .... . 

Difference .... ................. ..................... . 
Discretionary Totals above (+) or below ( - ): 

Pres ident's request ............... .. ....... .......... .. 
House-passed bill ... .. 
Senate-reported bill 
Senate-passed bill .. 

Budget Outlays authority 

13,281 8,773 
4,927 

400 18 
0 12 

13.681 13,730 
96 96 

13,777 13,826 
13,832 13,827 

-55 - 1 

-254 - 238 
645 550 

IT IS TIME FOR THE ADMINISTRATION TO ACT 
WITH REGARD TO NATURAL GAS 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, the 
last week of this past July was a dis-

appointing time for those who want 
natural gas to play a larger role in our 
energy future. By taking one step for
ward and then one step back, the ad
ministration seems to be going no
where on the issue of increased natural 
gas production. 
. The week actually started off well. 

On Tuesday, July 27, the Interior De
partment's Assistant Secretary for 
Land and Minerals Management, Bob 
Armstrong, told reporters that the 
Clinton administration is moving to
ward an outer continental shelf policy 
that would promote natural gas-only 
drilling in some areas that are now off 
limits. I took that to be a serious step 
toward doing away with the blanket 
OCS moratoria that is the unfortunate 
legacy of the Reagan-Bush years. 

That afternoon, coincidentally, I of
fered an amendment in the Appropria
tion Committee's Interior Subcommit
tee to partially lift the current OCS 
leasing moratoria. My amendment, 
which was adopted, would have lifted 
the moratoria off the coasts of North 
Carolina and the Florida panhandle, 
but would have left bans in place off 
the East and West coasts and Alaska's 
Bristol Bay. 

Then, on Wednesday, the administra
tion negated our modest progress when 
OMB Director Leon Panetta sent a let
ter to Senate Appropriations Chair 
ROBERT BYRD, telling him that the ad
ministration supports continuing the 
moratoria off the coasts of North Caro
lina and Florida panhandle, along with 
the other existing moratoria. That 
afternoon, the Appropriations Commit
tee voted 10-9 to reinstate the ban that 
the Interior Subcommittee had lifted 
the previous day. 

This 24-hour two-step is troubling at 
two levels. The first has to do with 
simple logic, and the second has to do 
with fundamental policy. Let me first 
address the issue of logic. 

Why does the administration want to 
continue the moratoria? According to 
Mr. Panetta's letter, the administra
tion wants time so that Secretary Bab
bitt can "carefully evaluate these pro
posed lease sales. '' Panetta goes on to 
say that "the Administration would 
prefer to address conflicts surrounding 
existing leases in the Eastern Gulf of 
Mexico and the Atlantic before consid
ering additional leases in these areas.'' 

This sounds good if you say it fast , 
but let's think about what Mr. Panetta 
is saying. Remember, my amendment 
did not require the Department of Inte
rior to issue leases; it simply removed 
the prohibition on doing so. Remember 
also that my amendment did not pro
hibit the administration from studying 
OCS issues indefinitely. In effect, it 
merely said "Study the matter all you 
want, but if you conclude that leasing 
in these areas is a good idea, you are 
authorized to do so. " 

In response, Mr. Panetta is saying 
" Please, Congress, don ' t entrust us 
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with the discretion to issue OCS leases. 
After we study the issue to death, we 
might slip and issue a lease if you drop 
this moratoria." In short, he's saying 
"Stop me before I lease again." 

And who are we protecting the OCS 
from? Bruce Babbitt, former president 
of the League of Conservation Voters. 
Does anybody seriously think that Sec
retary Babbitt is going to recklessly 
issue OCS leases? 

I like Bruce Babbitt, and I have con
fidence in his integrity and judgment. 
In fact, I think he has the potential of 
becoming one of the best Secretaries of 
the Interior we have ever had. And 
that's why I can't understand why the 
administration wants to keep him in a 
straitjacket that was made for Jim 
Watt. 

Now the fundamental policy issue. 
This administration talks a good game 
about the importance of natural gas. 
Throughout the campaign last year, we 
heard that natural gas would be 
central to a Clinton administration en
ergy policy because it is clean and 
abundant. And that rhetoric has con
tinued on into the Clinton Presidency. 
Energy Secretary O'Leary has repeat
edly spoken of the importance of natu
ral gas, and now Assistant Secretary 
Armstrong has added his voice. 

But that is the problem, Mr. Presi
dent, it is all talk. Natural gas is clean, 
and it is plentiful, but it does not 
magically appear at the burnertip. You 
have to go get it by sticking a drill bit 
in the earth. I hate to shock some 
members of the administration, but it 
is true. Natural gas cannot grow as a 
source of clean fuel if we do not find 
the political will to allow drilling 
where the vast reserves have been 
found. 

The Florida panhandle is a great ex
ample of one of those vast reserves. 
Two recent wells drilled off the pan
handle have led to the discovery of up 
to 3 trillion cubic feet of dry gas, ac
cording to industry estimates. That is 
enough to supply Florida's needs for 9 
years at current consumption. 

This is in addition to the 35 trillion 
cubic feet of undiscovered natural gas 
that industry expects can be found 
north of the 26th parallel. That amount 
of gas could be worth $76 billion. But 
only if we hold additional lease sales. 

Furthermore, the Florida panhandle 
is a particularly safe place to drill. 
Note that we are not talking about the 
Florida Keys or the Everglades. My 
amendment would have lifted the mor
atoria only above the 26th parallel, 
well north of these sensitive areas. 

Remember also that the reserves off 
the Florida panhandle are expected to 
be largely, if not entirely, natural gas, 
not oil. Natural gas cannot spill, it 
cannot wash up on beaches, it cannot 
kill birds, it cannot harm fish. 

But I am not here, Mr. President, to 
re-argue the specific merits of my 
amendment. I am here to urge the ad-

ministration to back up its rhetorical 
support for natural gas with something 
substantial and concrete. 

It is all well and good to say how 
much you favor increased use of natu
ral gas-after all, who could possibly be 
offended by that statement? But it is 
quite another thing to say "Increased 
use requires increased production, and 
here is where I propose to drill in order 
to get that increased production." Be
cause when you say that, you are vir
tually certain to offend those who live 
in the area where you propose to drill. 

And that is where leadership comes 
in. It is time for the administration to 
stop hiding behind OCS moratoria that 
are no longer needed. It is time for the 
administration to step up to the re
sponsibility of managing leasing of the 
OCS. It is time for the administration 
to figure out where on the OCS it is ap
propriate to drill, and then be willing 
to take the inevitable criticism that 
comes with leadership on this crucial 
issue. 

MORNING BUSINESS 

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR MALCOLM 
WALLOP 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I see 
my friend and colleague from Wyoming 
sitting near the back of the Chamber, 
and I was surprised as many of us were 
as to the recent announcement that he 
will not be running again. Though we 
may not have voted together on all is
sues, I have the utmost respect for Sen
ator WALLOP. He has been, I think, a 
terrific Senator for the American West 
and has done many battles to protect 
his people, and he is going to be sorely 
missed. 

VIOLENCE THREATENS HAITIAN 
ACCORD 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am deep
ly concerned by the recent wave of po
litical violence and repression in Hai ti. 
Last week, Port-au-Prince Mayor 
Evans Paul was attacked shortly after 
he was reinstated to office, and at least 
2 people were killed and more than 30 
wounded in the violence that followed. 
Over the weekend, one of President 
Aristide's leading supporters was 
dragged out of church and shot in the 
head and at least 11 others were killed 
in related violence. In addition, Am
nesty International reported today 
that a death list of 21 people, primarily 
Aristide supporters, has been issued by 
military auxiliaries who have threat
ened to carry out a massacre tomor
row. This officially sponsored wave of 
terror is clearly aimed at undermining 
the Governors Island Accord signed 
last July to restore President Aristide 
to office. 
It is critical that the Congress, the 

President and the rest of the inter-

national community publicly condemn 
these acts and take clear action to 
demonstrate that such violations of 
their commitments under the Gov
ernors Island Accord will not be toler
ated. The United States could begin by 
revoking the visas and freezing the as
sets of senior officials of the security 
forces. It should also withhold all aid 
to the military and police until the 
United Nations and Organization of 
American States civilian observers re
port a significant improvement in the 
human rights situations and until 
there is a change in the high command. 
If the situation continues to deterio
rate, the United States should begin 
discussions with other security council 
members about reimposing the embar
go that effectively brought the mili
tary to the bargaining table last July. 

Mr. President, just 2 months ago, the 
United States and the United Nations 
successfully negotiated the Governors 
Island Accord to end the nearly 2-year
old political crisis in Haiti. Unfortu
nately, . I fear that unless there is a 
strong response from the international 
community, this wave of violence will 
continue and the agreement could un
ravel. 

DR. EBEN ALEXANDER, JR., A DIS
TINGUISHED AMERICAN, CELE
BRATES HIS 80TH BIRTHDAY 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, Septem

ber 14 marks a special occasion in the 
life of the Bowman Gray School of 
Medicine in Winston-Salem, the day 
Dr. Eben Alexander, Jr., the distin
guished professor emeritus of neuro
surgery at the university will celebrate 
his 80th birthday. 

Dr. Alexander was born September 
14, 1913, in Knoxville. Mrs. Alexander is 
the former Elizabeth West and the Al
exanders have been blessed with four 
children-Jean Dayton Alexander Sul
livan, Eben Alexander III, Elizabeth 
MacMath Alexander, and Phyllis Alex
ander Slye. 

Dr. Alexander received his A.B. de
gree in 1935 from the University of 
North Carolina at Chapel Hill and was 
graduated cum laude from Harvard 
Medical School in 1939. 

In World War II he served in the U.S. 
Army Medical Corps, first in 1942-43 as 
a lieutenant at Sheppard Field, TX, 
then as a captain at Walter Reed Army 
Hospital in 1943-44. During the last 
year of World War II, he was a neuro
surgeon at iihe 99th Evacuation Hos
pital, Southwest Pacific and 42d Gen
eral Hospital in Tokyo-where he re
ceived the Bronze Star. 

In 1949, he joined the Bowman Gray 
School of Medicine faculty as assistant 
professor of neurosurgery. In 1954, he 
was made head of the neurosurgery sec
tion in the Department of Surgery. 

He has trained countless medical stu
dents, surgery residents, and faculty, 
and he has served on many committees 



September 14, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 21319 
at the medical school and Wake Forest 
University. 

Dr. Alexander, a leader in the field of 
neurosurgery, and many of his articles 
have been published in neurosurgery 
journals; he has served on many na
tional committees and held numerous 
visiting and adjunct professorships 
across the United States. 

Mr. President, I join Dr. Alexander 's 
family, friends, and colleagues in ex
tending best wishes to this distin
guished American on his 80th birthday. 
And on behalf of all North Carolinians, 
I extend my genuine gratitude to Dr. 
Eben Alexander, Jr. , for his outstand
ing service to the Bowman Gray School 
of Medicine, to his State of North Caro
lina, and to the United States of Amer
ica. 

THE DEATH OF JOHN W. 
SHAUGHNESSY, JR. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this opportunity to re
mark upon the outstanding achieve
ments of a very dear and loyal family 
friend , Mr. John W. Shaughnessy, Jr. , 
who recently passed away. Last year, 
when John celebrated his retirement 
from Southern New England Telephone 
in Connecticut, it was with great pleas
ure that I rose to pay tribute to him 
before this distinguished body. Today, 
it is with great sadness that I rise to 
honor John's memory and extend my 
deep and sincere condolences to the 
Shaughnessy family. 

For as long as I can remember, John 
Shaughnessy represented everything a 
genuine friend should be. Dedicated to 
assisting others both personally and 
professionally, John believed strongly 
that our Nation's citizens must partici
pate in their Government to ensure an 
effective and honest system. Steadfast 
in his loyalty and trust , John ardently 
supported hundreds of candidates for 
public office-including my own father, 
Senator Thomas Dodd, and our col
league, Representative BARBARA KEN
NELLY-regardless of wavering poll re
sults or the political climate of the 
day. 

My words alone cannot fully express 
that commitment John demonstrated 
to his family, friends, and community, 
but his long list of achievements and 
legacy of friendships stand as eloquent 
testimony of his life. 

During the course of his 43 years of 
professional service to Southern New 
England Telephone, John Shaughnessy 
served as president of the Connecticut 
Union of Telephone Workers for 26 
years and as president of the Tele
communications International Union 
[TIU] for nearly 20 years. His leader
ship was instrumental in the successful 
restructuring of TIU and in its recogni
tion as an independent international 
union by AT&T. 

In addition to being a spirited labor 
advocate, John was an extraordinarily 

active member of both the civic and 
political communities for many years. 
A lifelong resident of East Hartford, 
CT, John's exemplary record of service 
to his community included his tenure 
as mayor of East Hartford from 1965 to 
1967, as town chairman of the East 
Hartford Democratic Town Committee, 
and as chairman of the East Hartford 
Planning and Zoning and Public Build
ing Commissions. 

In addition to serving as East Hart
ford's delegate to the Democratic State 
Central Committee and the Metropoli
tan District Commission, John was 
also an active member of the Redevel
opment Agency, the 1980 Charter Revi
sion Commission, and the State Tech
nology Advisory Board. John was a re
cipient of the East Hartford Chamber 
of Commerce Distinguished Service 
Award and was recognized as Irishman 
of the Year by the Irish-American 
Home Society. On top of his myriad 
commitments, John generously de
voted his time to serve as a volunteer 
with the Kidney Foundation. 

John Shaughnessy will always be re
membered as one of the great labor, po
litical, and civic activists of the town 
of East Hartford and the State of Con
necticut, but, more important, his 
warm and giving spirit will live on in 
the hearts and minds of all who loved 
him. I am proud to honor the memory 
of John Shaughnessy on this day. 

THE DIETARY SUPPLEMENT 
HEALTH AND EDUCATION ACT 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I recently 
joined as a cosponsor of S. 784, the Die
tary Supplement Health and Education 
Act of 1993. I want to compliment the 
bill 's author, Senator HATCH, for all his 
efforts to promote preventive health 
and good nutrition. Millions of Ameri
cans rely on dietary supplements to 
help meet their nutritional and health 
needs, and the rapidly emerging 
science in this area underscores the po
tential benefits of. many of these prod
ucts. 

Yet supplement users find today 's 
marketplace confusing, to say the 
least. Too many false and misleading 
health claims for supplements are 
made on the one hand, while the Food 
and Drug Administration has at times 
taken a too heavy-handed and even il
logical approach to their regulation on 
the other hand. I believe there is a role 
for Congress to play in ensuring that 
Americans have access to safe, quality 
supplements. No one has done more 
than Senator HATCH to promote the 
needed debate on how this is best done. 

At the same time, I want to make it 
clear that I have serious concerns 
about certain provisions of this bill, 
and my continued support for it will be 
contingent on having some of these 
concerns examined and addressed. The 
bill 's establishment of differing stand
ards for health claims for foods and di-

etary supplements is one area of con
cern. I have also heard from health and 
nutrition experts who believe that the 
provisions on supplement labeling do 
not go far enough , while those specify
ing t}le steps FDA must take to remove 
unsafe products from the market go 
too far. I hope that the Senate Labor 
and Human Resources Committee will 
hold hearings on S. 784 and on the regu
lation of dietary supplements gen
erally, so that these and other issues 
can be carefully considered. 

Again, I want to commend Senator 
HATCH for his work in this area and to 
encourage the Senate Labor Commit
tee to move this debate forward. 

IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE 
IS TODAY'S BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the Fed
eral debt stood at $4,385,326,046,894.20 as 
of the close of business yesterday, Mon
day, September 13. Averaged out, every 
man, woman, and child in America 
owes a part of that massive debt, and 
that per capita share is $17,072.89. 

HOWARD LUNDERVILLE RETIRING 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, recently 

a local paper in Vermont wrote an arti
cle about my good friend Howard 
Lunderville, who is retiring as 
Williston Fire Department chief. In 
many ways, Howard Lunderville is the 
Williston Fire Department, as he has 
been so much of what is good about 
Williston. 

I first knew Howard when I became 
State 's attorney and he was virtually 
all the law enforcement of the town of 
Williston. He and I worked closely to
gether to help improve law enforce
ment in Williston, and he and so many 
others volunteered their time and gave 
their expertise to protect the people 
there. I don't think there has ever been 
a call for service from Williston that 
Howard has not answered. 

He is good friend , and I wanted my 
fellow Senators to know about him. 

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

HAT'S OFF TO MR. WILLISTON 
WILLISTON.-After helping put out more 

than 44 years' worth of fires, Williston Fire 
Chief Howard Lunderville is hanging up his 
chief's hat, retiring from the position in the 
volunteer fire department he has held since 
1949. 

" I think I should, " Lundervllle said of his 
retirement. " I think a younger man should 
do it. " 

Lunderville, 70, is widely considered Mr. 
Williston for his involvement in the town. He 
proudly lists the ofices he 's held. "I was 
chief of police for 22 years. I founded the de
partment. I'm a senior member of the (Ver
mont) House of Representatives. It will be 30 
years at the end of this term. I was tax col
lector for 48 years. I retired from that last 
year. " And he 's been an usher at 8 a.m. Mass 
in the Immaculate Heart of Mary Church 
since the mid-1950s. 
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Lunderville will be taking it easier. But he 

isn't completely dropping out of town life. 
He's still cemetery commissioner, justice of 
the peace and first constable. 

After never missing even one of the fire de
partment's twice-monthly meetings in 44 
years, Lunderville says he won't abandon the 
department. 

Town Manager Bert Moffatt said 
Lunderville will be chief emeritus. "I won 't 
get out of firefighting. I'll be around," 
Lunderville said. 

Lunderville is retiring in a town greatly 
changed since he helped start the depart
ment. He lives on Maple Drive, in the house 
where he was born. It was a farmhouse in a 
predominantly farming community. "Now, 
there are houses all around me." 

The department had to change with the 
town. In the first years of the department, 
town firefighters battled five to 10 fires a 
year, Lunderville said. In fiscal year 1991-92, 
the number of calls ballooned to 175. 

The job of fighting fires, like the town it
self, became more complicated. "All the new 
rules and regulations. Some of them are 
good, and some of them are worthless as far 
as I'm concerned," Lunderville said. The in
creased tangle of rules "will do away with a 
lot of volunteer fire departments." 

In a way, that includes Williston's. When 
Lunderville retires, the fire department will 
no longer be volunteer but a full town de
partment with a paid staff. "From a finan
cial aspect, it's better if the town has it," 
Lunderville said. 

A selection committee "is going to go into 
high gear this month" looking for a new fire 
chief, Moffatt said. Lunderville said that no 
matter who replaces him, the department 
will be just fine. "It's the firemen that make 
the department. They're all good men." 

BUDGET SCOREKEEPING REPORT 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I hereby 

submit to the Senate the budget 
scorekeeping report prepared by the 

Congressional Budget Office under sec
tion 308(b) and in aid of section 311 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, 
as amended. This report meets the re
quirements for Senate scorekeeping of 
section 5 of Senate Concurrent Resolu
tion 32, the first concurrent resolution 
on the budget for 1986. 

This report shows the effects of con
gressional action on the budget 
through September 10, 1993. The esti
mates of budget authority, outlays, 
and revenues, which are consistent 
with the technical and economic as
sumptions of the concurrent resolution 
on the budget-House Concurrent Reso
lution 287-show that current level 
spending is below the budget resolution 
by $1.6 billion in budget authority and 
above by $0.6 billion in outlays. Cur
rent level is $0.5 billion above the reve
nue floor in 1993 and above by $1.4 bil
lion over the 5 years, 1993-1997. The 
current estimate of the deficit for pur
poses of calculating the maximum defi
cit amount is $393.5 billion, $27.3 billion 
below the maximum deficit amount for 
1993 of $420.8 billion. 

There has been no action that affects 
the current level of budget authority, 
outlays, or revenues since the last re
port, dated September 8, 1993. 

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

U.S. CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 

Washington, DC, September 13, 1993. 
Hon. JIM SASSER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The attached report 
shows the effects of Congressional action on 
the budget for fiscal year 1993 and is current 

through September 10, 1993. The estimates of 
budget authority, outlays, and revenues are 
consistent with the technical and economic 
assumptions of the Concurrent Resolution on 
the Budget (H. Con. Res. 287). This report is 
submitted under section 308(b) and in aid of 
section 311 of the Congressional Budget Act, 
as amended, and meets the requirements for 
Senate scorekeeping of section 5 of S. Con. 
Res. 32, the 1986 First Concurrent Resolution 
on the Budget. 

Since my last report, dated September 7, 
1993, there has been no action that affects 
the current level of budget authority, out
lays, or revenues. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES J. BLUM, 

(For Robert D. Reischauer, Director.) 

THE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR THE U.S. SENATE, 
103D CONGRESS, lST SESSION, AS OF CLOSE OF BUSI
NESS SEPTEMBER 10. 1993 

ON-BUDGET 
Budget authority 
Outlays . 
Revenues: 

1993 
1993- 1997 . 

Maximum deficit amount . 
Debt subject to limit 

OFF-BUDGET 
Social Security outlays: 

1993 .. 
1993- 1997 . 

Social Security revenues: . 
1993 . 
1993-1997 . 

[In billions of dollars] 

Budget res
olution (H. 
Con. Res. 

287) 

1,250.0 
1.242.3 

848.9 
4,818.6 

420.8 
4,461.2 

260.0 
1.415.0 

328.l 
1,865.0 

Current 
level1 

1,248.4 
1,242.9 

849.4 
4,820.0 

393.5 
4,293.3 

260.0 
1,415.0 

328.l 
1,865.0 

Current 
level over/ 

under reso
lution 

- 1.6 
0.6 

0.5 
l.4 

-27 .3 
-167.9 

(*) 
(*) 

1 Current level represents the estimated revenue and direct spending ef
fects of all legislation that Congress has enacted or sent to the President 
for his approval. In addition, full -year funding estimates under current law 
are included for entitlement and mandatory programs requiring annual ap
propriations even if the appropriations have not been made. The current 
level of debt subject to limit reflects the latest U.S. Treasury information on 
public debt transactions. 

*Less than $50 million. 
Note: Detail may not add due to rounding. 

THE ON-BUDGET CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR THE U.S. SENATE, 103D CONGRESS. lST SESSION, SENATE SUPPORTING DETAIL FOR FISCAL YEAR 1993 AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS 
SEPTEMBER 10, 1993 

[In millions of dollars] 

ENACTED IN PREVIOUS SESSIONS 
Revenues ............................................ .. .......... .. .. . 
Permanents and other spending legislation . . .. .. .. ................. .. 
Appropriation legislation ............................................ ..... ........ .... ..... ................ .... .. .............................. . 
Offsetting receipts ..................... ............. . 

Total previously enacted . 

CIA Voluntary Separation Incentive Act (P.L. 103-36) 
Unclaimed Deposits Amendments Act (P.L. 103-44) .. . 
1993 Spring Supplemental (P.L. 103-50) .................. ..... ......... ...... .... . 
Transfer of Naval Vessels to Certain Fore ign Countries (P.l. 103-54) 
Small Business Guaranteed Cred it Enhancement Act (P.l. 103-81) . 

Total enacted this session . 

ENACTED THIS SESSION 

ENTITLEMENTS AND MANDA TORIES 

Budget resolution baseline estimates of appropriated entitlements and other mandatory programs not yet enacted 

Total current 
Total budget 

Amount remaining: 
Under budget resolution . 
Over budget resolution 

1 In accordance with the Budget Enforcement Act, budget authority and out lay totals do not include the following in emergency fund ing (in millions of dol lars) ; 

Public Law: 
102-229 . 
102-266 . 
102- 302 .. 
102- 368 
102- 381 
103- 6 

Budget au-
thority 

"""'764:283 
732,061 

(240,524) 

l,255,820 

1 
0 

1.003 
(8) 

(12) 

984 

(8,443) 

1.248,361 
1,249,990 

1,629 
0 

Outlays Revenues 

"737:413 
849,425 

743,943 
(240 ,524) 

1,240 ,833 849,425 

I 
1 

1,199 
(8) ......... 

(12) 

1,181 

922 

1,242,935 849,425 
1,242,290 848,890 

0 
645 535 

BA Outlays 

712 
33 

380 
1.060 5,873 

218 13 
3,322 3,322 
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103-24 . . ..................... .. 
Offsetting receipts ...... .... .... .. .. .. .......... .. 

102- 50 ........ .. 
102- 75 . 

Tota l 1993 emergency fund ing .... 

2 Includes a revision under Section 9 of the Concurrent Resolution on the Budget. 
Notes: Amounts in parentheses are negative . Deta il may not add due to round ing. 

FROM BATTLEGROUND TO 
COMMON GROUND 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, yesterday 
in the sunshine on the south lawn of 
the White House, Yitzhak Rabin and 
Yasir Arafat, after some gentle prod
ding from President Clinton, grasped 
hands in the symbolic conclusion to 
the signing ceremony for the Israeli
Palestinian framework for peace. That 
gesture, in my mind, signified more 
than a commitment to the terms of the 
agreement they signed. To me, their 
handshake bridged decades of hatred, 
mistrust, and violence between two 
peoples that aspire to, and have fought 
for, the same land. To everyone on the 
White House lawn, and to the millions 
more that watched the ceremony on 
television, the handshake symbolized a 
hope for peace. 

In the past 3 weeks, the world has 
been dazed as the old taboos on the 
Middle East have fallen one by one. 
This morning, for instance, in one of 
the most unusual functions I have at
tended as a Senator, the leadership of 
the Senate met with PLO Chairman 
Arafat. It goes without saying, of 
course, that such a function would 
have been unthinkable just a few weeks 
ago. Nonetheless, the meeting this 
morning provided an opportunity for 
Senators to test Arafat 's sincerity and 
commitment to the promises he has 
made on behalf of the Palestinian peo
ple. 

I must say that personally, I came 
away from the meeting with the im
pression that Arafat recognizes that he 
now has a chance to prove that he can 
be an effective and responsible leader. I 
asked Arafat how he hoped to promote 
the economic development of the Pal
estinian autonomous area in Gaza and 
Jericho. Arafat responded candidly 
and, I believe, realistically in saying 
that the economic situation is dif
ficult, and the Palestinians will need 
assistance from the Gulf states, the 
international financial ins ti tu tions, 
and of course , the United States. While 
I think that final judgments on Arafat 
must hinge on how the autonomy 
agreement is implemented, I believe 
that he has at least earned the right to 
be given a chance. 

Now that there is a road map for an 
Israeli-Palestinian settlement , it 
might be tempting for all of the parties 
to rest on their laurels. However, much 
hard work lies ahead. I expect there 
will be further outbreaks of violence 
and accusations of bad faith from both 
sides. I am convinced, however , that 

yesterday 's ceremony will prove to be 
more than a fleeting moment of eupho
ria. I do not think that Prime Minister 
Rabin and Chairman Arafat would 
stake their names, their reputations, 
and, indeed, their very lives, on an 
agreement they felt was unsound. Both 
sides recognize the enormity of what 
they have at stake and, therefore, will 
work assiduously to see that the agree
ment remains intact. With the guid
ance, help, and steady hand of the 
United States, I am optimistic they 
will succeed. 

Let me close by saying again how 
much this agreement owes to the per
sistence and creative leadership of Sec
retary of State Christopher and Presi
dent Clinton. Without the framework 
they helped build, this peace agree
ment would not have been possible. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 

Senator from Rhode Island withhold 
his request? The Chair recognizes the 
Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for 3 min
utes as in morning business. 

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

ISRAELI-PALESTINIAN 
DEVELOPMENTS 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 
many people say that Americans are 
better off when their Government goes 
on vacation. But this year, it may be 
that the entire world, and especially 
the people of the Middle East , may 
have achieved a great accomplishment 
while U.S. officials were on vacation at 
the end of August. Of course, I am re
ferring to the historic and momentous 
breakthrough between Israel and the 
Pal es tinians. 

Israel has agreed to give up some
thing very real and tangible-land
first Gaza and Jericho and ultimately 
substantial parts of the West Bank. In 
return, Israel is hoping that Yasser 
Arafat and his PLO can deliver peace 
and stability. The true test of this his
toric agreement will not be in the 
words put on the paper and signed here 
in Washington. No , the true test will be 
in the execution of the agreement. 
Deeds, not words, will matter most. 

Will Arafat be a leader of the Pal
estinian people? Will moderate and 
peace-loving Palestinians control 
events? Or will PLO rejectionists or 

BA Ou tl ays 

4.000 
(4.000) 

4.190 

8.790 

4.000 
(4.000) 

(30) 
141 

10.444 

even the militant fundamentalists pre
vail? 

And will this Palestinian entity func
tion as a democracy, joining Israel as 
only the second democracy in the re
gion? That will be a true test of its suc
cess. 

Mr. President, the Palestinians have 
been given many opportunities in his
tory. In 1947, they were offered a 
state-a partition of the region known 
as Palestine. They rejected the offer 
and were defeated in Israel 's independ
ence war, along with the other Arab 
states. 

In 1979, following the Camp David 
peace treaty, they were offered auton
omy. The Palestinians also rejected 
that offer. 

Today, the Palestinians have accept
ed essentially the same offer that 
Prime Minister Begin made during 
Camp David-a right to control their 
local affairs. We can only hope that 
they mean what they say in accepting 
Israel 's existence, and that the Pal
estinians have given up their " strategy 
of stages.'' Like the Israelis, we hope 
that they will not see autonomy as the 
first phase of taking all of Israel as 
their own. 

The world has changed significantly 
in the last several years. And in the 
process, the PLO has lost all of its 
gambles-the Soviet Union, its backer, 
has collapsed. And Arafat bet on the 
wrong horse in the gulf war. Maybe 
now, in his weakness, Arafat has a new 
sense of realism and the new realism 
has propelled this agreement. 

The history of the PLO cannot be 
changed. The PLO has been responsible 
for the slaughter of innocent civil
ians-Israelis and Americans-like 
Cleo Noel and Leon Klinghoffer. Per
haps the future will be different. 

That is what Israel is counting on. 
The Israeli Government-led by Prime 
Minister Rabin-is to be commended 
for its courage. I am sure I speak for so 
many Americans when I wish the Is
raeli people well, and I pray that 
Arafat can deliver the peace that so 
many in the region yearn for. 

I.yield the floor. 
Mr. FORD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the majority whip. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message from the President of the 

United States was communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his 
secretaries. 
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EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate a mes
sage from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro
ceedings.) 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 12:13 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

R.R. 1348. An Act to establish the 
Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers Valley Na
tional Heritage Corridor in the State of Con
necticut, and for other purposes. 

R.R. 2139. An Act to amend title 44, United 
States Code, to authorize appropriations for 
the National Historical Publications and 
Records Commission. 

R.R. 2223. An Act to designate the Federal 
building located at 525 Griffin Street in Dal
las, Texas, as the " A. Macoe Smith Federal 
Building." 

R.R. 2356. An Act to amend the Water Re
sources Development Act of 1990 to extend 
the authority of the Secretary of the Army 
to carry out certain construction projects in 
the Virgin Islands. 

R.R. 2431. An Act to designate the Federal 
building in Jacksonville, Florida, as the 
" Charles E. Bennett Federal Building." 

R.R. 2530. An Act to amend the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 to 
authorize appropriations for programs, func
tions, and activities of the Bureau of Land 
Management, Department of the Interior, for 
fiscal years 1994 and 1995, and for other pur
poses. 

R.R. 2532. An Act to designate the Federal 
building and the United States courthouse in 
Lubbock, Texas, as the " George H. Mahon 
Federal Building and United States Court
houses. " 

R.R. 2555. An Act to designate the Federal 
building located at 100 East Fifth Street in 
Cincinnati, Ohio, as the "Potter Stewart 
United States Courthouse. " 

R.R. 2677. An Act to authorize the Board of 
Regents of the Smithsonian Institution to 
plan, design, and construct the West Court of 
the National Musium of Natural History 
building. 

R.R. 2824. An Act to modify the project for 
flood control, James River Basin, Richmond, 
Virginia. 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the following reso-
1 u tion: 

H. Res. 249. A resolution electing the Hon
orable G. V. (Sonny) Montgomery, a Rep
resentative from the State of Mississippi as 
Speaker pro tempore until September 15, 
1993. 

At 4:47 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House has passed the 
following joint resolutions, without 
amendment: 

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. 95. Joint Resolution to designate 
October 1993 as "National Breast Cancer 
Awareness Month" . 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the following con
current resolutions, in which it re
quests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 143. Concurrent Resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress concern
ing the historic opportunity for peace in the 
Middle East. 

H. Con. Res. 144. Concurrent Resolution 
providing for a joint session of congress to 
receive a message from the President. 

H. Con. Res. 145. Concurrent Resolution 
providing for an adjournment of the House 
from Wednesday, September 15, 1993 to Tues
day, September 21, 1993. 

MEASURES REFERRED 
The following bills were read the first 

and second times by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

R .R. 1348. An Act to establish the 
Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers Valley Na
tional Heritage Corridor in the State of Con
necticut, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

R.R. 2223. An Act to designate the Federal 
building located at 525 Griffin Street in Dal
las, Texas, as the "A. Maceo Smith Federal 
Building;" to the Committee on Environ
ment and Public Works. 

R .R. 2356. An Act to amend the Water Re
sources Development Act of 1990 to extend 
the authority of the Secretary of the Army 
to carry out certain construction projects in 
the Virgin Islands; to the Committee on En
vironment and Public Works. 

R .R. 2530. An Act to amend the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 to 
authorize appropriations for programs, func
tions, and activities of the Bureau of Land 
Management, Department of the Interior, for 
fiscal years 1994 and 1995, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat
ural Resources. 

R .R. 2532. An Act to designate the Federal 
building and the United States courthouse in 
Lubbock, Texas, as the "George H. Mahon 
Federal Building and United States Court
house;" to the Committee on environment 
and Public Works. 

R.R. 2555. An Act to designate the Federal 
building located at 100 East Fifth Street in 
Cincinnati, Ohio, as the " Potter Stewart 
United States Courthouse;" to the Commit
tee on Environment and Public Works. 

H.R. 2824 . An Act to modify the project for 
flood control, James River Basin, Richmond, 
Virginia; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following measure was read the 
first and second times by unanimous 
consent, and placed on the calendar: 

R.R. 2431. An Act to designate the Federal 
building in Jacksonville , Florida, as the 
" Charles E. Bennett Feder Building" . 

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-1449. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report on rescissions 
and deferrals; referred jointly, pursuant to 
the order of January 30, 1975, as modified by 
the order of April 11, 1986, to the Committee 
on Appropriations, to the Committee on 
Budget, to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition and Forestry, to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs, to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science and 
Transportation, to the Committee on Envi
ronment and Public Works, to the Commit
tee on Finance, to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, and to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

EC-1450. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Office of Dependents Schools, De
partment of Defense, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the annual test report for the 1992-93 
school year; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

EC-1451. A communication from the Ad
ministrator of the Federal Aviation Admin
istration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
developing and certifying the Traffic Alert 
and Collision Avoidance System; to the Com
mittee on Commerce, Science and Transpor
tation. 

EC-1452. A communication from the Sec
retary of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the annual report of the National 
Technical Information Service for fiscal year 
1991; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science and Transportation. 

EC-1453. A communication from the Dep
uty Associate Director for Compliance, (Roy
alty Management Service), Minerals Man
agement Service, Department of the Inte
rior, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
relative to refunds of offshore lease revenues; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

EC-1454. A communication from the Dep
uty Associate Director for Compliance, (Roy
alty Management Service), Minerals Man
agement Service, Department of the Inte
rior, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
relative to refunds of offshore lease revenues; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

EC-1455. A communication from the Dep
uty Associate Director for Compliance, (Roy
alty Management Service), Minerals Man
agement Service, Department of the Inte
rior, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
relative to refunds of offshore lease revenues; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

EC-1456. A communication from the Dep
uty Associate Director for Compliance, (Roy
alty Management Service), Minerals Man
agement Service, Department of the Inte
rior, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
relative to refunds of offshore lease revenues; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

EC- 1457. A communication from the Chair
man of the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a report of key publications; to the Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC-1458. A communication from the Chair 
of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commis
sion , transmitting, pursuant to law, the an
nual report for fiscal year 1992; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC-1459. A communication from the Acting 
Administrator (Energy Information Admin
istration), Department of Energy, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, the report on uranium 
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purchases for calendar year 1992; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC-1460. A communication from the Sec
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, notice of a delay in the submission of 
the National Energy Policy Plan; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

EC-1461. A communication from the Assist
ant Secretary (Land and Minerals Manage
ment), Department of the Interior, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, notice of leasing sys
tems sale; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

EC-1462. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and 
Parks, Department of the Interior, transmit
ting, a draft of proposed legislation to pro
vide for increases in authorization ceilings 
for development in certain units of the Na
tional Park System, for operation of the Vol
unteers in the Parks Program, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

EC-1463. A communication from the Sec
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on enforcement actions and 
comprehensive status of Exxon and stripper 
well oil overcharge funds; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, with 
amendments: 

H.R. 38. A bill to establish the Jemez Na
tional Recreation Area in the State of New 
Mexico, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
103-139). 

By Mr. BYRD, from the Committee on Ap
propriations: 

Special Report entitled "Further Revised 
Allocation To Subcommittees of Budget To
tals from the Concurrent Resolution for Fis
cal Year 1993" (Rept. No. 103-140). 

Special Report entitled " Further Revised 
Allocation To Subcommittees of Budget To
tals from the Concurrent Resolution for Fis
cal Year 1994" (Rept. No . 103-141). 

By Mr. LEAHY, from the Committee on 
Appropriations, with amendments: 

H.R. 2295. A bill making appropriations for 
foreign operations, export financing, and re
lated programs for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1994, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 103-142). 

By Mr. BAUCUS, from the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works, without 
amendment: 

H.R. 168. A bill to designate the Federal 
building to be constructed between Gay and 
Market Streets and Cumberland and Church 
Avenues in Knoxville, Tennessee, as the 
"Howard H. Baker, Jr. United States Court
house." 

S. 1302. A bill to designate the Federal 
building in Jacksonville, Florida, as the 
"Charles E. Bennett Federal Building." 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on For
eign Relations: 

Gordon D. Giffin, of Georgia, to be a Mem
ber of the Board of Directors of the Overseas 
Private Investment Corporation for a term 
expiring December 17, 1996. (Reappointment) 

Gordon D. Giffin, of Georgia, to be a Mem
ber of the Board of Directors of the Overseas 
Private Investment Corporation for a term 
expiring December 17, 1993. 

Richard Holbrooke, of New York, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary of the United States of America 
to the Federal Republic of Germany. 

The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in
formation contained in this report is com
plete and accurate. 

Nominee: Richard C. Holbrooke. 
Post: Ambassador, Bonn, Germany. 
Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 
1. Self, $1,000, March 1993, Lieberman '94; 

$1,000, January 1992, Wirth for Senate; $1,000, 
March 1992, Action Fund of Shearson Leh
man; $1,000, April 1992, Daschle for Senate; 
$100, April 1992, Haney for Congress; $250, 
May 1992, Friends of Chris Dodd; $1,000, June 
1992, Solarz for Congress; $1,000, June 1992, 
Clinton Genl. Election; $500, October 1992, 
Friends of Bob Graham; $500, October 1992, 
United Democratic Fund; $1,000, October 
1992, Friends of Les Aspin; $1,000, January 
1991, People for Mrazek; $1,000, March 1991, 
Feinstein for Senate (primary); $1,000, May 
1991, Orlins for Congress; $1,000, June 1991, 
Weld Committee; $500, September 1991, Phil
ip Howard/City Council; $1,000, October 1991, 
Clinton for President; $1,000, October 1991, 
Feinstein for Senate; $1,000, November 1991, 
Glenn for Senate; $500, December 1991, 
Sandor Levin for Congress; $200, October 
1990, Citizens for Sherri Henry; $1,000, May 
1990, Friends of Sen. Rockefeller; $500, Janu
ary 1989, Ravitch for Mayor; $500, January 
1989, Daley for Mayor (Chicago); $500, March 
1989, Feinstein for Governor; $1,000, June 
1989, Bill Bradley for Senate; $1,000, Novem
ber 1989, Friends of Sen. Levin; $1,000, No
vember 1989, Re-elect Governor Goldschmidt. 

2. Spouse, NIA. 
3. Children and spouses names, David and 

Anthony. 
4. Parents names, Trudi Kearl Father, de

ceased. 
5. Grandparents names, deceased. 
6. Brothers and spouses names, Andrew and 

Vivian. 
7. Sisters and spouses names, NIA. 
William Green Miller, of Virginia, to be 

Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary of the United States of America 
to Ukraine . 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in
formation contained in this report is com
plete and accurate.) 

Nominee: William Green Miller. 
Post: Ambassador to Ukraine. 
Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 
1. Self, $250, February 1992, Clinton for 

President. 
2. Spouse, none. 
3. Children and spouses names, son, Wil

liam Lisle Miller; son, Christopher Green 
Miller; daughter-in-law, Mary Catherine An
thony Miller, none. 

4. Parents names, mother. Marion Julia 
Green Miller, none. 

5. Grandparents names, all deceased. 
6. Brothers and spouses names, brother, Ar

thur Green Miller, none; sister-in-law, Nancy 
Farris Miller, $200, September 1992, Lyn 
Yeakel for Senate. 

7. Sisters and spouses names, none. 

Reginald Bartholomew, of the District of 
Columbia, a Career Member of the Senior 
Foreign Service, Class of Career Minister, to 
be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary of the United States of America 
to Italy. 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the ' pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in
formation contained in this report is com
plete and accurate.) 

Nominee: Reginald Bartholomew. 
Post: Ambassador to Italy. 
Contributions, amount, date, donee: 
1. Self, none. 
2. Spouse, Rose-Anne, none. 
3. Children and spouses names-Christian 

and Ana; Sylvie; Damien and Ann; Jon Bar
tholomew, none. 

4. Parents names, deceased. 
5. Grandparents names, deceased. 
6. Brothers and spouses names, David and 

Maryann Bartholomew, none. 
7. Sisters and spouses names, none. 
Richard N. Gardner, of New York, to be 

Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary of the United States of America 
to Spain. 

(The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in
formation contained in this report is com
plete and accurate.) 

Nominee: Richard N. Gardner. 
Post: Ambassador to Spain. 
Contributions, amount, date, donee. 
1. Self $1,000, 1116192, Clinton for President 

Committee; $1,000, 9124192, DNC Victory Fund; 
$500, 6124192, Solarz for Congress; $500, 7128192, 
Ferraro for Senate; $100, 1121192, NYS Demo
cratic Committee; $500, 9118191, Ferraro for 
Senate; $300, lln/91, Glenn for Senate; $100, 51 
30191, Democratic National Committee; $175, 
9123191, DNCIFederal Account; $100, 6111191, NY 
Democratic Victor:y Fund; $200, 10115190, Alan 
Blinken; $500, 619190, Re-elect Senator Pell 
Committee; $1,000, 5122190, Gore for Senate; 
$500, 7116190, Feinstein for Governor; $1,000, 31 
21189, Bradley for Senate; $100, 3129189, NY 
Democratic Victory Fund. 

2. Spouse, $35, 1019189, NYS Democratic 
Committee; $100, 12120189, Bradley for Senate. 

3. Children and spouses names, none. 
4. Parents names, none . 
5. Grandparents names. none. 
6. Brothers and spouses names, none. 
7. Sisters and spouses names. none. 

(The above nominations were re
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi
nees' commitment to respond to re
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen
ate.) 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. GRASSLEY: 
S . 1452. A bill to provide relief to areas af

fected by the flooding in the Midwest by 
temporarily exempting affected States irom 
certain requirements under the Social Secu
rity Act and the Robert T . Stafford Disaster 
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Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, and by 
temporarily increasing the Federal share of 
payments for certain programs under such 
Act, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Finance. 

S. 1453. A bill to provide relief to areas af
fected by the flooding in the Midwest by 
temporarily exempting affected States from 
certain requirements under the Food Stamp 
Act of 1977 and by temporarily increasing the 
Federal share of payments under such Act, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mrs. BOXER: 
S . 1454. A bill to amend the Public Health 

Service Act with respect to research on 
breast cancer; to the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources. 

S . 1455. A bill to protect the integrity of 
the Point Reyes National Seashore and the 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
(GGNRA), and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

By Mr. DODD: 
S. 1456. A bill to amend the Public Health 

Service Act to provide for health insurance 
coverage for pregnant women and children, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. STEVENS: 
S . 1457. A bill to amend the Aleutian and 

Pribilof Restitution Act to increase author
ization for appropriation to compensate 
Aleut villages for church property lost, dam
aged, or destroyed during World War II; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mrs. KASSEBAUM (for herself, Mr. 
BENNETT, Mr. BOND, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
BURNS, Mr. COATS, Mr. DANFORTH, 
Mr. DOLE, Mr. EXON, Mr. GLENN, Mr. 
GORTON, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. GREGG, 
Mr. HATCH, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. JEF
FORDS, Mr. KERREY, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
LOTT, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. MACK, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. PRES
SLER, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. SIMP
SON, Mr. SMITH, Mr. THURMOND, and 
Mr. WARNER): 

S. 1458. A bill to amend the Federal A via
tion Act of 1958 to establish time limitations 
on certain civil actions against aircraft man
ufacturers, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

By Mr. BURNS; 
S.J. Res. 132. A joint resolution designat

ing the week of October 17, 1993, through Oc
tober 23, 1993, as " National School Bus Driv
ers Safety Week;" to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolution 
was read, and referred (or acted upon), 
as indicated: 

By Mr. MITCHELL (for himself, Mr. 
DOLE, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
METZENBAUM, Mr. PELL, Mr. HELMS, 
Mr. LUGAR, and Mr. MCCONNELL): 

S . Con. Res. 43. A concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress concern
ing the historic opportunity for peace in the 
Middle East; considered and agreed to. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. GRASSLEY: 
S. 1452. A bill to provide relief to 

areas affected by the flooding in the 

Midwest by temporarily exempting af
fected States from certain require
ments under the Social Security Act 
and the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Re
lief and Emergency Assistance Act, and 
by temporarily increasing the Federal 
share of payments for certain programs 
under such act, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

S. 1453. A bill to provide relief to 
areas affected by the flooding in the 
Midwest by temporarily exempting af
fected States from certain require
ments under the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 and by temporarily increasing the 
Federal share of payments under such 
act, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

FLOOD ASSISTANCE LEGISLATION 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, as if 

in morning business, I want to intro
duce some legislation that still deals 
with the flood situation in the Mid
west. 

As a result of these devastating 
floods Congress enacted supplemental 
flood legislation to address some of the 
most pressing needs. After the supple
mental passed, the Iowa Department of 
Human Services has signaled a very 

· grave need for additional legislation. 
That leads to the introduction of legis
lation addressing needs that were not 
addressed in this original supplemental 
bill. 

So I rise today to introduce two bills 
addressing the public assistance needs 
which have been raised as a result of 
the devastating floods. 

Interestingly enough, the term "pub
lic assistance" as defined in the Robert 
T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Recov
ery Act, means something different 
from what is traditionally meant by 
"public assistance." Under the Stafford 
Act, public assistance means roads, 
bridges, and other infrastructure needs. 

Unfortunately, there are also many 
traditionally known public assistance 
needs that arise after a disaster. 

We may recall that most of the dam
age from the floods was in July and 
August. But just as a matter of point, 
this morning on the news, I see that in 
St. Louis, MO, this is the first time the 
water has been below flood stage. So 
ongoing disasters are still associated 
with this flood. 

Traditional public assistance needs 
from programs such as aid to families 
with dependent children [AFDC], food 
stamps, Medicaid, and jobs, see dra
matic increases after a natural disas
ter. 

While we address infrastructure 
needs under the Stafford Act, it seems 
to me that these traditional public as
sistance issues also must be addressed 
as a result of a natural disaster. 

The first of my bills, the Flood-Af-
. fected States Assistance Act of 1993 de
fines "designated" areas as those polit
ical subdivisions declared by the Presi
dent to be a major disaster area as a 

result of the widespread flooding in the 
Midwest of 1993. 

The basic thrust of the bill is to 
allow a greater Federal match for new 
participants in the AFDC and Medicaid 
programs for a period of 2 years. It 
would provide an enhanced Federal 
match for certain programs specifi
cally geared to emergency assistance, 
such as the AFDC Transitional Hous
ing Program, jobs, and emergency as
sistance to families with children. In 
addition, it would provide an enhanced 
Federal medical assistance match of 83 
percent for services furnished under 
the Medicaid Program in the des
ignated areas. 

Finally, it would address some minor 
concerns such as disregarding donated 
items when considering eligibility for 
AFDC and Medicaid benefits, and tem
porarily suspending quality control re
quirements so the State can focus on 
people's needs, not on dotting every 
"I" and crossing every "T". 

The second bill I am introducing 
today, the Flood-Affected States Food 
Stamp Assistance Act of 1993 would ac
complish similar goals in the Food 
Stamp Program. 

We are talking about, in both bills, 
people on public assistance as a direct 
result of the flood or secondary reasons 
from flooding, because without a 
doubt, in all of these eight or nine 
States that have been affected, there 
are going to be people applying for pub
lic assistance because of the floods, 
which people would probably never in 
the past or in the future have applied 
for this sort of assistance. 

It would provide an enhanced Federal 
match for new participants, disregard 
donated items when considering eligi
bility, and temporarily suspend quality 
control requirements in the Food 
Stamp Program. 

These two bills raise important is
sues of concern to those seeking to 
serve the most needy of our constitu
ents in this postdisaster season. I urge 
my colleagues to consider these needs 
with me and cosponsor this legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bills be print
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bills 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S . 1452 
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 " Flood-Af
fected States Assistance Act of 1993" . 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this Act: 
(1) DESIGNATED.-The term " designated" 

means-
(A) with respect to a State or a political 

subdivision of a State, that the President de
clared, between April 1, 1993, and August 1, 
1993, that a major disaster or emergency ex
ists under the Robert T. Stafford Disaster 
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 
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U.S.C. 5121 et seq.) in the State or political 
subdivision as a result of the widespread 
flooding in the Midwest in 1993; and 

(B) with respect to an individual or a fam
ily, that the individual or family resides in a 
designated State or a designated political 
subdivision of a State described in subpara
graph (A). 

(2) SECRETARY.-The term "Secretary" 
means the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services. 

(3) STATE AGENCY.-The term " State agen
cy" means-

(A) with respect to part A of title IV of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), 
the State agency that administers or super
vises the administration of the State's plan 
approved under section 402 of such Act (42 
u.s.c. 602); 

(B) with respect to part F of title IV of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 681 et seq.), the State 
agency that administers or supervises the 
administration of the State's plan approved 
under section 402 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 602); 
and 

(C) with respect to title XIX of such Act (42 
U.S .C. 1396 et seq.), the State agency that ad
ministers or supervises the administration of 
the State's plan approved under section 1902 
of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a). 
SEC. 3. ENHANCED FEDERAL MEDICAL ASSIST

ANCE PERCENTAGE FOR SERVICES 
FURNISHED TO CERTAIN INDIVID-
UALS. • 

Notwithstanding section 1905(b) of the So
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396d(b)) or any 
other provision of law, with respect to 
amounts expended by a State as medical as
sistance under title XIX of such Act (42 
U.S .C. 1396 et seq.) for services furnished dur
ing the 2-year period beginning July 1, 1993, 
to any designated individual, the Federal 
medical assistance percentage for such State 
shall be 83 percent. 
SEC. 4. DISREGARD OF CERTAIN DONATED ITEMS 

AND TEMPORARY FINANCIAL AS
SISTANCE WHEN DETERMINING ELI
GIBILITY FOR BENEFITS UNDER THE 
AFDC AND MEDICAID PROGRAMS. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, an amount equal to the amount of, or 
value of, a donation or temporary financial 
assistance (including cash and in-kind serv
ices) provided by the Federal Government, a 
State, a political subdivision of a State, or a 
private person to a designated individual or 
designated family as disaster assistance (in
cluding assistance provided pursuant to the 
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer
gency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq .)) 
as a result of the widespread flooding in the 
Midwest in 1993 shall be excluded from a de
termination of income or resources made by 
a State agency pursuant to a State plan 
under part A of title IV of the Social Secu
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) or under title 
XIX of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq.). 
SEC. 5. INDIVIDUAL AND FAMILY GRANT PRO· 

GRAM. 
(a) FEDERAL PAYMENT.- Notwithstanding 

subsection (b) of section 411 of the Robert T . 
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As
sistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5178), for the 2-year 
period beginning April 1, 1993, the Federal 
share of any grant made under such section 
to a designated individual or a designated 
family shall be equal to 100 percent of the ac
tual cost incurred. 

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE COST LIMIT WAIVED.
For the 2-year period beginning on April 1, 
1993, the 5 percent limitation applicable to 
administrative expenses under subsection (d) 
of section 411 of the Robert T . Stafford Dis
aster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act 
(42 U.S.C. 5178) shall not apply in the case of 

any grant made to a designated individ.ual or 
a designated family. 
SEC. 6. EXTENSION OF SUBMISSION DEADLINE 

FOR CERTAIN AFDC AND JOBS PRO· 
GRAM REPORTS. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, with respect to any designated State, 
each report relating to the State plan that 
the State agency is required to file with the 
Secretary under parts A and F of title IV of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq. 
and 681 et seq.) not later than September 30, 
1993, shall not be required to be filed until 
December 31, 1993. 
SEC. 7. TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF CERTAIN 

STATE QUALITY CONTROL FUNC· 
TIO NS. 

-Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, during the period beginning on Septem
ber 1, 1993, and ending on February 28, 1994, 
for each designated State-

(1) the State agency of the State shall not 
be required to carry out quality control re
quirements under section 408 of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S .C. 608) and section 
1903(u) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1396b(u)); 

(2) the error rate for the State determined 
under subsection (d) of section 408 of such 
Act (42 U.S.C . 608) shall be deemed to be zero; 
and 

(3) the ratio of the State's erroneous excess 
payments for medical assistance to the 
State's total expenditures for medical assist
ance under the State plan approved under 
title XIX of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq.) 
determined under subsection (u) of section 
1903 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1396b) shall be 
deemed to be zero. 
SEC. 8. COMPLIANCE WITH REQUIREMENTS RE

LATING TO CHILD SUPPORT DATA 
PROCESSING AND INFORMATION RE· 
TRIEVAL SYSTEMS. 

Notwithstanding section 454(16) of the So
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 654(16)) or any 
other provision of law, a designated State 
shall be deemed to be in compliance with 
any requirements under part D of title IV of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 651 et seq.) relating to the 
State's statewide automated data processing 
and information retrieval system for pur
poses of payments under section 455(a)(l)(B) 
of such Act (42 U.S.C. 655(a)(l)(B)) until De
cember 1, 1993. 
SEC. 9. ENHANCED FEDERAL MATCH FOR CER

TAIN NEW ELIGIBLES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, for the 2-year period 
beginning on July 1, 1993, the Federal share 
of the expenses incurred by any designated 
State under a program described in sub
section (b) shall be 100 percent of such ex
penses attributable to any unanticipated 
newly eligible individuals (as defined in sub
section (c)) . 

(b) PROGRAMS DESCRIBED.-For purposes of 
subsection (a), a program described in this 
subsection is a State program operated in ac
cordance with a State plan approved under 
part A. D. or E of title IV of the Social Secu
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq. , 651 et seq. , or 
670 et seq.), or title XIX of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1396 et seq.). 

(c) DEFINITION.-For purposes of subsection 
(a), the term " unanticipated newly eligible 
individuals" means individuals who became 
eligible for a program described in sub
section (b) on or after July 1, 1993, and who 
are in excess of the number of individuals an
ticipated by the Secretary to become eligible 
for such program during the period referred 
to in subsection (a) based on the rate of in
crease in eligible individuals for such pro
gram before the widespread flooding in the 
Midwest in 1993. 

SEC. 10. ENHANCED FEDERAL MATCH FOR TRAN· 
smONAL HOUSING SPECIAL NEEDS 
UNDER THE AFDC PROGRAM. 

Notwithstanding section 403(a) of the So
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)) or any 
other provision of law, during the 2-year pe
riod beginning on July 1, 1993, the Federal 
share of the expenses incurred by any des
ignated State providing transitional housing 
special needs under part A of title IV of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S .C. 601 et seq.) to 
any designated individual or designated fam
ily shall be 100 percent. 
SEC. 11. ENHANCED FEDERAL MATCH FOR JOBS 

PROGRAM. 

Notwithstanding section 403(1) of the So
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 603(1)) or any 
other provision of law, during the 2-year pe
riod beginning on July 1, 1993, the Federal 
share of the expenses incurred by a State 
with respect to a designated individual who 
participates in the jobs program under part 
F of the title IV of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 681 et seq.) shall be 100 percent. 
SEC. 12. ENHANCED FEDERAL MATCH FOR EMER· 

GENCY ASSISTANCE FURNISHED TO 
FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN. 

Notwithstanding section 403(a)(5) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(5)) or 
any other provision of law, during the 2-year 
period beginning on July 1, 1993, the Federal 
share of the expenses incurred by a State 
with respect to a designated individual or a 
designated family receiving emergency as
sistance to families with children (without 
regard to the 30-day limitation for receipt of 
such aid in any 12-month period under sec
tion 406(e)(l) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 606(e)(l))) 
shall be 100 percent. 
SEC. 13. ENHANCED FEDERAL MATCH FOR CER

TAIN OPTIONAL MEDICAL SERVICES. 

Notwithstanding section 1905(b) of the So
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396d(b)) or any 
other provision of law, with respect to serv
ices covered under the State plan of any des
ignated State under title XIX of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1396 et seq.) at the option of such 
State which are furnished to a designated in
dividual and paid for by a county of such 
State in accordance with State law, the Fed
eral medical assistance percentage during 
the 2-year period beginning July 1, 1993, shall 
be 100 percent. 
SEC. 14. PERMANENT ENHANCED FEDERAL 

MATCH UNDER THE INDIVIDUAL 
AND FAMILY GRANT PROGRAMS FOR 
STATES FREQUENTLY DECLARED TO 
BE DISASTER AREAS. 

Section 411(b) of the Robert T. Stafford 
Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance 
Act (42 U.S.C. 5178(b)) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking " The Fed
eral share" and inserting " Except as pro
vided in paragraph (3), the Federal share"; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking " The Fed
eral share" and inserting " Except as pro
vided in paragraph (3) , the Federal share" ; 
and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

" (3) ENHANCED FEDERAL SHARE UNDER CER
TAIN CIRCUMSTANCES.-If the President has 
declared a major disaster to exist under this 
Act in more than one-third of the counties in 
a State in 2 of the previous 5 calendar years , 
the Federal share of a grant to an individual 
or a family under this section shall be equal 
to 100 percent of the actual cost incurred.". 

s. 1453 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
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SECTION I. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the " Flood-Af
fected States Food Stamp Program Assist
ance Act of 1993" . 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this Act: 
(1) DESIGNATED.-The term " designated" 

means--
(A) with respect to a State or a political 

subdivision of a State, that the President de
clared, between April 1, 1993, and August 1, 
1993, that a major disaster or emergency ex
ists under the Robert T . Stafford Disaster 
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 
U.S.C. 5121 et seq.) in the State or political 
subdivision as a result of the widespread 
flooding in the Midwest in 1993; and 

(B) with respect to a household, that the 
household is located in a designated State or 
political subdivision of a State described in 
subparagraph (A). 

(2) HousEHOLD.-The term "household" has 
the same meaning as provided in section 3(i) 
of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S .C. 
2012(i)). 

(3) SECRETARY.-The term "Secretary" 
means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(4) STATE AGENCY.- The term " State agen
cy" has the same meaning as provided in sec
tion 3(n ) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 2012(n)) . 
SEC. 3. FEDERAL PAYMENT OF STATE SHARE FOR 

CERTAIN NEWLY PARTICIPATING 
HOUSEHOLDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, for the 2-year period 
beginning July 1, 1993, the Federal share of 
the expenses incurred by any designated 
State under the food stamp program oper
ated pursuant to the Food Stamp Act of 1977 
(7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) shall be 100 percent of 
such expenses attributable to any unantici
pated newly participating households (as de
fined in subsection (b)). 

(b) DEFINITION.-For purposes of subsection 
(a ), the term " unanticipated newly partici
pating households" means households which 
became eligible for the food stamp program 
on or after July 1, 1993, and which are in ex
cess of the number of households anticipated 
by the Secretary to become eligible for such 
program during the period referred to in sub
section (a) based on the rate of increase in 
eligible households for such program before 
the widespread flooding in the Midwest in 
1993. 
SEC. 4. EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN INCOME AND RE

SOURCES. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, an amount equal to the amount of, or 
value of, a donation or temporary financial 
assistance (including cash and inkind serv
ices) provided by the Federal Government, a 
State, a political subdivision of a State, or a 
private person as disaster assistance (includ
ing assistance provided pursuant to the Rob
ert T . Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer
gency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C . 5121 et seq.)) 
to a designated household with respect to 
the widespread flooding in the Midwest in 
1993 shall be excluded from a determination 
of the income or financial resources of the 
household pursuant to section 5 of the Food 
Stamp Act 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014). 
SEC. 5. FULL FEDERAL FUNDING FOR EMPLOY

MENT AND TRAINING PROGRAM. 
Notwithstanding section 16(h ) of the Food 

Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2025(h)) or any 
other provision of law, for fiscal year 1994, 
the Federal share of the cost of carrying out 
an employment and training program in a 
designated State pursuant to section 6(d)(4) 
of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2015(d)(4)) shall be 100 
percent of the cost of carrying out the pro
gram. 

SEC. 6. EXTENSION OF SUBMISSION DEADLINE 
FOR CERTAIN FOOD STAMP RE
PORTS. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, with respect to a designated State, each 
report relating to the State plan of operation 
that the State agency is required to file with 
the Secretary under section 11 of the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2020) not later 
than August 15, 1993, shall not be required to 
be filed until November 15, 1993. 
SEC. 7. SUSPENSION OF QUALITY CONTROL RE

QUIREMENTS. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, during the period beginning on Septem
ber 1, 1993, and ending on February 28, 1994, 
for each designated State-

(1) the State agency of the State shall not 
be required to carry out quality control re
quirements under section 16 of the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2025); and 

(2) the payment error rate for the State 
agency of the State under section 16(c) of 
such Act (7 U.S.C. 2025(c)) shall be deemed to 
be zero. 

By Mrs. BOXER: 
S. 1454. A bill to amend the Public 

Heal th Service Act with respect to re
search on breast cancer; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

NATIONAL BREAST CANCER STRATEGY ACT OF 
1993 

• Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing the National Breast 
Cancer Strategy Act, a bill to develop 
a coordinated and comprehensive strat
egy for fighting this terrible disease. 

The incidence of breast cancer has 
reached epidemic proportions. One in 
nine women are at risk of being diag
nosed with breast cancer, and it is the 
leading killer of women between the 
ages of 35 and 52. This year, breast can
cer will claim the lives of an estimated 
46,000 women. While we can detect 
breast cancer early through mammog
raphy screening, we do not yet know 
what causes it and we do not have a 
cure. Research is our best hope for 
averting this national tragedy which 
strikes so many of our grandmothers, 
mothers, aunts, and daughters. 

The National Breast Cancer Strategy 
Act will establish an Office on Breast 
Cancer under the Assistant Secretary 
of Health to oversee all research activi
ties, and a National Breast Cancer 
Commission to examine current efforts 
to promote prevention, early detection, 
education, and research on breast can
cer. 

In addition, this bill authorizes an 
additional $300 million for research on 
breast cancer supported by the Na
tional Cancer Institute. And, in order 
to attract some of our brightest talent 
to the cause, the bill establishes a 
scholarship program to encourage 
breast cancer research in exchange for 
repayment of educational loans. 

The National Breast Cancer Strategy 
Act has been introduced in the House 
by Representatives LLOYD and PELOSI, 
and it has been included in the Wom
en's Health Equity Act, a broader 
package of bills to bring national at
tention to women's health issues. I 

urge my colleagues to commit to seek
ing a cure for breast cancer by support
ing this bill. 

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

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

S. 1454 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the " National 
Breast Cancer Strategy Act of 1993" . 
TITLE I-ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE OF 

BREAST CANCER AND NATIONAL 
BREAST CANCER COMMISSION 

SEC. 101. OFFICE OF BREAST CANCER. 
Title XVII of the Public Health Service 

Act (42 U.S.C. 300uu et seq.) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 
"SEC. 1709. ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE OF 

BREAST CANCER. 
" (a) IN GENERAL.-There is established an 

Office of Breast Cancer within the Office of 
the Assistant Secretary for Health. The Of
fice shall have a Director who shall be ap
pointed by the Secretary. The Secretary, 
acting through the Director, shall carry out 
this section. · 

" (.b) DUTIES.-The Secretary shall coordi
nate. in conjunction with the Director of the 
National Cancer Institute, the activities of 
the Institute relating to breast cancer with 
similar activities of other agencies of the 
Federal Government, including the other 
agencies of the National Institutes of Health, 
and with similar activities of other public 
entities and of private entities. 
SEC. 102. ESTABLISHMENT OF NATIONAL BREAST 

CANCER COMMISSION. 
Title XVII of the Public Health Service 

Act (42 U.S.C. 300uu et seq.), as amended by 
section 101, is amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 
"SEC. 1710. NATIONAL BREAST CANCER COMMIS

SION. 
" (a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is established 

a commission to be known as the 'National 
Breast Cancer Commission' (in this section 
referred to as the 'Commission ') . 

" (b) STUDY.- The Commission shall con
duct a study on current efforts in both the 
public and private sectors relating to the 
prevention, early detection, treatment, edu
cation, and research relating to breast can
cer. 

"(c) REPORT.-Not later than 1 year after 
the date on which the initial appointments 
of the members have been completed under 
subsection (d), the Commission shall submit 
to the President and the Congress a report 
containing-

" (!) the results of the study conducted 
under subsection (b); and 

" (2) recommendations relating to such 
study. 

"(d) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT.-
" (!) APPOINTMENT.-The Commission shall 

be composed of 15 members as follows: 
" (A) 5 members shall be appointed by the 

President-
" (i) 3 of whom shall be-
" (!) the Secretary of Heal th and Human 

Services; 
" (II) the Secretary of Veterans Affairs; and 
"(Ill) the Secretary of Defense; 

who shall be nonvoting members, except 
that , in the case of a tie vote by the Commis
sion, the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall be a voting member; and 
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"(ii) 2 of whom shall be selected from the 

general public on the basis oI such individ
uals being specially qualified to serve on the 
Commission by reason of their education, 
training, or experience. 

"(B) 5 members shall be appointed by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives on 
the joint recommendation of the Majority 
and Minority Leaders of the House of Rep
resentatives. 

"(C) 5 members shall be appointed by the 
President pro tempore of the Senate on the 
joint recommendation of the Majority and 
Minority Leaders of the Senate. 

"(2) CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE REC
OMMENDATIONS.-In making appointments 
under subparagraphs (B) and (C) of paragraph 
(1), the Majority and Minority leaders of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate 
shall duly consider the recommendations of 
the Chairmen and Ranking Minority Mem
bers of committees with jurisdiction over 
laws contained in chapter 17 of title 38, Unit
ed States Code (relating to veterans' health 
care), title XIX of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1901 et seq.) (relating to Medicaid), 
and the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 
201 et seq.) (relating to the Public Health 
Service). 

"(3) REQUIREMENTS OF APPOINTMENTS.-The 
Majority and Minority leaders of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives shall-

"(A) select individuals who are specially 
qualified to serve on the Commission by rea
son of their education, training, or experi
ence; and 

"(B) engage in consultations for the pur
pose of ensuring that the expertise of the 10 
members appointed by the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and the President 
pro tempore of the Senate shall provide as 
much of a balance as possible and, to the 
greatest extent possible, cover the fields of 
medicine, science, law, ethics, health-care 
and social services. 

"(4) TERM OF MEMBERS.-Members of the 
Commission (other than members appointed 
under paragraph (l)(A)(i)) shall serve for the 
life of the Commission. 

"(5) VACANCY .-A vacancy on the Commis
sion shall be filled in the manner in which 
the original appointment was made. 

"(e) CHAIRMAN.-Not later than 15 days 
after the members of the Commission are ap
pointed, such members shall select a Chair
man from among the members of the Com
mission. 

"(f) QUORUM.-7 members of the Commis
sion shall constitute a quorum, but a lesser 
number may be authorized by the Commis
sion to conduct hearings. 

"(g) MEETINGS.-The Commission shall 
hold its 1st meeting on a date specified by 
the Chairman. After the initial meeting, the 
Commission shall meet at the call of the 
Chairman or a majority of its members, but 
shall meet at least 3 times each year during 
the life of the Commission. 

"(h) PAY.-Members of the Commission 
who are officers or employees or elected offi
cials of a government entity shall receive no 
additional compensation by reason of their 
service on the Commission. 

"(i) PER DIEM.-While away from their 
homes or regular places of business in the 
performance of duties for the Commission, 
members of the Commission shall be allowed 
travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of 
subsistence, at rates authorized for employ
ees of agencies under sections 5702 and 5703 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

"(j) DEADLINE FOR APPOINTMENT.-The 
members of the Commission shall be ap
pointed not later than 60 days after the date 
of the enactment of this section. 

"(k) TERMINATION.-The Commission shall 
cease to exist 60 days after the date on which 
its final report is submitted under subsection 
(C).". 

TITLE II-DUTIES OF DIRECTOR OF THE 
NATIONAL CANCER INSTITUTE RELAT
ING TO BREAST CANCER 

SEC. 201. PROVISIONS FOR FULL FUNDING FOR 
NATIONAL CANCER INSTITUTE WITH 
RESPECT TO RESEARCH ON BREAST 
CANCER. 

Section 408(a)(l) of the Public Health Serv
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 284c(a)(l)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following subpara
graph: 

"(C) For the purpose of conducting and 
supporting research on breast cancer 
through the National Cancer Institute, there 
is authorized to be appropriated for fiscal 
year 1994 an amount equal to the sum of 
$300,000,000 and the amount obligated by such 
Institute for such research for fiscal year 
1993. For such purpose, there are authorized 
to be appropriated such sums as may be nec
essary for each of the fiscal years 1995 and 
1996.". 
SEC. 202. DUTIES OF DIRECTOR. 

Subpart 1 of part C of title IV of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 285 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 
"SEC. 417. DUTIES OF DIRECTOR OF THE INSTI

TUTE RELATING TO BREAST CAN
CER RESEARCH. 

"(a) The Director of the Institute shall 
conduct and support biomedical and behav
ioral research and research training, the dis
semination of health information, and other 
programs with respect to breast cancer. 

"(b) In carrying out subsection (a), the Di
rector of the Institute shall conduct or sup
port multidisciplinary clinical research on 
breast cancer, including research on assist
ing individuals with such cancers (and the 
families of such individuals) and with re
sponding to psychological and social prob
lems that arise as the result of the cancer. 

"(c)(l) The Director of the Institute shall 
establish the Rose Kushner Scholarship Pro
gram for the purpose of entering into con
tracts with individuals under which-

"(A) the Director of the Institute agrees to 
provide to the individuals scholarships for 
attendance at accredited health professions 
schools; and 

"(B) the individuals agree-
"(i) to complete the programs of education 

for which the scholarships are provided; 
"(ii) to complete a program of post

graduate clinical training in oncology; and 
"(iii) after completing a program of such 

training, to serve as employees of the Na
tional Institutes of Health, for the period de
scribed in paragraph (2), in positions that are 
needed by such Institutes in carrying out 
programs with respect to breast cancer. 

"(2)(A) For purposes of paragraph 
(l)(B)(iii), the period of service for which an 
individual is obligated to serve as an em
ployee of the National Institutes of Health is 
12 months for each academic year for which 
the scholarship under such subsection is pro
vided. 

"(B) The Director of the Institute may 
defer the obligation of an individual to pro
vide a period of service under paragraph 
(l)(B)(iii), if the Director determines that 
such a deferral is appropriate. 

"(C) For any period in which an individual 
provides service as an employee of the Na
tional Institutes of Health in satisfaction of 
the obligation of the individual under para
graph (l)(B)(iii), the individual may be ap
pointed as such an employee without regard 

to the prov1s1ons of title 5, United States 
Code, relating to appointment and com
pensation. 

"(3)(A) The Director of the Institute may 
not provide a scholarship under paragraph (1) 
for an academic year unless---

"(i) the individual applying for the scholar
ship has submitted to the Director a pro
posed academic program for the year and the 
Director has approved the program; and 

"(ii) the individual agrees that the pro
gram will not be altered without the ap
proval of the Director. 

"(B) The Director of the Institute may not 
provide a scholarship under paragraph (1) for 
an academic year unless the individual ap
plying for the scholarship agrees to maintain 
an acceptable level of academic standing, as 
determined by the educational institution 
involved in accordance with regulations is
sued by the Secretary. 

"(4)(A) The Director of the Institute may 
not provide a scholarship under paragraph (1) 
for an academic year in an amount exceeding 
$10,000. 

"(B) A scholarship provided under para
graph (1) may be expended only for tuition 
expenses, other reasonable educational ex
penses, and reasonable living expenses in
curred while attending the health profes
sions school involved. 

"(C) In the case of a health professions 
school with respect to which a scholarship 
under paragraph (1) is provided, the Director 
of the Institute may enter into a contract 
with the school under which the amounts 
provided in the scholarship for tuition and 
other educational expenses are paid directly 
to the school. Payments to the school under 
the contract may be made without regard to 
section 3324 of title 31, United States Code. 

"(5) The provisions of section 338E shall 
apply to the program established in para
graph (1) to the same extent and in the same 
manner as such provisions apply to the Na
tional Health Service Corps Loan Repayment 
Program established in section 338B. 

"(6) The Director of the Institute may not 
provide a scholarship under paragraph (1) un
less an application for the scholarship is sub
mitted to the Director and the application is 
in such form, is made in such manner, and 
contains such agreements, assurances, and 
information as the Director determines to be 
necessary to carry out this section. 

"(d)(l) The Director of the Institute shall, 
subject to paragraph (2), carry out a program 
of entering into contracts with appropriately 
qualified health professionals under which 
the professionals agree to carry out activi
ties with respect to breast cancer as employ
ees of the National Institutes of Health in 
consideration of the Federal Government 
agreeing to pay, for each year of such serv
ice, not more than $20,000 of the principal 
and interest of the educational loans of the 
professionals. 

"(2) The Director of the Institute may not 
enter into a contract with a health profes
sional pursuant to paragraph (1) unless the 
professional has a substantial amount of 
educational loans relative to income. 

"(3) Except to the extent inconsistent with 
this section, 338E shall apply to the program 
established in paragraph (1) to the same ex
tent and in the same manner as such section 
applies to the National Health Service Corps 
Loan Repayment Program established in sec
tion 338B.". 
SEC. 203. SPECIALIZED PROGRAMS OF RESEARCH 

EXCELLENCE WITH RESPECT TO 
BREAST, LUNG, AND PROSTATE CAN
CER. 

Section 408(a)(l) of the Public Health Serv
ice Act, as amended by section 201, is amend
ed by adding at the end the following sub
paragraph: 
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"(D)(i) For the purpose of carrying out not 

less than 10 programs for research on breast 
cancer, lung cancer, or prostate cancer under 
the programs designated by the Director of 
the National Cancer Institute as the Special
ized Programs of Research Excellence , there 
is authorized to be appropriated such sums 
as may be necessary for each of the fiscal 
years 1994 through 1996. 

"(ii) With respect to the purpose described 
in clause (i), the authorizations of appropria
tions established in such clause may not be 
construed as terminating the availability for 
such purpose of any other authorization of 
appropriations (including the authorization 
established in subparagraph (A).".• 

By Mrs. BOXER: 
S. 1455. A bill to protect the integrity 

of the Point Reyes National Seashore 
and the Golden Gate National Recre
ation Area [GGNRA], and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

TOMALES BAY PROTECTION LEGISLATION 
• Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased today to introduce legislation 
to expand the boundaries of Point 
Reyes National Seashore to protect one 
of California's most beautiful rural 
landscapes. 

As with many of our national parks, 
monuments and other protected treas
ures, the character and beauty of Point 
Reyes are threatened-not by develop
ment or environmental degradation 
within the national seashore-but by 
proposed development outside the 
boundary line over which the Park 
Service has no control. 

This legislation will expand the na
tional seashore boundary to include 
that area of the eastern shore of 
Tamales Bay visible from within Point 
Reyes. To ensure that the expanded 
area is protected, the bill authorizes 
the Secretary of the Interior to acquire 
development rights from farmers and 
ranchers to create easements to pro
tect the view. 

The easements will allow existing ag
riculture activities to continue and 
will preserve the past.oral nature of the 
land adjacent to Point Reyes National 
Seashore and the Golden Gate National 
Recreation Areas by guaranteeing no 
new development. 

This bill will not allow the Secretary 
to acquire land without the consent of 
the owner, unless the Secretary finds 
that there is an immediate threat of 
development. 

I believe the bill I am introducing 
today will become a model for land 
conservation across the Nation as gov
ernments lack the funds to purchase 
fee title to protect valuable properties 
from development. This approach may 
be used to address similar problems at 
other parks, wildlife refuges, and ma
rine sanctuaries by creating buffer 
zones that protect view sheds and pre
vent environmental damage. 

This legislation will allow the Park 
Service, working with the Marin Agri
cultural Land Trust [MALT], to pro
tect this beautiful area at a fraction of 

the cost of acquiring title to the prop
erties within the new boundaries. In 
addition, those properties would be 
maintained on Marin County's tax 
rolls. 

Without this legislation, 40,000 acres 
of scenic ranch land will be vulnerable 
to development. This bill has the 
strong support of the local farmers and 
ranchers within the area to be pro
tected, local environmental groups in
cluding the Sierra Club, effected local 
governments and the local chamber of 
commerce. 

I urge my colleagues to add their 
support. 

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

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

s. 1455 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this Act are to-
(1) furnish watershed and environmental 

protection for the Tomales Bay; 
(2) maintain the relatively undeveloped na

ture of the land surrounding Tomales Bay by 
providing guarantees of nondevelopment; 
and 

(3) protect the pastoral nature of the land 
adjacent to the Point Reyes National Sea
shore and GGNRA; and 

(4) preserve productive long-term agri
culture in the region. 
SEC. 2. EXPANSION OF POINT REYES NATIONAL 

SEASHORE AND ACQUISITION OF DE
VELOPMENT RIGHTS. 

(a) EXPANSION.-Section 2 of the Act enti
tled "An Act to establish the Point Reyes 
National Seashore in the State of California, 
and for other purposes" (16 U.S.C. 459c-1 is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

" (c) The Point Reyes National Seashore 
shall also include the area depicted on the 
map numbered and dated. Such map shall 
be on file and available for public inspection 
in the Offices of the National Park Service, 
Department of the Interior, Washington, Dis
trict of Columbia. " . 

(b) ACQUISITION.-Section 3 of such Act (16 
U.S.C. 459c-2) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

" (d)(l) Notwithstanding subsections (a) and 
through (c) of this section, the Secretary, 
within the area depicted on the map referred 
to in section 2(c) of this Act, may acquire 
lands or interests in lands from the owners 
thereof only by donation, purchase with do
nated or appropriated funds , or exchange, ex
cept as provided in paragraph (4). The Sec
retary shall give a priority to acquiring in
terests in lands (including development 
rights and conservation easements) and to 
acquiring such interests from nonprofit cor
porations. 

"(2) In acquiring lands under this sub
section, the Secretary may negotiate for the 
acquisition of lands specifically for trail pur
poses. 

"(3) Lands or interests in lands may not be 
acquired under this subsection without the 
consent of the owner thereof, unless the Sec
retary determines that, in his judgment the 
lands are subject to, or threatened with, uses 
which are having, or would have, an adverse 
impact on the area. 

" (4) Lands, and interests in lands, within 
the area referred to in paragraph (1) which 
are owned by the State of California, or any 
political subdivision thereof, may be ac
quired only by donation or exchange. 

"(5) Section 5 does not apply with respect 
to lands and interests in lands acquired 
under this subsection.". 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
Section 9 of such Act (16 U.S.C. 459c-7) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
"In addition to the sums authorized to be ap
propriated by this section before the date of 
the enactment of this Act, there is author
ized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary for the acquisition of lands and in
terests in lands under section 3(d).". 
SEC. 3. ADDITION TO GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL 

RECREATION AREA. 
Section 2(a) of the Act entitled " An Act to 

establish the Golden Gate National Recre
ation Area in the State of California and for 
other purposes" (16 U.S.C. 460bb-l(a)) is 
amended by striking "map entitled 'Point 
Reyes and GGNRA Amendments and dated 
October 25, 1979'." and inserting "map enti-
tled ' ___ • and dated . ". The Sec-
retary of the Interior shall-

(1) revise the boundary of Golden Gate Na
tional Recreation Area to reflect the amend
ment made by this section; and 

(2) prepare and make available a map dis
playing such boundary revision in accord
ance with section 2(b) of such Act (16 U.S.C. 
460bb-l(b)).• 

By Mr. DODD: 
S. 1456. A bill to amend the Public 

Heal th Service Act to provide for 
heal th insurance coverage for pregnant 
women and children, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

CHILDREN AND PREGNANT WOMEN HEALTH 
INSURANCE ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I introduce 
legislation that I have worked on close
ly this year with the American Acad
emy of Pediatrics. The purpose of the 
legislation is to focus attention on 
children and pregnant women as we 
begin deliberations on the President's 
health care reform plan. This bill is 
crafted to focus discussion on and keep 
visible the special health care needs of 
children, adolescents, and pregnant 
women. 

The U.S. health care system, while 
offering some of the finest care in the 
world, has failed a large portion of our 
Nation's children. A March 1992 census 
survey found that 12.3 percent of all 
children under 18 were uninsured. By 
race, 11.7 percent of white children, 15 
percent of black children, and 26 per
cent of Latino children lacked health 
insurance. 

More startling, however, is the per
centage of children that lacked insur
ance at some point during 1 year. Close 
to 23 percent of children lacked insur
ance at some time during 1987. This 
staggering figure emphasizes the need 
to guarantee as part of health care re
form continuous health care coverage 
of children. 

We must provide families with these
curity that they will be able to prevent 
illness and obtain timely and necessary 
care for a seriously ill child. 
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Children comprise a disproportionate 

share of the total uninsured popu
lation. While 29 percent of the U.S. 
population is under age 21, that group 
accounts for 36 percent of the unin
sured population. I find it unconscion
able that access to care is denied to 
such a large proportion of such a vul
nerable population. 

The access problem often begins be
fore birth. Many pregnant women also 
lack insurance coverage: 9 percent of 
pregnant women had no insurance in 
1991. As a result, it's not as surprising 
as it might otherwise be, that 1 in 4 
women did not receive early prenatal 
care, 1 in 14 infants was born at low 
birth weight, 1 in 20 infants was born 
with a birth defect, and 1 in 100 infants 
died before their first birthday in 1989. 
These statistics emphasize the impor
tance of access to heal th insurance and 
the coverage of preventive care serv
ices. 

In our current system, having a job 
and earning an income above the pov
erty line in no way guarantee access to 
care. A majority of uninsured children 
live with parents who work and whose 
income is above the poverty level. 
Close to 87 percent of uninsured chil
dren live with parents who work. 

The families of close to 65 percent of 
insured children have incomes above 
the Federal poverty level, while 30 per
cent of the families' incomes exceed 200 
percent of the poverty level. 

Our health care system also unfortu
nately under-emphasizes cost-effective 
preventive services. Major health indi
cators suggest that prevention has not 
received the attention it deserves, in 
particular prenatal care and immuniza
tion: 21 nations have a lower infant 
mortality rate than the United States 
and 20 nations have a lower child mor
tality rate. Our ranking for immuniza
tion rates is poor as well. 

Children's medical care needs differ 
from adults. Children require more pre
ventive care but traditionally we have 
focused more in inpatient care and pro
cedures once a child is sick. Any na
tional benefits package guaranteed 
under a new health care system must 
recognize the special needs of children. 
It should not only include preventive 
care services, but also waive cost shar
ing for preventive care to encourage 
parents to take advantage of those 
services. 

The purpose of the Children and 
Pregnant Women's Health Insurance 
Act is to ensure that children and preg
nant women have access to appropriate 
and affordable health care. The bill 
mandates insurance coverage for all 
children under age 22 and for pregnant 
women. It would extend heal th cov
erage to the approximately 12 million 
children and 500,000 pregnant women 
who now lack coverage. 

The centerpiece of the legislation is 
its benefits package, which is tailored 
to the special needs of pregnant women 

and children and which emphasizes pre
ventive care. This benefits package was 
developed in consultation with the 
American Academy of Pedia tries. 

The bill divides the benefits into 
three baskets-preventive, major medi
cal, and extended medical services. 

Preventive care services include: 
child preventive care, including rou
tine office visits, routine immuniza
tions, and routine lab tests; prenatal 
care, including care of all complica
tions of pregnancy; care of newborn in
fants; family planning services; child 
abuse assessment; and preventive den
tal care. No deductibles or coinsurance 
would be applied to these preventive 
care services. 

Major medical services include inpa
tient and outpatient hospital services; 
physicians' services; professional serv
ices of certified nurse midwives, nurse 
practitioners, and other health profes
sionals; diagnostic tests; ambulance 
services; short-term home health serv
ices; medical and surgical supplies and 
durable medical equipment; corrective 
eyeglasses and lenses and hearing aids; 
prescription drugs, insulin and medi
cally recommended nutritional supple
ments; and acute dental care. 

Extended medical services include 
items and services for the treatment of 
mental illness, substance abuse, and 
developmental and learning disabil
ities; noncosmetic orthodontia; sub
stance abuse services; speech, occupa
tional, and physical therapy; hospice 
care; respite care; short-term skilled 
nursing facility services; and nutri
tional assessment and counseling. 
These benefits would be provided in 
consultation with the primary care 
physician. 

The legislation addresses cost con
tainment by including cost sharing 
through premiums, deductibles, and co
insurance. The bill would further re
duce costs through emphasis on pre
ventive care and administrative sav
ings. The bill's requirement that the 
primary care physician coordinate ex
tended care benefits should further 
help to control costs. 

While the bill designates levels of 
cost sharing, it makes adjustments for 
those whose income might prevent 
them from getting appropriate care for 
their children. It's important that fam
ilies share the burden of paying for 
health care, but not if cost sharing in 
effect denies children access to care. 

The bill includes general insurance 
reform that would provide security for 
families. It eliminates preexisting con
dition clauses and guarantees continu
ous coverage regardless or heal th or 
risk status. 

In introducing this bill I hope to open 
discussion of the special heal th care 
needs of children and pregnant women. 
I look forward to seeing the details of 
President Clinton's plan and working 
with the administration and my col
leagues to pass comprehensive health 
care reform legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill and a 
summary be printed in the RECORD. 

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

s. 1456 
·Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited as 
the "Children and Pregnant Women Health 
Insurance Act of 1993". 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.-The table of con
tents is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
TITLE I-UNIVERSAL HEALTH INSUR

ANCE COVERAGE FOR CHILDREN AND 
PREGNANT WOMEN 

Sec. 101. Universal health insurance cov
erage for children and pregnant 
women. 

Sec. 102. Conforming amendments. 
TITLE II- PEDIATRIC REPRESENTATION 

ON HEALTH CARE REFORM BOARDS 
Sec. 201. Membership of health care reform 

boards. 
TITLE III-EFFECTIVE DATE 

Sec. 301. Effective date. 
TITLE I-UNIVERSAL HEALTH INSURANCE 

COVERAGE FOR CHILDREN AND PREG
NANT WOMEN 

SEC. 101. UNIVERSAL HEAL TH INSURANCE COV· 
ERAGE FOR CHILDREN AND PREG
NANT WOMEN. 

The Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 
201 et seq.) is amended-

(1) by redesignating title XXVII (42 U.S.C. 
300cc et seq.) as title XXVIII; and 

(2) by inserting after title XXVI the follow
ing new title: 

"TITLE XXVII-HEALTH INSURANCE FOR 
CHILDREN AND PREGNANT WOMEN. 

"SEC. 2700. DEFINITIONS. 
"As used in this title: 
"(1) ALLIANCE.-The term 'Alliance' means 

a Heal th Insurance Purchasing Alliance es
tablished in the United States. 

"(1) CHILD.-The term 'child' means an in
dividual who is less than 22 years of age. 

"(2) COVERED SERVICES.-The term 'covered 
services' means the benefits and cost sharing 
limitations required for qualified health 
plans under this title. 

"(3) FAMILY.-The term 'family' means an 
individual, the individual's spouse, any child 
of either such individual, and the legal 
guardian of any such child if such guardian 
resides with the child. 

"(4) FAMILY ADJUSTED TOTAL INCOME.-The 
term 'family adjusted total income' means, 
with respect to an individual, the sum for 
the individual and all the other family mem
bers of the individual, of the adjusted gross 
income (as defined in section 62(a) of the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1986), determined 
without the application of paragraphs (6) and 
(7) of such section and without the applica
tion of section 162(1) of such Code, plus the 
amount of social security benefits which is 
not included in gross income under section 86 
of such Code. 

"(5) LEGALLY RESIDING.-The terms 'legally 
residing in the United States' or 'legally re
siding· mean a citizen of the United States. 
an alien lawfully admitted for permanent 
residence or otherwise permanently residing 
in the United States under color of law (in
cluding any alien who is lawfully present in 
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the United States as a result of the applica
tion of any provision of 207(c) of the Immi
gration and Nationality Act or as a result of 
the a pplication of the provisions of section 
208 or 212(d)(5) of such Act). 

" (5) OFFICIAL POVERTY LINE.- The term 'of
ficia l poverty line' means, for an individual 
in a family, the official poverty line (as de
fined by the Office of Management and Budg
et, and revised annually in accordance with 
section 673 of the Omnibus Budget Reconcili
ation Act of 1981) applicable to a family of 
the size involved. 

" (6) QUALIFIED HEALTH PLAN.-The term 
'qualified health plan' means a health insur
ance plan, a health maintenance organiza
tion, or any other plan for providing heal th 
care that meets the requirements imposed by 
this title . 

"(7) RESIDE.-The term 'reside' refers to 
the individual's principal place of residence. 

" (8) UNITED STATES.-The term 'United 
States' means the 50 States, the District of 
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, Guam, the Northern Mariana Islands, 
the U.S . Virgin Islands, American Samoa, 
and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Is
lands. 

"PART A-UNIVERSAL COVERAGE FOR 
CIIlLDREN AND PREGNANT WOMEN 

"SEC. 2701. CHILDREN'S COVERAGE MANDATE. 
"(a) ENTITLEMENT.-Every child who is le

ga lly residing in the United States shall be 
entitled to enrollment in a qualified health 
plan for the purpose of obtaining access to 
all covered services. Coverage for any child 
under a qualified health plan shall be contin
uous from the effective date of this title or, 
if later, from the birth of the child, until the 
child reaches the age of 22. The Alliance es
tablished to serve the region in which the 
child resides shall have direct responsibility 
for enrolling such children and pregnant 
women in qualified health plans. 

" (b) ALLIANCES.-Not later than January 1, 
1995, all Alliances established in the United 
States shall identify every child born or le
gally residing in its geographic region and 
enroll such children in a qualified health 
plan. A physician or other provider that has 
rendered health care to a child who is not en
rolled in a qualified health plan may inform 
the appropriate Alliance of such fact and the 
Alliance shall enroll the child in a qualified 
health plan and ensure that the physician or 
provider is compensated for any covered 
services rendered as if the child had been en
rolled in the plan at the time care was 
sought. 

" (c) PREGNANT WOMEN.-Upon application 
to the Alliance serving the region where she 
is legally residing, or upon seeking medical 
care from a physician or provider, every 
pr egnant woman shall be enrolled in a quali
fied health plan for the duration of the preg
nancy plus at least one calendar quarter post 
partum, and any physician or provider ren
dering a covered service to a pregnant 
woman shall be compensated for such service 
as if the individual were enrolled in a quali
fied health plan at the time care was sought. 

"PART B-BENEFITS 
"SEC. 2711. QUALIFIED HEALTH PLANS. 

" (a) IN GENERAL.-A qualified health plan 
shall meet the requirements of this section. 

" (b) BENEFITS.- A qualified health plan 
shall provide at least the covered services 
identified in section 2712. Nothing in this 
sect ion shall be construed as preventing a 
qualified health plan from including benefits 
in addition to those required in section 2713. 

" (c) LIMITATIONS ON EXCLUSIONS.- A quali
fi ed heal th plan-

" (l) may not deny, limit, or condition the 
coverage (or benefits) under the plan with re
spect to required health services based on 
the health status, claims experience, receipt 
of health care , medical history, or lack of 
evidence of insurability, of an individual; 
and 

" (2) may not exclude coverage with respect 
to required health services related to treat
ment of a preexisting condition. 

" (d) COST SHARING.-A qualified health 
plan may not impose premiums in excess of 
those permitted by the Alliance, or 
deductibles, copayments, or coinsurance 
with respect to covered services, in excess of 
what is permitted under this title. 
"SEC. 2712. COVERED HEAL TH SERVICES. 

" (a) REQUIRED HEALTH SERVICES.-
" (l) IN GENERAL.-Except as otherwise pro

vided in this part, a qualified health plan 
shall provide coverage for-

" (A) preventive care services (as defined in 
section 2713); 

" (B) major medical services (as defined in 
section 2714); and 

"(C) extended medical services (as defined 
in section 2715). 

"(2) REQUIRED HEALTH SERVICES DEFINED.
As used in this title, the term 'required 
health services' means the health services 
described in paragraph (1), subject to the de
ductible and coinsurance permitted with re
spect to such services. 

"(b) REQUIRED OUTREACH SERVICES.- In ad
dition to the required health services under 
subsection (a), each Alliance shall provide 
(or make payment) for outreach services to 
link low-income enrolled individuals with 
needed required health services. Such out
reach services shall include---

" (l) transportation; 
" (2) child care at service sites; 
"(3) translation services; 
" (4) case/care coordination; 
"(5) screening follow-ups; and 
"(6) health promotions. 
" (c) OPTIONAL ADDITIONAL SOCIAL SERV

ICES.-An Alliance may provide (or make 
payment) for social services (such as family 
psycho-social support, therapeutic foster 
care, pediatric day treatment, parent train
ing, and in-home crisis management) that 
are necessary to ensure the health of en
rolled individuals. 

"(d) STANDARDS.-The Secretary shall es
tablish standards to be applied with respect 
to required health services under this title. 
"SEC. 2713. PREVENTIVE CARE SERVICES. 

"(a) DEFINED.-As used in this title, the 
term 'preventive care services' means the 
following items and services furnished in ac
cordance with any applicable periodicity 
schedule established under subsection (b): 

" (l) Child preventive care , including
" (A) routine office visits; 
" (B) routine immunizations; and 
"(C) routine laboratory tests. 
" (2) Prenatal care, including care of all 

complications of pregnancy. 
" (3) Care of newborn infants, including at

tendance at high-risk deliveries and normal 
newborn care. 

"(4) Family planning services. 
" (5) Child abuse assessment. 
"(6) Preventive dental care for children. 
"(b) PERIODICITY SCHEDULES.-
" (l) PEDIATRIC CARE.-With respect to pre

ventive care services furnished to children, 
the Secretary shall establish a schedule of 
periodicity that reflects the general, appro
priate frequency with which such care should 
be provided routinely to healthy children. 
Such schedule shall be established in con
sul ta ti on with the American Academy of Pe
diatrics. 

" (2) PRENATAL CARE.-With respect to pre
ventive care services for pregnant women, 
the Secretary shall establish a schedule of 
periodicity that reflects the appropriate fre
quency with which such care should be pro
vided to pregnant women, taking into ac
count age and other risk factors. Such sched
ule shall be established in consultation with 
the American College of Obstetricians and 
Gynecologists. 

" (c) No APPLICATION OF DEDUCTIBLE OR Co
INSURANCE.-A qualified health plan may not 
impose deductibles or coinsurance with re
spect to preventative care services. 
"SEC. 2714. MAJOR MEDICAL SERVICES. 

"(a) DEFINED.- As used in this title , the 
term 'major medical services ' means the fol
lowing items and services (to the extent such 
items and services are not preventive care 
services, and subject to subsection (b)): 

" (l) Inpatient and outpatient hospital serv
ices. 

"(2) Physicians' services. 
"(3) Professional services of certified nurse 

midwives, nurse practitioners, and other 
health professionals (to the extent author
ized under applicable State law) . 

" (4) Diagnostic tests (including laboratory 
tests). 

"(5) Ambulance services. 
"(6) Short-term home health services. 
"(7) Medical and surgical supplies and du

rable medical equipment. 
" (8) Corrective eyeglasses and lenses and 

hearing aids. 
" (9) prescription drugs, insulin, and medi

cally recommended nutritional supplements. 
" (10) Acute dental care. 
" (b) TREATMENT OF MENTAL HEALTH SERV

ICES, SUBSTANCE ABUSE SERVICES, AND DE
VELOPMENTAL AND LEARNING DISABILITY 
SERVICES AS EXTENDED MEDICAL SERVICES.
Major medical services do not include items 
and services for the treatment of mental ill
ness, for the treatment of substance abuse, 
or for the treatment of developmental and 
learning disabilities, but shall include psy
chiatric services. Such services for such 
treatment are included in the definition of 
extended medical services under section 2715. 

"(c) APPLICATION OF DEDUCTIBLE AND COIN
SURANCE.-In accordance with sections 2721 
and 2722, a qualified health plan may impose 
deductibles and coinsurance with respect to 
major medical services, subject to the limi
tations specified in such sections. 
"SEC. 2715. EXTENDED MEDICAL SERVICES. 

"(a) DEFINED.-As used in this title, the 
term 'extended medical services' means the 
following items and services (to the extent 
they are not preventive care services, and 
subject to subsection (b)): 

"(l) Items and services described in section 
2714(a) for the treatment of mental illnesses 
connected with substance abuse and for the 
treatment of development and learning dis
abilities (other than the educational compo
nent of such treatment). 

"(2) Orthodontia (other than cosmetic or
thodontia). 

"(3) Substance abuse services. 
"(4) Speech, occupational, and physical 

therapy. 
" (5) Hospice care. 
"(6) Respite care . 
" (7) Short-term skilled nursing facility 

services. 
" (8) Nutritional assessment and counsel

ing. 
"(b) PLAN OF CARE REQUIREMENT.-A quali

fied health plan shall provide for coverage of 
extended medical services only in accordance 
with a plan of care that-

"(l) is developed in cooperation with the 
attending primary care physician; and 
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"(2) applies to all required health services. 
"(c) APPLICATION OF DEDUCTIBLE AND COIN

SURANCE.-In accordance with sections 2721 
and 2722, a. qualified health plan may impose 
a deducti6le and coinsurance with respect to 
extended medical services, subject to the 
limitations specified in such sections. 
"SEC. 2716. SCOPE OF COVERAGE. 

"(a) No AMOUNT, DURATION OR SCOPE LIMI
TATIONS.-A qualified health plan may not 
impose any limitation on the amount, dura
tion, or scope for required health services. 

"(b) CONSTRUCTION.-Subsection (a) shall 
not be construed as requiring coverage of-

"(1) preventive care services in a frequency 
greater than the frequency specified in the 
appropriate periodicity schedule established 
under this title; 

"(2) extended medical services which are 
not specified in a plan of care under this 
title; or 

"(3) major medical services or extended 
medical services which are not reasonable 
and medically necessary. 

"(c) IN GENERAL.-Except as otherwise pro
vided in this section, section 1862 of the So
cial Security Act shall apply to expenses in
curred for items and services provided under 
this title in the same manner as such section 
applies to items and services provided under 
title XVIII of such Act. 

"(d) PREVENTIVE SERVICES.-In the case of 
preventive services provided consistent \l(ith 
the applicable periodicity schedule-

"(!) such services shall be considered to be 
reasonable and medically necessary; and 

"(2) shall not be subject to exclusion 
through the operation of paragraph (1), (7), 
or (12) of section 1862(a) of the Social Secu
rity Act (as incorporated under subsection 
(c)). 

"(e) USE OF SAME NATIONAL COVERAGE DE
CISION REVIEW PROCESS.-The provisions of 
section 1869(b)(3) of the Social Security Act 
shall apply under this title in the same man
ner as such provisions apply under title 
XVIII of such Act. Any determination under 
such title that, under subsection (a), would 
apply under this title shall not be subject to 
review under this subsection. 

"PART C-PAYMENT FOR SERVICES 
"SEC. 2721. APPLICATION OF DEDUCTIBLE. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
this section and section 2713, a qualified 
health plan may provide for an annual de
ductible with respect to expenses for re
quired health services of members of a fam
ily, not to exceed $200 with respect to any 
family. 

"(b) DEDUCTIBLE DOES NOT APPLY TO PRE
VENTIVE CARE SERVICES OR OUTREACH AND 
OPTIONAL SERVICES.-The deductible estab
lished under subsection (a) may not be ap
plied to preventive health services or to serv
ices provided under subsection (b) or (c) of 
section 2712. 
"SEC. 2722. COINSURANCE FOR MAJOR MEDICAL 

SERVICES AND EXTENDED MEDICAL 
SERVICES. 

"(a) COINSURANCE RATES.-Subject to sub
section (b), and section 2731, a qualified 
health plan may require coinsurance with re
spect to payments for required health serv
ices, in an amount not to exceed-

"(!) 20 percent of the costs involved with 
respect to major medical services; and 

"(2) 30 percent of the costs involved with 
respect to extended medical services. 

"(b) NO COINSURANCE FOR PREVENTIVE CARE 
SERVICES OR OUTREACH AND OPTIONAL SERV
ICES.-There shall be no coinsurance under 
this title in the case of preventive care serv
ices provided consistent with any applicable 
periodicity schedule or to services provided 
under subsection (b) or (c) of section 2712. 

"SEC. 2723. LIMIT ON COST-SHARING FOR RE· 
QUIRED HEALTH SERVICES. 

"Whenever in a calendar year the amount 
of deductibles and coinsurance required for 
family members with respect to required 
health services under a qualified health plan 
that are furnished during the year exceeds 10 
percent of family adjusted total income, but 
in no event to exceed $1,000 for an individual 
or $3,000 per · family, payment of benefits 
under the plan for the family members for 
required health services furnished during the 
remainder of the year shall be paid without 
the application of any coinsurance. 
"PART D-ASSISTANCE FOR LOW-INCOME 

INDIVIDUALS 
"SEC. 2731. ASSISTANCE FOR INDIVIDUALS. 

"(a) INDIVIDUALS WITH INCOME BELOW 133 
PERCENT OF POVERTY LEVEL.-Except as oth
erwise provided in this section, in the case of 
a child whose family adjusted total income 
does not exceed 133 percent of the official 
poverty line, the qualified health plan shall 
waive any deductible or coinsurance under 
the plan for the individual and the individ
ual's family. 

"(b) PREGNANT WOMEN AND INFANTS BELOW 
185 PERCENT OF POVERTY LEVEL.-In the case 
of a pregnant woman or child under 1 year of 
age whose family adjusted total income does 
not exceed the percentage (established by 
the State under section 1902(1)(2)(A)(i) of the 
Social Security Act as of the date of the en
actment of this title) of the official poverty 
line, the qualified health plan shall waive 
any deductible or coinsurance under the plan 
for such individual. 

"(c) INDIVIDUALS WITH INCOME BELOW 200 
PERCENT OF POVERTY.-In the case of an indi
vidual not described in subsection (a) or (b), 
and whose family adjusted total income is 
less than 200 percent of the official poverty 
line, the qualified health plan shall provide 
for reductions in deductibles and coinsur
ance. 

"(d) INDIVIDUALS WITH INCOME BELOW 400 
PERCENT OF POVERTY.-In the case of an indi
vidual not described in subsection (a) or (b), 
and whose family adjusted total income is 
less than 400 percent of the official poverty 
line, the qualified health plan shall provide 
for reductions in premiums. 

"(e) COMPENSATION FOR WAIVERS.-Quali
fied health plans shall be compensated for 
waivers of copayments and deductibles under 
this section.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(!) Sections 2701 through 2714 of the Public 

Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300cc through 
300cc-15) are redesignated as sections 2801 
through 2814, respectively. 

(2) Sections 465(f) and 497 of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 286(f) and 289(f)) are amended by strik
ing out "2701" each place that such appears 
and inserting in lieu thereof "2801". 
SEC. 102. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) FEDERAL FINANCIAL PARTICIPATION FOR 
STATE CONTRIBUTION TOWARD CHILDREN AND 
PREGNANT WOMEN'S HEALTH SERVICES.-

(1) TRANSITION RULES.-The Secretary of 
Health and Human Services shall, by regula
tion, develop transition rules for ensuring 
that States that are required under title XIX 
of the Social Security Act to pay for medical 
services to certain children shall continue to 
maintain their level of effort in contributing 
to the cost of providing medical services to 
children enrolled in qualified health plans 
pursuant to title XXVII of the Public Health 
Service Act. 

(2) PREMIUM.-Section 1905(a) of the Social 
Security Act is amended-

(A) in paragraph (24), by striking the pe
riod and inserting"; and"; and 

(B) by adding after paragraph (24) the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(25) paying the State's share of any pre
mium to enroll a child or pregnant woman in 
a qualified health plan pursuant to title 
XXVII of the Public Health Service Act." 

(b) USE OF UNIFORM CLAIM FORMS.-The 
Secretary of Heal th and Human Services 
shall develop (after consultation with insur
ers) uniform claims forms for the submission 
of any claims for payment that may be re
quired by qualified health plans under the 
Children and Pregnant Women's Health In
surance Act of 1993. 

(C) PREEMPTION OF CERTAIN STATE AND 
FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS.-Effective on Janu
ary 1, 1995, no State shall establish or en
force any law or regulation that requires the 
offering, as part of a qualified health plan 
with respect to any pregnant woman or 
child, of any services, category of care, or 
services of any class or type of provider that 
is less than the benefits required to be pro
vided pursuant to title XXVII of the Public 
Heal th Service Act. 

TITLE II-PEDIATRIC REPRESENTATION 
ON HEALTH CARE REFORM BOARDS 

SEC. 201. MEMBERSIIlP OF HEALTH CARE RE
FORM BOARDS. 

Any board or advisory panel that may be 
created under State or Federal health care 
reform legislation for purposes of reviewing 
fees, standards of care, outcomes research or 
other matters affecting the quality of care 
provided to children and pregnant women, 
shall include representation of pediatricians, 
family physicians, obstetricians, and experts 
and advocates on maternal and child health. 

TITLE III-EFFECTIVE DATE 
SEC. 301. GENERAL EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act shall become effective on the date 
of enactment of this Act regardless of wheth
er regulations have been promulgated by the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services as 
required under title XXVII of the Public 
Health Service Act. 

INTRODUCTION OF CHILDREN AND PREGNANT 
WOMEN HEALTH INSURANCE ACT OF 1993 

TITLE I-CHILDREN'S COVERAGE MANDATE 
Sec. 2701. Children's Coverage Mandate-

All children under age 22 will be enrolled in 
a qualified health plan. (A Health Alliance 
will have responsibility for enrolling all chil
dren in its region.) Any child not enrolled 
shall be enrolled at the point of service. 
Pregnant women shall be enrolled upon visi
tation. 

Sec. 2702. Qualified Health Plans--All 
qualified health plans must provide at least 
the covered services designated in Sec. 2712. 
A qualified health plan may not limit or 
deny coverage based on the health status of 
the patient. The qualified health plan may 
not charge premiums, deductibles, copay
ments or coinsurance greater than those al
lowed by the Alliance. 

Sec. 2712. Covered Health Services--Cov
ered health services are divided into three 
categories: preventive care services, major 
medical services and extended medical serv
ices. In addition to these services, outreach 
services will be provided for low income en
rollees to link them with the needed health 
services. The alliance may provide or make 
payment for social services necessary to en
sure the health of enrolled individuals. 

Sec. 2713. Preventive Care Services--The 
following services shall be covered according 
to a periodicity schedule based on desired 
usage developed by the Secretary in con
sultation with the American Academy of Pe
diatrics: child preventive care including rou
tine office visits, routine immunizations, 
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and routine lab tests; prenatal care . includ
ing care of all complication of pregnancy; 
care of newborn infants; family planning 
services; child abuse assessment; and preven
tive care. 

The Secretary will also develop a periodic
ity schedule for all preventive health serv
ices for pregnant women. 

No deductibles or coinsurance may be ap
plied to preventive health services for preg
nant women. 

Sec. 2714. Major Medical Services-The fol
lowing services are included as major medi
cal services: inpatient and outpatient hos
pital services; physician's services; profes
sional services of certified nurse midwives, 
nurse practitioners, and other health profes
sionals; diagnostic tests; ambulance; short
term home heal th services; medical and sur
gical supplies and durable medical equip
ment; corrective eyeglasses and lenses and 
hearing aids; prescription drugs, insulin, and 
medically recommended nutritional supple
ments; and acute dental care. 

Sec. 2715. Extended Medical Services-The 
following services are included as extended 
medical services: items and services for the 
treatment of mental illness, substance abuse 
and developmental and learning disabilities; 
orthodontia (non cosmetic); substance abuse 
services; speech, occupational, and physical 
therapy; hospice care; respite care; short
term skilled nursing facility services; and 
nutritional assessment and counseling. All 
extended medical services shall be delivered 
in cooperation with the attending primary 
care physican. 

Sec. 2716. Scope of Coverage-A qualified 
health plan may not impose any limitation 
on the amount, duration or scope for re
quired health services. However, the section 
does not require preventive care services in a 
frequency greater than the established perio
dicity schedule; extended care not specified 
in a plan of care; or major medical or ex
tended medical care services that are not 
reasonable or medically necessary. 

Sec. 2721. Application of Deductible-A 
qualified heal th plan may provide for an an
nual deductible with respect to expenses for 
required health services of members of a 
family, not to exceed $200. The deductible 
does not apply to preventive care ser.vices or 
outreach and optional services. 

Sec. 2722. Coinsurance for Major Medical 
Services and Extended Medical Services-A 
qualified health plan may require coinsur
ance with respect to payment for required 
health services, but the coinsurance percent
age may not exceed: 20 percent for major 
medical services, and 30 percent for extended 
medical services. There is no coinsurance for 
preventive care services or outreach optional 
services. 

Sec. 2723. Limit on Cost-Sharing for Re
quired Health Services-There is a limit on 
cost-sharing of 10 percent of family adjusted 
income, up to $1000 for an individual or $3000 
per family. 

Sec. 2731. Assistance for Individuals-There 
is no deductible or coinsurance under the 
plan for a child whose family adjusted total 
income does not exceed 133 percent of the 
poverty line. There is no deductible or coin
surance under the plan for pregnant women 
and infants below 185 percent of poverty 
level. Premiums will be reduced for individ
uals with income below 400 percent of pov
erty. Deductible and coinsurance will be re
duced for individuals with income below 200 
percent of poverty. 

Sec. 102. Conforming Amendments-A 
maintenance of effort is required of the 
States contribution under Title XIX of the 

Social Security Act to pay for medical serv
ices to certain children. The Secretary will 
develop uniform claims forms. 

TITLE II-PEDIATRIC REPRESENTATION ON 
HEALTH CARE REFORM BOARDS 

Any board or advisory panel that may be 
created under state or federal health care re
form legislation for purposes of reviewing 
fees, standards of care, health, health budg
ets, outcomes research or other matters af
fecting the quality of care provided to chil
dren and pregnant women, shall include rep
resentation of pediatricians, obstetricians, 
experts and advocates on maternal and child 
health.• 

By Mr. STEVENS: 
S. 1457. A bill to amend the Aleutian 

and Pribilof Restitution Act to in
crease authorization for appropriation 
to compensate Aleut villages for 
church property lost, damaged, or de
stroyed during World War II; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

REHABILITATION OF CHURCHES ON THE 
ALEUTIAN ISLANDS 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I in
troduce legislation to increase author
ization for funding to compensate 
Aleut villages for church property lost, 
damaged, or destroyed during World 
War II. 

After the Japanese bombed Dutch 
Harbor and captured A ttu and Kiska Is
lands in June 1942, the U.S. military 
ordered the evacuation and relocation 
of Aleut villages on the Pribilof Islands 
and those west of Unimak Island on the 
Aleutian Chain. 

Nearly 900 Aleuts were relocated 
from their homes on the islands to live 
in make-shift housing in southeast 
Alaska. They were moved for their own 
protection-but in effect they were in
terned just like the Americans of Japa
nese ancestry during World War IL 

Living conditions in the camps were 
dreadful. Housing, food, sanitation, and 
medical facilities were totally inad
equate. Many of the Aleut people did 
not live through the ordeal. 

To make matters worse, the Aleut 
people who did survive returned to the 
islands to find out their homes had 
been ransacked. Their Russian Ortho
dox Churches had been burned to the 
ground. Their sacred icons, some of 
which dated back to czarist Russia, 
were destroyed, lost or stolen. 

Some of the churches were destroyed 
when U.S. Forces destroyed them in 
military operations as part of U.S. ef
forts to recapture Attu and Kiska. 
Other churches were looted and burned. 

In 1988, along with Americans of Jap
anese ancestry, reparations were ap
proved for the Aleut people who were 
interned during World War II. Payment 
of money could not come close to com
pensating them for their losses. Most 
importantly, the passage of this legis
lation recognized the injustice inflicted 
on Aleut people. 

One provision of the Aleutian and 
Pribilof Islands Restitution Act re
quired the Secretary of the Interior to 

inventory and assess the real and per
sonal church property damaged or de
stroyed during World War II, $1.4 mil
lion was authorized to be appropriated 
to compensate the Aleuts for lost or 
damaged church property. 

The inventory and assessment was 
recently completed. The total cost of 
replacing church property lost, dam
aged, and destroyed during World War 
II is $4. 7 million. 

In 1987 I introduced, along with my 
friend the late Senator Matsunaga and 
many others, the Aleutian and Pribilof 
Islands Restitution Act. The bill, 
which passed in 1988, authorized $1.4 
million to replace lost, damaged and 
destroyed church property pending the 
outcome of the inventory. 

The bill I am introducing today 
would amend the existing authoriza
tion to allow full compensation to the 
Aleut people for the destruction of 
their churches. 

I hope that other Members join me in 
support of this legislation. 

By Mrs. KASSEBAUM (for her
self, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. BOND, 
Mr. BROWN, Mr. BURNS, Mr. 
COATS, Mr. DANFORTH, Mr. 
DOLE, Mr. EXON, Mr. GLENN, 
Mr. GORTON, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
GREGG, Mr. HATCH, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. 
KERREY, Mr. KERRY, Mr. LOTT, 
Mr. LUGAR, Mr. MACK, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. 
PRESSLER, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. SMITH, Mr. 
THURMOND, and Mr. WARNER): 

S. 1458. A bill to amend the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958 to establish time 
limitations on certain civil actions 
against aircraft manufacturers, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transpor
tation. 

GENERAL AVIATION REVITALIZATION 
LEGISLATION 

•Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
introduce legislation recommended by 
the National Commission to Ensure a 
Strong Competitive Airline Industry to 
revitalize an industry that is all but 
dead in the United States-the general 

·aviation industry. Unlike previous gen
eral aviation bills I have introduced, 
this legislation is narrow in scope. It 
does not change any product liability 
laws related to the rules of evidence, 
joint and several liability, punitive 
damages, standards of care, or the allo
cation of damages according to com
parative fault. Instead, it simply cre
ates a 15-year statute of repose on civil 
actions brought against aircraft manu
facturers or manufacturers of general 
aviation component parts. 

Mr. President, general aviation is an 
essential part of America's air trans
portation system. In fact, 87 percent of 
all the airplanes operating in the Unit
ed States are general aviation aircraft. 
In addition to providing millions of 



September 14, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 21333 
miles of air passenger service, general 
aviation is invaluable for life-saving 
medical evacuations, police and cus
toms surveillance, agricultural appli
cation, and the training of future pi
lots. It also provides the type of skilled 
manufacturing jobs that Labor Sec
retary Reich has said are so important 
to our nation's future. 

But the domestic general aviation in
dustry is in serious decline. From 1965 
through 1982, U.S. manufacturers sold 
an average of 13,000 light airplanes per 
year. Today, annual sales have de
creased to barely 500, and over 100,000 
industry workers have lost their jobs. 
The United States, which less than a 
decade ago was a net exporter of pis
ton-powered airplanes, is now a net im
porter. 

According to sources familiar with 
the industry, the dramatic downturn is 
primarily the result of laws which, 
among other things, hold manufactur
ers liable for planes that were built 
years, even decades ago. This open
ended liability drives up the price of 
domestically produced aircraft to the 
point where they are no longer afford
able for many recreational pilots, 
flight training schools, and small busi
nesses. It also gives a competitive ad
vantage to foreign manufacturers who 
are not responsible for a large fleet of 
aging aircraft. 

U.S. airplane manufacturers should 
not be indefinitely held responsible for 
products that are operated, repaired, 
serviced and modified by others. To do 
so is to punish domestic plane manu
facturers for the durability of their 
products. A 15-year statute of repose 
would limit the manufacturer's liabil
ity to a reasonable time period, reduce 
the cost of new planes, and create 
thousands of jobs. In fact, one Amer
ican general aviation manufacturer has 
already announced that it will hire 
workers and begin producing new line 
of piston-powered aircraft if this legis
lation is passed. 

The legislation that I am introducing 
is supported by general aviation pro
ducers and consumers, by management, 
and by labor. It represents an oppor
tunity to create good jobs at home and 
compete successfully in the global 
marketplace. I hope that a hearing can 
be scheduled quickly on this measure 
and that the full Senate will soon be 
given an opportunity to vote on the 
merits of this bill.• 
•Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, today I 
cosponsor and strongly support the 
product liability reform legislation 
which will create a 15-year statute of 
repose, after which no civil action for 
damages arising out of a general avia
tion accident may be brought against 
the manufacturer of the aircraft or its 
component parts. 

As I travel throughout Arizona I hear 
many pleas from general aviation pi
lots who have seen the demise of a once 
thriving industry in the United States. 

In an industry heavily dominated by 
the concerns of airlines, the needs of 
the general aviation industry must not 
be ignored. There are several critical 
issues affecting the financial heal th of 
general aviation, including proposals 
to increase registration fees and energy 
taxes that could cripple this aviation 
section. Product liability has been the 
single greatest obstacle to the success 
and survival of the American light air
craft industry. 

Everyone in this body knows that 
Senator NANCY KASSEBAUM has been a 
long-time leader in supporting legisla
tion to create a national product liabil
ity law for general aviation. I am proud 
to serve with her in this body and sup
port her in this very important endeav
or. Today she once again has taken the 
lead in introducing new and very dif
ferent legislation from what she has 
proposed before-the main difference 
though is that this legislation has 
wide-based support. Mr. President, two 
important additional endorsements 
have come to light on this already well 
ventilated issue. 

First, the National Commission to 
ensure A Strong Competitive Airline 
Industry recently recommended avia
tion product liability reform as one of 
the principal ways to revitalize our ail
ing aviation industry. This 26-member 
bipartisan commission consisted of 
approintees of the President and the 
leadership of the House and Senate. 

Second, the International Associa
tion of Mechanists [!AM] has an
nounced that they enthusiastically 
support legislation establishing a 15-
year statute of repose for general avia
tion aircraft and component parts 
manufacturers. In the past, the IAM 
has been reluctant to support various 
measures which would amend manufac
turers' legal responsibilities for manu
facturing defects. However, after an ex
haustive review of the general aviation 
industry and the work of the Presi
dent's Airline Commission, the IAM 
now firmly believes that a statute of 
repose will help revitalize this nearly 
extinct industry. 

Mr. President, the facts are quite 
compelling, production of new general 
aviation aircraft has plummeted from 
18,000 just a few years ago to nearly 500 
last year. Industry employment has 
been cut in half. Cessna Aircraft, which 
used to produce nearly 9,000 aircraft a 
year, has not produced a single or twin
engine piston powered airplane since 
1986. Piper Aircraft is in bankruptcy, 
largely due to product liability costs. 

The dire straits of this previously 
healthy industry has serious con
sequences. If we do not provide new 
training aircraft for our future pilots, 
what will happen to our air transpor
tation system? The average age of the 
single-engine aircraft is now 28 years. 
Increased foreign competition is 
targeting the U.S. marketplace with a 
great number of general aviation air
planes. 

The general aviation industry is in
tensely regulated by the Federal Gov
ernment. Every stage of design, pro
duction, and testing is scrutinized by 
the Federal Aviation Administration. 
The general aviation industry is in se
rious need of a uniform Federal stand
ard of liability to dovetail with the ex
isting system of Federal regulation. 

In a recent meeting, the president of 
Cessna told me that the company 
would resume production of piston 
powered aircraft and have manufactur
ing plans to immediately start produc
tion, at a rate of 2,000 per year, of 
Cessna 172, 182, and 206 aircraft if this 
legislation is approved by the Congress. 

Mr. President, the general aviation 
industry is caught in the crossfire be
tween the business community and the 
trial lawyers. This legislation is sim
ple, straight forward and to the point-
even for this nonlawyer- pass this leg
islation; which is endorsed by the 
President's Airline Commission, and 
you will create jobs. Continue the grid 
lock of the past on this issue-and we 
will certainly see the demise of the 
general aviation industry in the United 
States.• 

By Mr. BURNS: 
S.J. Res. 132. A joint resolution des

ignating the week of October 17, 1993, 
through October 23, 1993, as "National 
School Bus Drivers Safety week"; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

NATIONAL SCHOOL BUSINESS DRIVERS SAFETY 
WEEK 

• Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to urge you to officially recog
nize the people who dedicate their time 
and effort, everyday, to ensure that the 
children of our Nation arrive to school 
safely. I am introducing a joint resolu
tion which will officially designate the 
week of October 17, 1993 through Octo
ber 23, 1993, as "National School Bus 
Drivers Safety Week," and I hope you 
will join me in cosponsoring this wor
thy resolution. 

Each day 22,000,000 students are 
transported to and from school by 
school bus drivers. I believe that a 
week of national recognition for school 
bus drivers will raise public awareness 
and encourage parents and children to 
appreciate the tremendous contribu
tion school bus drivers make to our 
communities in getting our children to 
school safely. School bus drivers have 
shown a true dedication to their work 
and the safety rules that foster an ef
fective transportation system. 

When well performed, the services 
provided by school bus drivers go unno
ticed. It may only be when problems 
arise that we remember our school bus 
drivers and the services they perform. I 
believe it is appropriate for us to ex
press our respect and gratitude to 
school bus drivers for the great respon
sibility they assume in caring for our 
children during their routes. They are 
true . professionals and merit our rec
ognition and thanks. I hope that my 
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colleagues will JOlll me in recogmzmg 
and honoring school bus drivers. I urge 
you to cosponsor this _legislation to 
designate the week of October 17, 1993 
through October 23, 1993 as "National 
School Bus Drivers Safety Week."• 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
S. 155 

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro
lina [Mr. HOLLINGS] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 155, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 with re
spect to the treatment of certain 
amounts received by a cooperative 
telephone company. 

s. 301 

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
[Ms. MIKULSKI] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 301, a bill to revive and 
strengthen the "Super 301" authority 
of the United States Trade Representa
tive to eliminate unfair trade barriers, 
and for other purposes. 

s . 401 

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the 
names of the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. BINGAMAN], the Senator from Wis
consin [Mr. KOHL], the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. GREGG], and the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 401, a 
bill to amend title 23, United States 
Code, to delay the effective date for 
penalties for States that do not have in 
effect safety belt and motorcycle hel
met safety programs, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 445 

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. GORTON] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 445, a bill to amend the Food, Ag
riculture, Conservation, and Trade Act 
of 1990 to improve monitoring of the 
domestic uses made of certain foreign 
commodities in order to ensure that 
agricultural commodities exported 
under agricultural trade programs are 
entirely produced in the United States, 
and for other purposes. 

s . 520 

At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, th.e 
name of the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KERRY] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 520, a bill to prohibit the 
expenditure of appropriated funds on 
the Advanced Solid Rocket Motor pro
gram. 

s . 540 

At the request of Mr. HEFLIN, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. BAUCUS] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 540, a bill to improve the adminis
tration of the bankruptcy system, ad
dress certain commercial issues and 
consumer issues in bankruptcy, and es
tablish a commission to study and 
make recommendations on problems 
with the bankruptcy system, and for 
other purposes. 

S.602 

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro
lina [Mr. HOLLINGS] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 602, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
provide coverage of outpatient self
management training services under 
part B of the medicare program for in
dividuals with diabetes. 

s. 784 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
DECONCINI] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 784, a bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to estab
lish standards with respect to dietary 
supplements, and for other purposes. 

s . 1004 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1004, a bill to limit amounts expended 
by certain government entities for 
overhead expenses. 

s. 1128 

At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the 
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
HATCH] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1128, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to permit the burial in 
cemeteries of the National Cemetery 
System of certain deceased reservists. 

s. 1184 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1184, a bill to limit the amount of indi
rect costs that may be incurred in con
ducting federally sponsored university 
research and development to 50 percent 
of the modified total direct costs relat
ed to such research and development. 

s. 1359 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
names of the Senator from South Da
kota [Mr. DASCHLE], and the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. FEINGOLD] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1359, a bill to 
amend the Food Stamp Act of 1977 to 
require the domestic production of food 
stamp coupons. 

s. 1361 

At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
name of the Senator from California 
[Mrs. BOXER] was added as a cosponsor 
of S . 1361, a bill to establish a national 
framework for the development of 
School-to-Work Opportunities systems 
in all States, and for other purposes. 

s . 1437 

At the request of Mr. DOLE, the 
names of the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. BINGAMAN], and the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PELL] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1437, a bill to amend 
section 1562 of title 38, United States 
Code, to increase the rate of pension 
for persons on the Medal of Honor roll. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 90 

At the request of Mr. ROBB, the 
names of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
CRAIG], and the Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr. MATHEWS] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 

90, a joint resolution to recognize the 
achievements of radio amateurs, and to 
establish support for such amateurs as 
national policy. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 27 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. KERREY] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Concurrent Resolution 27, a 
bill to express the sense of Congress 
that funding should be provided to 
begin a phasein toward full funding of 
the special supplemental food program 
for women, infants, and children [WIC] 
and of Head Start programs and to ex
pand the Job Corps program, and for 
other purposes. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 31 

At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 
of the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
SIMPSON] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 31, a 
concurrent resolution concerning the 
emancipation of the Iranian Baha'i 
community. 

AMENDMENT NO . 842 

At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. LIEBERMAN] was added as a co
sponsor of Amendment No. 842 pro
posed to S. 1298, an original bill to au
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 
1994 for military activities of the De
partment of Defense, for military con
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
personnel strengths for such fiscal year 
for the Armed Forces, and for other 
purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 856 

At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, his 
name was withdrawn as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 856 proposed to S. 1298, 
an original bill to authorize appropria
tions for fiscal year 1994 for military 
activities of the Department of De
fense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart
ment of Energy, to prescribe personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU
TION 43-RELATIVE TO PEACE IN 
THE MIDDLE EAST 
Mr. MITCHELL (for himself, Mr. 

DOLE, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
METZENBAUM, Mr. PELL, Mr. HELMS, 
Mr. LUGAR, and Mr. McCONNELL) sub
mitted the following concurrent resolu
tion; which was considered and agreed 
to: 

S . CON. R ES . 43 
Whereas the conflict in the Middle East 

has caused untold suffering for many dec
ades; 

Whereas the people of the State of Israel 
have the right to live in peace within secure 
and recognized borders; 

Whereas successive administrations of the 
United States Government have worked dili
gently to a chieve a just and lasting peace in 
the Middle East; 

Wher eas under the leadership of Pr esident 
Ca rter, Israeli Prime Minister Begi.n and 
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Egyptian President Sadat signed the historic 
Camp David Accords of 1978; 

Whereas under the strong leadership of 
President Bush, a dialogue among the par
ties to the Middle East conflict was initiated 
at Madrid in October 1991; 

Whereas this dialogue was continued 
through the strong and constructive efforts 
of the Clinton administration; 

Whereas the Government of Norway, 
through its Foreign Minister, played an in
strumental role in facilitating the negotia
tions that led to the signing of the Declara
tion of Principles between Israel and the Pal
estine Liberation Organization; 

Whereas the Palestine Liberation Organi
zation has recognized the right of the State 
of Israel to exist in peace and security, has 
announced that it renounces terrorism and 
other acts of violence, and has agreed to 
amend its Charter to delete all references to 
the destruction of the State of Israel ; 

Whereas the State of Israel has recognized 
the Palestine Liberation Organization as the 
representative of the Palestinian people; 

Whereas Israel and the Palestine Libera
tion Organization have agreed to a Declara
tion of Principles concerning an interim pe
riod of limited autonomy for Palestinians on 
the West Bank and in Gaza; and 

Whereas many difficult issues remain to be 
resolved in future discussions: Now, there
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives concurring), That the Congress-

(!) supports the agreement between Israel 
and the Palestine Liberation Organization, 
and hopes it will serve as an historic oppor
tunity to move toward a comprehensive and 
lasting peace in the Middle East; 

(2) applauds the efforts of the Clinton and 
Bush administrations to facilitate these de
velopments; 

(3) welcomes the decision of the Palestine 
Liberation Organization to recognize the 
State of Israel, to renounce terrorism and 
other acts of violence, and to accept the path 
of peaceful coexistence; 

(4) welcomes the decision of the State of Is
rael to enter into this Declaration of Prin
ciples and reaffirms its commitment to help
ing assure the continued security of the 
State of Israel; 

(5) commends all those persons who have 
worked diligently to achieve these accords; 

(6) encourages all parties to the Middle 
East peace process to continue to work vig
orously in the pursuit of a comprehensive 
peace for the region; and 

(7) endorses continuing U.S. engagement in 
the peace process, and is committed to sup
porting efforts to make this agreement a 
success. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO
PRIATIONS ACT, 1994 

MURRAY (AND HATFIELD) 
AMENDMENT NO. 884 

Mr. BYRD (for Mrs. MURRAY, for her
self and Mr. HATFIELD) proposed an 
amendment to the bill (H.R. 2520) mak
ing appropriations for the Department 
of the Interior and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1994, and for other purposes, as follows: 

On page 41, after line 15, insert the follow
ing: 

ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION FUND 

For expenses necessary to implement the 
President's Forest Plan for " Jobs in the 
Woods" ecosystem restoration in Northern 
California, Washington, and Oregon, 
$7,000,000, to remain available until Septem
ber 30, 1995: Provided, That with the approval 
of the Secretary, such amounts as may be 
identified in implementation plans may be 
transferred to the Bureau of Land Manage
ment, the Fish and Wildlife Service, and the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

On page 50, line 7, increase the italicized 
number by $15,000,000. 

On page 53, line 12, increase the italicized 
number by $7,000,000. 

On page 53, line 15, increase the italicized 
number by $7,000,000. 

On page 95, delete beginning on line 4 
through "1994." on page 96, line 2. 

On page 97, after line 5, insert the follow
ing: 

SEC. . (a) Section 2374(2) of the Food, Ag
riculture, Conservation, and Trade · Act of 
1990 (7 U.S.C . 6612) is amended by inserting", 
forage production" after "recreation". 

(b) Section 2374(3) of the Food, Agriculture , 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
6612) is amended to read as follows: 

(3) The term "rural community" means
(A) any town, township, municipality, or 

other similar unit of general purpose local 
government, or any area represented by a 
not-for-profit corporation organized under 
state law for any purpose of promoting broad 
based economic development, that has a pop
ulation of not more than 10,000 individuals 
(according to the latest decennial census), 
that is located within a county in which at 
least 15 percent of the total primary and sec
ondary labor and proprietor income is de
rived from forestry, wood products, and for
est-related industries such as recreation, for
age production, and tourism, and that is lo
cated within the boundary, or within 100 
miles of the boundary, of a national forest; 
or 

(B) any county that is not contained with
in a Metropolitan Statistical Area as defined 
by the United States Office of Management 
and Budget, in which at least 15 percent of 
the total primary and secondary labor and 
proprietor income is derived from forestry , 
wood products, and forest-related industries 
such as recreation, forage production, and 
tourism, and that is located within the 
boundary, or within 100 miles of the bound
ary, of a national forest. 

(C) any unincorporated area of a county 
having a population larger than 22,550 indi
viduals (according to the latest decennial 
census) in which at least 15 percent of the 
total primary and secondary labor and pro
prietor income is derived from forestry , wood 
products, and forest-related industries such 
as recreation, forage production, and tour
ism, and that is located more than 10 miles 
from an incorporated municipality. 

(C) Section 2374 of the Food, Agriculture , 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
6612) is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new subsection: 

(5) The " term" National Forests" means 
National Forest System Lands. 

DECONCINI AMENDMENT NO. 885 
Mr. BYRD (for Mr. DECONCINI) pro

posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
2520, supra, as follows: 

On Page 4, line 23, delete beginning with 
the " ;" through " expended" on page 5, line 2 

On page 49, line 22, increase the italicized 
number by $400,000 

On page 49, line 21, increase the italicized 
number by $700,000 

DOLE (AND KASSEBAUM) 
AMENDMENT NO. 886 

Mr. BYRD (for Mr. DOLE for himself 
and Mrs. KASSEBAUM) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 2520, supra; 
as follows: 

On page 10, line 10, reduce the italicized 
number by $200,000 

On page 27, line 23, increase the italicized 
number by $200,000 

BYRD (AND NICKLES) AMENDMENT 
NO. 887 

Mr. BYRD (for himself and Mr. NICK
LES) proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 2520, supra, as follows: 

On page 65, after line 2, insert the follow
ing: 

Funds appropriated to the Forest Service 
shall be available for interactions with the 
providing technical assistance to rural com
munities for sustainable rural development 
purposes outside the boundaries of National 
Forest System lands. 

HATFIELD (AND INOUYE) 
AMENDMENT NO. 888 

Mr. BYRD (for Mr. HATFIELD, for 
himself, and Mr. INOUYE) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 2520, supra, 
as follows: 

On page 88, line 18, insert the following: : 
Provided, That funds provided under this 
head in Public Law 102-381 shall remain 
available until expended 

BYRD (AND NICKLES) AMENDMENT 
NO. 889 

Mr. BYRD (for himself and Mr. NICK
LES) proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 2520, supra, as follows: 

On page 28, line 3, strike "$52,701,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$49,226,000" 

On page 29, line 14, strike "$83,808,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$84,808,000" 

On page 33, line 15, strike " July 1, 1993" 
and insert in lieu thereof " September 30, 
1994" 

On page 85, line 17, linetype " $13,187 ,000" 
and insert in italics "$12,858,000" 

WALLOP AMENDMENT NO. 890 

Mr. WALLOP proposed an amend
ment to the bill H.R. 2520, supra, as fol
lows: 

On page 97, between lines 5 and 6, insert 
the following: 

SEC. . None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to revise part 4, 1780, 
or 4100 of title 43 of the Code of Federal Reg
ulations in accordance with Part VI, Depart
ment of Interior, Bureau of Land Manage
ment or part 222 of title 36 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations in accordance with Part 
V, Department of Agriculture, Forest Serv
ice, of volume 58, number 155, of the Federal 
Register, dated August 13, 1993, or to con
tinue any action involving the proposed rule
making contained in such Federal Register. 
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DOMENIC! (AND OTHERS) 

AMENDMENT NO. 891 
Mr. DOMENIC! (for himself, Mr. 

REID, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
CRAIG, Mr. BURNS, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. 
GORTON, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. PACKWOOD, 
Mr. BRYAN, Mr: DECONCINI, Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE, Mr. BROWN, Mr. STEVENS, 
Mr. CONRAD, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. BINGA
MAN, and Mr. SIMPSON) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 2520, supra, 
as follows: 

Strike all after the first word and insert 
the following: 

SEC. . None of the funds made available 
by this or any other Law may be used to re
vise part 4, 1780, or 4100 of title 43 of the Code 
of Federal Regulations in accordance with 
Part VI, Department of Interior, Bureau of 
Land Management or part 222 of title 36 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations in accord
ance with Part V, Department of Agri
culture, Forest Service, of volume 58, num
ber 155, of the Federal Register, dated Au
gust 13, 1993, or to continue any action in
volving the proposed rulemaking contained 
in such Federal Register prior to October 1, 
1994. 

BRADLEY AMENDMENT NO. 892 
Mr. BRADLEY proposed an amend

ment to the bill H.R. 2520, supra, as fol
lows: 

On page 65, line 22, strike " $429,070,000" and 
insert ' '$416,155,000'' . 

On page 66, line 7, insert before the period 
at the end, the following: ": Provided further , 
That of such sums made available under this 
heading, not more than $15,960,000 shall be 
available for all programs related to coal liq
uefaction. 

On page 51, line 15, strike " $1,300,153,000" 
and insert " $1,297 ,653,000" . 

On page 52, line 8, insert before the period 
at the end the following: " : Provided further, 
That none of the sums made available under 
this Act shall be used to fund environmental 
review to prepare an amount in excess of 
350,000,000 board feet of timber for the 
Tongass National Forest, or such amount as 
the President may determine". 

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 893 
Mr. HELMS proposed an amendment 

to the bill H.R. 2520, supra, as follows: 
At the end of the amendment add the fol 

lowing new section: 
" SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of this Act, no funds under this Ac t 
shall be appropriated or made available to 
the National Endowment for the Arts.". 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 

FORE STRY 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce that the Senate Com
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry will hold a hearing on " The 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment: Effect on U.S. Agriculture." The 
hearing will be held on Tuesday, Sep
tember 21, 1993, at 2:30 p.m. in SR-332. 

For further information, please con
tact Lynnett Wagner at 224-5929. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
be authorized to meet during the ses
sion of the Senate Tuesday, September 
14, 1993, at 10 a.m. to conduct a hearing 
on regulatory consolidation. 

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

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources be au
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate, at 9:30 a.m., September 14, 
1993, to receive testimony on United 
States policy regarding oil and gas de
velopment on the Outer Continental 
Shelf. 

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

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the full Committee 
on Environment and Public Works be 
authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Tuesday, September 
14, beginning at 9:30 a.m., to conduct an 
oversight hearing on the implementa
tion of the Clean Air Act amendments 
of 1990. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
Finance be permitted to meet today at 
9:30 a.m. to hear testimony on propos
als to make the Social Security Ad
ministration an independent agency. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
Foreign Relations be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Tuesday, September 14, 1993, at 10:00 
a.m. to mark up the ACDA revitaliza
tion and authorization bill, and to vote 
on pending business. 

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

AGENDA 

The Committee will markup, consider, and 
vote on the following business items: 

I. LEGISLATION 

S. 1182, ACDA Revitalization and Author
ization. 

II. NOMINATIONS 

(1 ) Mr. Reginald Bartholomew, of the Dis
tric t of Columbia, to be Ambassador to Italy . 

(2) Mr. Richard N. Gardner, of New York, 
to be Ambassador to Spain. 

(3) Mr. Richard Holbrooke, of New York , to 
be Ambassador to the Federal Republic of 
Germany. 

(4) Mr. William G. Miller, of Virginia , to be 
Ambassador to Ukraine. 

(5) Mr. Gordon D. Giffin, of Georgia, t o be 
a member of the Board of Directors of the 
Overseas Private Investment Corporation for 
a term expiring December 17, 1993, and for a 
term expiring December 17, 1996 (reappoint
ment). 

III. TREATIES 

Bilateral investment treaties with: 
Argentina, Treaty Doc. 103-2; Armenia, 

Treaty Doc. 103-11; Bulgaria, Treaty Doc. 
103-3; Ecuador, Treaty Doc. 103-15; 
Kazakhstan, Treaty Doc. 103-12; Kyrgyzstan, 
Treaty Doc. 103-13; Moldavia, Treaty Doc . 
103-14; and Romania, Treaty Doc. 103-36. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
Foreign Relations be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Tuesday, September 14, at 3:00 p.m. 
to hold nomination hearings on James 
Laney, to be Ambassador to Korea and 
John Negroponte, to be Ambassador to 
the Philipines. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Housing and Urban Affairs of the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate Tues
day, September 14, 1993, at 2 p.m. to 
conduct a hearing on S. 1405, the Na
tional Flood Insurance Reform Act of 
1993. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS, NATIONAL 
PARKS AND FORESTS 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Public Lands, Natio~al Parks and 
Forests of the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate, 
1:15 p.m., September 14, 1993, to receive 
testimony from the Civil War Sites Ad
visory Commission on its report to the 
Congress on the Nation's Civil War bat
tlefields. 

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

A TRIBUTE TO DR. BEVERLY 
NEYLAND, ONE OF NEVADA'S 
OUTSTANDING PIONEERS 

• Mr. REID. Mr. President, Dr. Beverly 
Neyland has developed an astonishing 
record of significant firsts throughout 
her life . As the first female African
American doctor and pediatrician to 
practice medicine in the State of Ne
vada, she traveled through untamed 
waters, finding it necessary to achieve 
at a higher level than her peers to re
ceive a nominal level of acceptance. 

A native of Gloster, MS, she was 
groomed by parents who wouldn't set
tle for mediocrity. Dr. and Mrs. Leedell 
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W. Neyland instilled a work ethic in 
their daughter that disallowed mar
ginal performance. While her parents 
would not demand top academic re
ports, they would demand an optimum 
effort. Her only obligation was simply 
to put her best into every situation she 
has encountered. This indeed is what 
she has done. 

Dr. Neyland's curriculum vitae is a 
textbook example of the route to suc
cess. She completed her bachelor of 
science degree at Bennett College in 
Greensboro, NC, in 1967; she attended 
Meharry Medical College, Nashville, 
TN, and graduated in 1971. Her intern
ship with Long Beach Memorial Chil
dren's Hospital, Long Beach, CA, ended 
in 1972. 

She feels her love of children inspired 
her to pursue the field of pediatric 
medicine. It is this deep concern for 
our children and those less fortunate 
that warrants special recognition. 

Dr. Neyland's tremendous success in 
pediatrics in Las Vegas is ample evi
dence that she can accept a challenge 
and succeed against the odds. With 
confidence in her ability to practice a 
high quality of medicine, she has con
sistently delivered effective and effi
cient medical care to the children of 
southern Nevada without regard to 
race, color, creed, sex, or national ori
gin. She says with emphasis: 

I see all patients as individuals with dif
ferent personalities and different needs 
growing out of the social, emotional, and 
economic conditions under which they must 
live and develop. Thus, my greatest chal
lenge is to deliver a holistic type of quality 
medical care to all children regardless of 
their circumstances. 

Having experienced the problems and 
indignities that African-American fe
males have traditionally faced in the 
field of medicine, Dr. Neyland has de
voted much of her efforts toward help
ing minority students in Las Vegas to 
vigorously seek careers in the field of 
medicine. To this end, in conjunction 
with the Charles I. West Medical Soci
ety and the University of Nevada 
School of Medicine, she has served as 
codirector of the Minari ty Aptitude 
Program. The program was responsible 
for taking minority students into a 
course of study that emphasized ca
reers in health sciences and medicine. 
While only seven of the students in the 
program entered medicine over the 
years, others have gone on to college, 
where the majority have done ex
tremely well. 

Dr. Neyland attributes a large por
tion of her achievements in life to the 
encouragement and assistance of a 
closely knit family which always em
phasized education, professional devel
opment, and effective competition as 
hallmarks of success in America. She 
proudly states, "My parents always in
sisted that I set high standards for my
self and encouraged me to 'reach for 
the moon' ." She feels that even with 
her current professional accomplish
ments there are still rivers to cross. 

Because of her motivation and desire, 
her talent and skill, and her ability to 
meet all challenges, Dr. Neyland is in
deed a role model for adults and chil
dren alike. I join all Nevadans in salut
ing her on her outstanding accomplish
ments.• 

BARBARA RALSTON 
• Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I was ex
tremely delighted to hear that Ms. Bar
bara Ralston, executive vice president 
and chief operating officer of Chase 
Bank of Arizona, will be installed on 
September 14, 1993, as the national 
president of Financial Women Inter
national. I would like to congratulate 
Ms. Ralston on her new office. 

Mr. President, I would like the Sen
ate to take note of this outstanding 
achievement. It is one that Ms. Ralston 
so richly deserves. As a resident of Ari
zona, she will assume a leadership role 
in an association representing nearly 
13,000 women from all areas of the fi
nancial services industry. Her vision is 
to empower women to attain their pro
fessional, economic, and personal 
goals. I am pleased to have brought her 
exemplary service to the attention of 
the U.S. Senate. Her commitment to 
excellence in the financial services in
dustry stands as a fine example and in
spiration to all the members of Finan
cial Women International. 

Mr. President, I would like Ms. Ral
ston to know how much I appreciate 
her commitment to the great State of 
Arizona and the women of her indus
try. I wish her every success in the fu
ture.• 

AMERICAN LEGION WORLD SERIES 
CHAMPIONS IN RAPID CITY, SD 

• Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I 
would like to bring to my colleagues' 
attention the success and commitment 
of a group of young people and a dedi
cated coaching staff from my home 
State of South Dakota. American Le
gion baseball began in South Dakota, 
and after a national record, 18 straight 
State championships, and over 20 ap
pearances at the regional and World 
Series levels, Rapid City's Post 22 
brought home South Dakota's first 
American Legion World Series Cham
pionship, posting a 70 and 5 record 
along the way. That is the second high
est number of wins ever for a winning 
World Series club. 

Many base ball fans across the State 
and around the Midwest region have 
commented on the quality of Rapid 
City baseball year in and year out. The 
head coach, Dave Ploof, has been at the 
helm for the past 28 years, demanding 
the discipline and commitment nec
essary for success. The program and 
the Rapid City community deserve to 
be commended for the many contribu
tions they have made to the children 
and young adults of the Rapid City 

area. Their success has been an inspira
tion to coaches and players in Rapid 
City and across the State and serves as 
testament to the fact that time in
vested in our young people is never 
wasted. 

Baseball fans all over South Dakota 
and across the United States would be 
well served by looking carefully at this 
program and at the quality of effort 
necessary to produce competitive 
teams year after year. Rapid City Post 
22's success is clearly deserved. 

The program expects a great deal 
from its players: Time, effort, and 
courage are but a few of those de
mands. The discipline and commitment 
their program demands of its players 
has produced many responsible young 
adults and valuable members of the 
Rapid City community. I join with all 
South Dakotans in hearty congratula
tions to the team, the coaching staff, 
and the entire Rapid City community 
for their commitment to our young 
people. I hope that their program and 
its participants will continue to enjoy 
success in the years to come.• 

THE URUGUAY ROUND 
• Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I have 
been alarmed by the French Govern
ment's apparent determination to re
open an important agricultural trade 
agreement that our Nation negotiated 
in good faith last year with the Euro
pean Community. I am still more 
alarmed that some others in Europe 
seem disposed to accommodate French 
intransigence on this United States-EC 
accord. I therefore rise to urge both 
our European friends and the Clinton 
administration to avoid imperiling the 
successful completion of the Uruguay 
round of multilateral trade talks. 

My colleagues know that the United 
States and the EC concluded an agree
ment on export subsidies and other 
matters late last year. This pact, 
known as the Blair House agreement, 
should serve as the foundation for fur
ther progress on agricultural trade is
sues as we strive to conclude the Uru
guay round by the December 15 dead
line established by both our own stat
utes and by the new director general of 
the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade. 

The Blair House accord calls for 21-
percen t reductions in the volumes of 
subsidized exports, and 36-percent re
ductions in associated budget a ry out
lays, over a 6-year period. M·.ny U.S. 
agricultural groups support Blair 
House, but it is important to not e t hat 
many of them came to that support 
only reluctantly, because the United 
States had pressed for a much greater 
reduction in market-distorting sub
sidies. It is, after all, precisely these 
subsidies-especially those offered by 
the European Community-which have 
distorted production and trading pat
terns in agriculture over much of the 



21338 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 14, 1993 
past 15 years. The result has been to 
depress prices received by American 
farmers, and increase farm program 
costs borne by taxpayers. 

A 21-percent export subsidy cut is a 
far cry from the outright elimination 
of subsidies sought by many in the 
United States. But it does represent 
modest progress, and would benefit 
American farmers. 

Yet now the French Government ap
parently finds even this minimalist ap
proach unacceptable. France wants to 
reopen the Blair House deal and has 
also attempted to resurrect discredited 
ideas of the past, such as "re-bal
ancing," a code word for cutting off 
United States access to European 
soymeal and corn gluten feed markets. 

Mr. President, this approach is com
pletely intolerable and the Clinton ad
ministration should make that clear. I 
applaud the steps the administration 
has so far taken in this regard, and can 
only urge them not to slacken their ef
forts. 

It seems clear that reopening Blair 
House would push completion of the 
Uruguay round well beyond December 
15, the expiration of fast-track author
ity under United States law. It seems 
equally clear that if the terms of Blair 
house are weakened further, support 
for the Uruguay round among United 
States agricultural groups would 
shrink to the vanishing point. There 
would then be little prospect for con
gressional approval of a GATT agree
ment. 

Mr. President, future prosperity is in 
peril if we lose the 20 century's last op
portunity to open markets worldwide 
and put international trade on fairer 
and more equitable terms. Fewer trade 
barriers equals more trade, equals 
more growth and more jobs. The equa
tion for prosperity is that simple, and 
it is all about addition rather than sub
traction. 

This is why events far off in Europe 
are of such immediate and lasting con
sequence to us here. Our exporting in
dustries, from agriculture to aircraft 
to pharmaceuticals, depend on growth 
in world trade. That growth will not 
occur if France or any other nation can 
impel the GATT talks backward into 
protectionism, instead of forward into 
more open trade. 

Neither this administration nor this 
Congress must permit that to happen.• 

BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA AND 
CSCE PRINCIPLES 

• Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, last 
week, the President of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Alija Izetbegovic, visited 
Washington to see what support still 
lingers in the United States as he holds 
out for some amendments to the peace 
settlement proposed in Geneva, and to 
test United States commitment to en
suring that any peace plan is actually 
implemented. Despite these efforts, he 

knows that neither this nor any other 
negotiated settlement can bring genu
ine peace, nor be considered right and 
fair, in light of all that has happened. 
Deep down, we all know it too. 

As we nevertheless seek to cope with 
this dismal situation, and similar ones 
that are popping up around the globe, 
we must keep in mind that, from our 
perspective, the conflict in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina is not about territorial 
rights, correcting historical wrongs, 
old ethnic hatreds, or anything of the 
sort. It is about principles, inter
national principles like those en
shrined in the Helsinki Final Act, 
which say human rights will be re
spected, borders will not be violated, 
territory will not be taken by force, 
disputes will be peacefully settled, and 
international law will be obeyed. 

Principles are not to be watered 
down as part of negotiation; they are 
to be upheld and enforced. If the inter
national community had come to 
Bosnia's defense, for no reason other 
than to enforce these principles, the 
other problems could have been re
solved. Instead, the world has watched 
aggression and tolerated genocide. And 
tackling problems on the margins
through mediation, humanitarian aid, 
and peacekeeping forces-have become 
all the more difficult by passing over 
the problems at the core, the violation 
of these principles. Allowing Serb mili
tants to violate principles has now en
couraged Croat militants to do the 
same. Increasingly, all sides will aban
don any civilized behavior, if anything 
out of a desperate need to survive. 

A little more than 1 month ago, 
President Izetbegovic made the follow
ing comment: "The international com
munity has not only betrayed us; it has 
betrayed itself, because the principles 
it has deserted here [in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina] are its own." The Bosnian 
President was right, and courageous 
for his determined refusal to abandon 
these principles as he nevertheless 
sought a settlement that will bring 
peace to his desperately troubled coun
try. He knows that any settlement 
which abandons matters of principle 
will not bring true peace. As I have 
said before, the endless rounds of nego
tiations in Geneva have not been about 
peace. They have been about appease
ment, in a stark and strange contrast 
to the many U.N. resolutions which up
hold the principles of sovereignty, ter
ritorial integrity, and human rights. 
They have been about dividing the 
Bosnian people further, according to 
their Moslem, Serb, and Croat herit
age. 

I think, Mr. President, that I speak 
for many of my colleagues when I say 
how regretful it is that the principles 
Europe and the United States have so 
often advocated around the world in re-:
cent decades have been so easily aban
doned by them in the face of genocide 
in Bosnia and Herzegovina. And I can 

assure everyone that the Helsinki Com
mission will continue its efforts to 
change this horrible reality. 

Let me conclude, Mr. President, with 
one last, and more specific concern. 
Last weekend some Serb militants 
turned against others in the northern 
Bosnian town of Banja Luka. In so 
doing, many non-Serbs who have re
mained in this town, many not by their 
own choosing, were rounded up, beaten, 
and possibly tortured. Among them 
was a Muharem Krzic whose where
abouts are currently unknown. I call 
upon my colleagues in joining me in 
the call for his immediate release.• 

THE UNITED STATES AND AFRICA: 
A NEW RELATIONSHIP 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, recently, 
Secretary of State Warren Christopher 
spoke to the African-American Insti
tute meeting in Washington. The meet
ing was originally scheduled for Africa, 
but because of some conflict situations 
it was rescheduled here in the United 
States. 

I'm grateful to my friends, Maurice 
Tempelsman, Vivian Derryck, and oth
ers for their leadership on the African
American Institute, which does a su
perb job. 

In his speech-the first speech of an 
American Secretary of State to the In
stitute-Secretary Christopher sounds 
the basic themes that ought to be part 
of future policy of the United States 
toward Africa. That includes encourag
ing democracy, helping in emergencies, 
encouraging population planning, and 
other things that are fundamental to 
that relationship. 

His speech does not call for any bold 
new vision. I hope that one of these 
days we can have that. 

But it is clearly a constructive first 
step forward. 

In his speech he quotes from Presi
dent Chiluba of Zambia: 

We know what is right. Democracy is 
right. The greatest lesson we can learn from 
the past 27 years is that freedom is at the 
core of every successful nation in the world 
and in Africa today. 

I was also pleased to see his reference 
to corrupt dictators like Mobutu. We 
have needed that kind of tough talk for 
a long time, and frankly, we need more 
than just one sentence in a speech. 

I was also pleased to note that the 
first African leader welcomed to the 
United States was the President of Na
mibia, Sam Nujoma, a nation that 
practices an active multiparty politi
cal system and, I believe, is destined to 
do well economically, once the South 
African crisis has passed. 

Secretary Christopher steps very gin
gerly on the Sudan situation, perhaps 
being not as firm as he should be with 
the leaders of that country. I hope they 
recognize that he is being charitable 
right now, but that we can be much 
firmer in the future, if they do not 
shift their policies. 
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I ask that the Warren Christopher 

message be inserted in to the RECORD at 
this point. 

The remarks follow: 
THE UNITED STATES AND AFRICA: A NEW 

RELATIONSHIP 

(Remarks by Secretary of State Warren 
Christopher at the 23d African-American 
Institute Conference) 
Good morning, Maurice Tempelsman, Viv

ian Derryck, friends: I welcome this oppor
tunity to speak to you today about the Clin
ton Administration's approach to Africa. I 
am especially pleased to be the first Sec
retary of State ever to address the African 
American Institute. 

Our Administration is well aware of what 
you have accomplished, through 40 years of 
dedicated work, in building better ties be
tween America and Africa, and in helping 
the people of Africa build better lives for 
themselves. 

Next week, the second AfricaJAfrican
American Summit convenes in Libreville, 
Gabon. Conceived by the Reverend Leon Sul
livan, this Summit brings together Africans 
and African-Americans to form bonds of 
friendship , share ideas, and do business to
gether. I am pleased that our new Assistant 
Secretary of State for Africa, George Moose, 
will be leading the U.S. Government delega
tion. Congressman John Conyers is leading 
the Congressional delegation to this impor
tant conference. 

America and Africa are linked in so many 
different ways. 

As the world's oldest democracy, we have 
an enduring interest in the success of the 
new democracies of Africa. As a multi-racial 
society, the U.S. is especially encouraged by 
the approaching transition to democracy in 
South Africa. 

And there are links of conscience-and 
links of cooperation. 

When a child dies of hunger in Africa, that 
tragedy touches us here in America. When 
American scientists seek a cure for AIDS, 
they carry the prayers and hopes of both Af
ricans and Americans. 

When our Agency for International Devel
opment makes a substantial investment in 
child survival programs, that makes a dif
ference in helping Africa to reduce infant 
mortality rates. And when the American 
company Merck provides a drug that frees 
millions of Africans from the devastating ef
fects of river blindness, that action not only 
extends the frontiers of pharmacology, but it 
lessens the distance from America to Africa. 

That distance is also lessened by the end of 
the Cold War. During the long Cold War pe
riod, policies toward Africa were often deter
mined not by how they affected Africa, but 
by whether it brought advantage or dis
advantage to Washington or Moscow. Thank
fully, we have moved beyond the point of 
adopting policies based on how they might 
affect the shipping lanes next to Africa rath
er than the people in Africa. And that's an 
improvement. 

In today 's changed world, we can and will 
move to a productive new relationship with 
Africa. The President and I are committed to 
building that new relationship based upon 
our common interests and our shared values. 
The Clinton Administration will make Afri
ca a high priority and give it the attention 
it deserves. 

The Clinton Administration will provide 
strong and visible support for the movement 
to freedom in Africa-the movement toward 
democracies and toward free markets. We 
will work with the nations of Africa to ad-

dress the health, environmental and popu
lation issues that threaten lives and imperil 
sustainable development. And we will help 
Africa build its capacity for preventive di
plomacy and conflict resolution so that the 
people of that continent can live free of the 
terror of war. 

PROMOTING DEMOCRACY AND HUMAN RIGHTS 

At the heart of our new relationship will 
be an enduring commitment to democracy 
and human rights-and that includes wom
en's rights. President Clinton has made it 
clear that promoting democracy and human 
rights is a pillar of American foreign policy. 
And that pillar stands just as tall in Africa 
as it does in every part of the world. 

It is democracies-not dictatorships-that 
offer the best means to defend human rights, 
to put African nations on the path toward 
progress and to address the vital social and 
economic concerns that cut across national 
borders. 

The United States will work through our 
A.I.D. program and with the multilateral as
sistance and lending institutions to help Af
rica build its economic capacity. Under the 
Clinton Administration, these global con
cerns will not be relegated to the footnotes 
of our foreign policy agenda. Instead, they 
will be given top tier attention-the atten
tion they deserve. 

Today Africa has gained our attention and 
respect through the courageous efforts to 
build democracy and opportunity on that 
continent. While the drive for democracy and 
free markets has attracted more recent at
tention in Eastern Europe and Latin Amer
ica, the people of Africa are demanding their 
freedom as well. 

Listen to the words of President Chiluba of 
Zambia: " We know what is right. Democracy 
is right. The greatest lesson we can learn 
from the past 27 years is that freedom is at 
the core of every successful nation in the 
world and in Africa today." 

The people of Africa know where their fu
ture lies: not with corrupt dictators like 
Mobutu, but with courageous democrats in 
every part of the continent. From Senegal to 
Benin, from Madagascar to Mali , African na
tions are building strong democratic institu
tions. They recognize that democracy offers 
the only framework for tolerance and har
mony because it safeguards individual rights 
and provides essential protection for minori
ties. 

AAI has played an extraordinarily useful 
role in promoting democracy. You have mon
itored elections, trained officials, and pro
vided civic education. You understand that 
democracy must work not only on election 
day-but every day- through a vibrant civic 
culture and a commitment to free and open 
debate and the rule of law. 

Democracy worked on election day last 
September in Angola. But since then, the 
people of Angola have been denied the bene
fits of their participation in that election 
process. President Clinton acknowledged the 
importance of that free and fair election 
when he announced this week that the Unit
ed States now recognizes the Government of 
Angola. 

We intend to remain actively engaged in 
promoting a negotiated settlement between 
the Angolan government and UNITA- a set
tlement that will enable all the people of An
gola to enjoy the benefits of democracy. U.S. 
recognition is designed to help achieve that 
goal and to encourage UNIT A to join the 
process of peace and reconciliation. As Presi
dent Clinton said, we hope UNITA will be a 
part of the government we recognize. We 
continue to believe that there can be no 

military victory in Angola. And I want to 
emphasize that the United States will not 
support those who pursue a military solu
tion. 

Now South Africa stands on the verge of 
its own transition to non-racial democracy. 
The United States supports that peaceful 
transition. We oppose those who seek to de
rail the negotiations and we reject those who 
resort to violence. 

We hope that within a short time, a date 
will be set for a truly democratic election in 
South Africa. That election will echo around 
the African continent and across the world 
as a roaring triumph of human rights. 

The credit for that monumental achieve
ment will belong most of all to those in 
South Africa who dedicated their lives-and 
in some instances, gave their lives-so that a 
new day of freedom would dawn. Credit will 
belong to Nelson Mandela, who walked out of 
prison after 27 years-unconquered, unbowed, 
standing tall in his belief that the people of 
South Africa could still build a future based 
upon the inherent worth and dignity of every 
human being. 

Credit will also belong to F .W. De Klerk, 
whose vital contribution can be measured by 
how far his views have evolved, and by how 
far a majority of white South Africans have 
come with him. 

The transition to non-racial democracy in 
Sou th Africa is also the product of principled 
opposition to apartheid in the international 
community. In the finest American political 
tradition , a coalition of conscience in this 
country has carried out a long and uplifting 
campaign against the apartheid system half 
a world away. Our own sanctions have played 
an important role in the progress made to 
date. 

The installation of a non-racial govern
ment in South Africa will resonate with 
every American, but especially with those in 
cities and towns across this nation who 
joined the effort to bring an end to apart
heid. 

In sharing the spirit and lessons of our own 
civil rights movement, we are not saying 
that America has found every answer or that 
we have yet formed a perfect union. But we 
are committed to the basic principle that 
human rights are universal- that every citi
zen in every country ought to be judged as 
an individual, irrespective of race or eco
nomic condition. 

South Africa's successful transition is im
portant for Africa, the United States and the 
world. The United States will help-and we 
expect the other industrial democracies to 
help as well. Once a Transitional Executive 
Council has been put in place-and a date for 
elections bas been set-we will work with 
our G-7 partners to help South Africa re
enter the global economy. We have urged the 
World Bank and the parties in South Africa 
to begin planning now the projects that will 
translate into economic growth. Similarly, 
the American business community should be 
a part of the effort to help the people of 
South Africa build a strong and vibrant 
economy once the progress toward democ
racy is irreversible. 

Un.fortunately , South Africa b [.S had no 
monopoly on the violation of human righ ts 
on the continent. American policy must re
flect that fact. We cannot hold Africa to a 
lesser standard for human rights than we 
apply to other parts of the world. I want to 
make clear that the United States will take 
human rights into account as we determine 
how to allocate our scarce resources for for
eign assistance . 

The . promotion of democracy is central to 
the goals of the Clinton Administration. 
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That is why President Clinton chose to in
vite the first President of a democratic Na
mibia, Sam Nujoma, as the first African 
head of state to be recognized at his White 
House . 

SUSTAINING AFRICA'S UAPACITY FOR 
DEVELOPMENT 

It is the democratic nations of Africa, re
flecting the will of their people, that are best 
positioned to make the kind of economic 
changes that improve the lives of their citi
zens. The development challenge facing most 
African nations remains imposing, but it is 
within the capacities of free market democ
racies to overcome. 

Economic crises still afflict many of the 
continent's nations. For many countries, per 
capita incomes have been stagnating or even 
falling; trade and investment flows have re
mained weak; debt burdens stunt the pros
pects for new growth. Drought, famine and 
civil war have turned crises into calamities; 
no region of the continent has been spared 
the ravages of man or nature. 

This is why the trend toward democracy in 
Africa must be reinforced by sustainable eco
nomic development. The peace and stability 
that democracy brings can also lead to des
perately needed private investment-and 
with it, development capital, technology 
transfer and technical expertise. The trend 
toward disinvestment in Africa will only be 
reversed when Africa makes itself a more at
tractive place for new capital. Applying the 
rule of law. reducing corruption, assuring 
the remittance of profits, and building more 
skilled workforces-all of these will help 
give Africa a far greater role in the global 
economy. 

The first responsibility for building that 
capacity, of course, rests with African coun
tries themselves. But the developed nations 
of the world-including the United States-
share a responsibility to help. For the com
ing fiscal year. we are requesting bilateral 
development funding for Africa of $800 mil
lion. In addition, we will continue to provide 
over half a billion dollars in humanitarian 
and other assistance to Africa. 

The United States and the international 
community will be more willing to support 
the economies of African nations that have 
embarked on serious reform. We are working 
with other creditor nations to provide addi
tional debt reduction for countries cooperat
ing with IMF adjustment programs. The Ad
ministration is requesting congressional sup
port to enable the U.S. to participate in a 
multilateral debt relief effort. This new ini
tiative would reward those poor countries 
implementing difficult reforms. 

New trade policies will also help African 
nations to compete in global markets. Pro
tectionist barriers still impede Africa's com
petitiveness and prospects for growth. Africa 
has much to gain from a successful conclu
sion of the Uruguay Round negotiations tha.t 
the U.S. is pushing with all its might to 
complete by the end of this year. 

Africa's economic future is inseparable 
from its environmental future. An African 
that is yielding to the desert sands and to 
the scrub, and an Africa whose soil is erod
ing, is an Africa diminishing its capacity to 
feed itself. An Africa that is losing its forests 
and renewable water supplies is an Africa 
that is compromising its ability to meet its 
basic needs for the future. 

One African leader has said that the prob
lem of soil erosion has become so serious 
that his country, when viewed from space, 
appears to be bleeding into the ocean. We 
must help to heal these environmental 
wounds. To that end, AID will spend at least 

$70 million on environmental and natural re
source projects in Africa this year. 

One environmental challenge in which the 
U.S. was particularly helpful was the dev
astating drought in southern Africa. Work
ing with interested nations and with the 
donor community, the U.S. provided close to 
$1 billion to respond to this catastrophe. 
Today, the threat of famine is gone and the 
countries of the region are harvesting a good 
crop. 

Sustainable development cannot be accom
plished without a renewed sense of urgency 
about population growth rates that will dou
ble the size of many African nations in 15-20 
years. Rapid population growth imperials ef
forts to combat poverty and to protect the 
environment. No longer will the United 
States pretend-as we have done in recent 
years-that this problem does not exist. 

Instead, we will work in partnership with 
nations in Africa and elsewhere to provide a 
full range of family planning and reproduc
tive health services, and we will work to im
prove the status of women in Africa and 
worldwide. 

RESOLVING CONFLICTS IN AFRICA 

Let me be clear: the Clinton Administra
tion 's new relationship toward Africa will 
differ in important respects from the ap
proach of the past 12 years. At the same 
time, I salute former President Bush for 
launching Operation Restore Hope-a mili
tary mobilization for a mission of mercy in 
Somalia. What a proud moment it was to see 
American soldiers help to feed starving chil
dren in a place far from our shores but clear
ly close to our hearts. 

Certainly America was not alone in that 
effort. Other nations-including many in Af
rica-were instrumental in providing relief. 
While serious problems persist in Somalia, 
the efforts of the international community 
have alleviated the worst suffering and pro
vided the opportunity to rebuild that nation. 
Somalia's experience reminds us that the 
international community can respond com
passionately and effectively. But it also re
minds us that we must not wait until thou
sands upon thousands of people have suc
cumbed to starvation. 

Now we need to apply these lessons in 
Sudan. The civil war in Sudan has resulted 
in terrible suffering and appalling violations 
of human rights . The U.S. is working with 
governments in the region, the UN and oth
ers to bring the fighting to an end. We must 
do whatever we can to ensure the delivery of 
adequate relief supplies to stem this tragedy, 
especially as the rainy season begins. 

In Liberia, where brutal conflict has raged, 
we support the efforts of the Economic Com
munity of West African States (ECOWAS) to 
restore peace. We seek a negotiated settle
ment leading to full disarmament of all war
ring factions; free and fair, internationally
monitored elections; and the establishment 
of a democratic government. 

But Liberia's future will be determined in 
Monrovia, not in Washington. Only Liberians 
can create a real and lasting peace. Only Li
berians can heal the deep scars in Liberian 
society. And only they can determine who 
will lead them in the future . 

Liberia 's suffering must be brought to a 
swift and peaceful end. That country de
serves a better fate , like the future now 
dawning to the east across the continent in 
Eritrea. The intertwined tragedies of Eritrea 
and Ethiopia are now happily receding into 
history, we hope, never again to be repeated. 
After thirty years of civil war, an independ
ent Eritrea has emerged, aided in part by 
peace talks sponsored by the Carter Center 
in Atlanta. 

Just last month, Eritreans voted over
whelmingly for independence from Ethiopia 
in a UN-monitored referendum. On April 27, 
Eritrea declared its independence-and the 
United States recognized it that same day. 
Alongside a newly democratic Ethiopia, this 
new nation of Eritrea can take its rightful 
place as a beacon of hope astride the Horn of 
Africa. 

I have spoken of American efforts to end 
some of the military conflicts in Africa, but 
our most enduring contribution may be as
sisting Africa to build its own capacity for 
conflict resolution and peacekeeping. The 
United States is working closely with the 
Organization of African Unity, providing 
support for peacekeeping in Rwanda and 
training for election monitors elsewhere. As 
the OAU prepares to observe its thirtieth an
niversary, it is important not only to recog
nize what that organization has done, but to 
focus on how it can play a greater role in 
preventing and stopping wars on the con
tinent. 

I also want to acknowledge the often-over
looked involvement of Africans as peace
keepers abroad. Nigeria and Kenya have been 
active in the former Yugoslavia- Cameroon 
in Cambodia-Ghana and Sierra Leone in 
Lebanon: these and other African nations are 
making the world safer through their peace
keeping efforts. 

The OAU and other African organizations 
need to step up mediation and preventive di
plomacy to give people in Africa the chance 
to live free of war. In the exercise of cre
ative, often life-saving diplomacy, Africa's 
destiny will be shaped by Africans. 

A NEW RELATIONSHIP 

Today I have outlined the basis for a sub
stantially new American relationship with 
Africa. It will be a new relationship in which 
Americans can assist Africans in building 
democratic institutions and laying the foun
dation for economic growth, but in which 
our role is to enhance-not to erase-African 
solutions. 

It will be a new relationship grounded in 
our firm belief that while dictators in Africa 
are not yet extinct. the future lies in free 
elections and free institutions. 

It will be a new relationship reinforced 
once a new South Africa has moved from re
pression to democracy . 

The people and governments of Africa are 
moving toward democracy and free markets 
with a growing conviction that they are on 
the path to progress. They are embarked on 
a uniquely African journey, as awe-inspiring 
as anything on this continent of such breath
taking beauty. 

It is a journey worthy of America's respect 
and support-and that respect and support is 
what I pledge today. 

Thank you.• 

IN HONOR OF WILLIAM GRANT 
STILL 

• Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor William Grant Still, a 
classical composer whose lOOth anni
versary of his birth will be celebrated 
in 1995 by music lovers everywhere. Mr. 
Still, a man of African-American, 
Choctaw Indian, and Spanish heritage, 
drew upon his past and his culture to 
compose more than 100 orchestral 
works, 5 symphonies, 7 operas, and 
many more works for chorus, solo in
struments and voice. He was called the 
Dean of African-American composers, 
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and has been labeled as one of the 
world's greatest composers and an 
"American Tchaikovsky." His musical 
career spanned more than 60 years. 

Born in 1895 and raised in a period of 
history when serious music was an un
stable career for an African-American, 
William Grant Still broke ground for 
African-American musicians and com
posers who followed in his footsteps. He 
holds the impressive distinction of 
being the first African-American to 
conduct a major symphony orchestra 
in the United States, directing the Los 
Angeles Philharmonic Orchestra in a 
program of his own compositions at the 
Hollywood Bowl in 1936. Earlier, in 
1933, his "Afro-American Symphony" 
was proclaimed to be the first major 
piece of music written by an African
American that was played before an 
American audience, and he was the 
first African-American to conduct an 
all-white orchestra in the deep South 
less than 20 years later. 

His first opera, "Troubled Island," 
based on lyrics by poet Langston 
Hughes, was brought before the Amer
ican public with the assistance of 
Leopold Stokowski, a world-renowned 
conductor, Mayor Fiorella La Guardia 
of New York, and Eleanor Roosevelt, in 
1949. He followed this achievement with 
other operas and ballets that blended 
African-American idioms and folk lore 
into a strange and mystical beauty. 

His accomplishments were quickly 
recognized by the music world. He re
ceived numerous awards, including the 
Harmon Award in 1928 for the year's 
most significant contribution to Afri
can-American culture, the Guggenheim 
Fellowship in 1934, and four honorary 
degrees from Wilberforce and Howard 
Universities, and Bates and Oberlin 
Colleges. 

Although he died more than 15 years 
ago, the demand for William Grant 
Still's music lives on, as his daughter 
and other representatives of his com
pany in my State of Arizona can at
test. The States of Arkansas and North 
Carolina are planning major events in 
his honor from September 1994 through 
1995. This is the greatest testament to 
the power of Mr. Still's music-that it 
continues to delight and inspire suc
ceeding generations with its stirring 
lyrics and captivating rhythms. His 
work has truly stood the test of time.• 

IOWA INVESTS 
• Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, on 
August 13, I was informed that the De
partment of Health and Human Serv
ices had approved the waiver requested 
by the State of Iowa in order to imple
ment the innovative welfare program 
passed by the State legislature and 
signed into law by Gov. Terry 
Branstad. 

The plan was the product of discus
sions which included policymakers, 
community leaders, and welfare recipi-

ents. The Iowa Invests plan was pre
sented to the State legislature in De
cember 1992, passed with just one dis
senting vote, and was signed into law 
on May 4. 

With almost record speed the Admin
istration for Children and Families at 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services moved through the process of 
waiver approval. 

Under the new law, Aid to Families 
with Dependent Children [AFDC] is re
named the Family Investment Pro
gram. The new program totally 
changes the philosophical approach to 
public assistance. Instead of the cur
rent sustenance approach of giving just 
enough to survive but not enough to 
get ahead, it establishes an asset-based 
self-improvement approach. 

It requires each family to accept re
sponsibility for its own well-being and 
provides the incentives and means to 
become independent. 

The current use of good cause to ex
cuse someone from participating in an 
active effort to get off of public assist
ance is the opposite of Iowa's philoso
phy under the FIP. The new goal is to 
assist people to overcome those for
merly excusable barriers to participa
tion. 

Each participant will have an indi
vidual roadmap to self-sufficiency 
called the family investment agree
ment. 

The importance of this individual ap
proach cannot be overstated. The indi
vidual who needs short-term assistance 
to achieve independence should not 
have unnecessary barriers to overcome; 
in contrast, the individual who needs 
extensive long-term assistance or has a 
long history of dependency on public 
assistance should not face an arbitrary 
cut-off date from assistance. 

Each investment family will thus 
have a family investment agreement 
outlining steps to be taken and time
frames to be met in accomplishing 
independence. 

These steps and timeframes will be 
monitored for reasonableness and will 
be modified as necessary, as long as in
dividuals are demonstrating reasonable 
efforts to accomplish the goals. 

Lack of effort or refusal to partici
pate will result in modification of the 
agreement and can lead to termination 
of assistance, rather than a cum
bersome and ineffective fluctuation of 
monthly benefits. 

The reason for this change is the be
lief that Iowans in need of public as
sistance want and deserve the choice 
and responsibility inherent in the fam
ily investment agreement-not the in
effective and rigid rules inherent in the 
Family Support Act sanction policies. 

The Family Investment Program is 
based on three broad themes: transi
tions to work; promoting family stabil
ity; and responsibility with con
sequences. Each of these themes is an 
integral part of accomplishing inde
pendence. 

One of the reasons the program was 
so popular in Iowa is that it requires 
an immediate change in behavior on 
the part of the participant. It says 
"you must take action today; not next 
week, next month or next year." Be
cause of this focus on action, it brings 
movement to a system previously bent 
on inertia. This movement will hope
fully result in improved individuals, 
families, and communities. 

Another reason the program is so 
popular is that it involves the entire 
community in providing support for 
the family in need. 

This focus is appropriate and should 
be encouraged as the beginning of true 
welfare reform. 

Mr. President, I am pleased with the 
waiver granted to the State of Iowa. I 
look forward to the ongoing evaluation 
of this plan and the insight' it will pro
vide as we consider national reform of 
our current welfare system.• 

C-17 TESTING 
• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, fool 
me once, shame on you; fool me twice, 
shame on me. I ask that an Air Force 
point paper on the failure, for the sec
ond time, of the wing of the C-17 dur
ing static test be included in the 
RECORD as if read in its entirety. 

The article follows: 
On Friday, 10 Sep 93, McDonnell Douglas 

was running the 5th test in a final series of 
12 tests on the C-17 Full Scale Static Ground 
Test article. This particular test case was 
the repeat test for wing maximum up bend
ing. The test was stopped at approximately 
1620 Pacific Daylight Time by the automatic 
overload control system when a structural 
anomaly was sensed. The initial "quick 
look" of the data indicates that the sequence 
of events were as follows: 

a. At or about 145 inches of maximum up 
deflection of both wings the left outer wing 
experienced structural damage about half 
way between the wing tip and outer engine 
pylon. Initial evaluation of the right wing 
showed no structural damage. 

b. On sensing the damage in the left wing, 
the test system started an automatic shut
down. 

c. Before the shutdown sequence actually 
started, damage was sustained in a second 
location in the left wing, between the engine 
pylons. This sequence took place in less than 
one second. 

The overall load on the wing at the time of 
failure occurred at an applied load of ap
proximately 145%, short of the 150% specified 
for the test. While initial analysis indicates 
the failure area may have been experiencing 
a stress level of 150% or greater, it is not 
clear that the wing meets the contractually 
required strength. 

Accordingly, the Air Force has begun a 
vigorous and detailed technical analysis of 
the wing to determine whether a re-design 
and/or a retest of the wing is necessary. The 
Air Force will augment this process by im
mediately convening an independent team of 
nationally recognized experts to rigorously 
assess whether the design and the engineer
ing process applied to the program meets Air 
Force requirements. The results of this inde
pendent analysis will be presented to the Air 
Force and the Office of the Secretary of De
fense in approximately one month. 



21342 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 14, 1993 
Mind you, the meter is running on 

the C-17 full-scale development con
tract, of which this test is a part. Prior 
to this second failure, the overrun on 
this contract was estimated to be in 
the vicinity of $1.4 billion. Can things 
get any worse?• 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that we now have a pe
riod of morning business with Senators 
allowed to speak therein. 

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

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, all of the 
actions that I have are cleared by the 
Republican side . . I wanted to make that 
statement prior to my offering the ac
tions. 

HISTORIC OPPORTUNITY FOR 
PEACE IN THE MIDDLE EAST 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of S . 
Con. Res. 43, submitted earlier today 
by the majority leader, the Republican 
leader, Senators MOYNIHAN, BROWN, 
and others relating to the historic op
portunity for peace in the Middle East; 
that the concurrent resolution be 
agreed to, the motion to reconsider 
laid upon the table, the preamble 
agreed to; further, that any statements 
relating to this concurrent resolution 
be placed in the RECORD at the appro
priate place. 

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

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the 
signing today of the Declaration of 
Principles Accord and the Mutual Rec
ognition Agreement between the State 
of Israel and the Palestinian Libera
tion Organization signals the beginning 
of the end of the long war in the Middle 
East. 

In an era when the breakup of the So
viet system has been followed by wars 
and crises in too many regions, this 
peace agreement between two of the 
world's most estranged peoples-the 
people of Israel and the Palestinian 
people--is a welcome demonstration 
that the mutual demands of ordinary 
people for peace, for a chance at a de
cent life, and for a secure future for 
their children can prevail over the en
mities and hatreds of generations. 

The history of Israeli-Palestinian re
lations has many tragic episodes of 
killing, terrorism and war, both de
clared and undeclared. A generation of 
children has grown up in refugee 
camps, never knowing a real homeland. 
A generation of children has grown up 
fearing unpredictable death and maim
ing from terrorism directed at their 
homeland. 

Our Nation's long and solid friend
ship for Israel dates from that nation's 
founding. The United States has al-

ways been committed to helping assure 
Israel's security. We have also realized 
that true security and lasting peace 
would be impossible without recogni
tion of the rights of the Palestinian 
people. 

For these reasons, the United States 
has worked diligently to promote a sta
ble, just, and lasting peace in the Mid
dle East. American efforts to bring 
about such a peace have cost our na
tional leaders great efforts over many 
decades. We regret none of those ef
forts. 

It is a great joy to know that these 
close neighbors will now turn to build
ing a peace with the energy and politi
cal will that has for too long been dis
sipated in enmity. 

Today, Senator DOLE and I have in
troduced a resolution that expresses 
the Senate's strong support for yester
day's historic achievement by the Is
raeli and Palestinian people and the 
culmination of efforts spanning several 
United States administrations. 

Fourteen years ago, we looked on 
with hope as Israeli Prime Minister 
Begin and Egyptian President Sadat 
signed the historic Camp David Ac
cords that were facilitated by Presi
dent Carter. 

The following decade demonstrated 
the high price of continued hostilities 
between Israel and her neighbors. This 
reality, and the efforts of the Bush ad
ministration, led to the opening of a 
formal dialogue among the parties to 
the Middle East conflict at Madrid in 
October 1991. 

This dialogue was continued through 
the strong and constructive efforts of 
President Clinton, who facilitated the 
historic agreement which we witnessed 
yesterday. 

The Palestine Liberation Organiza
tion has now recognized the State of Is
rael 's right to exist in peace and secu
rity. It has renounced terrorism and 
other acts of violence, and has agreed 
to amend its charter to delete all ref
erences to the destruction of the State 
of Israel. 

Israel has recognized the Palestine 
Liberation Organization as the rep
resentative of the Palestinian people. 

Together, Israel and the PLO have 
agreed to a declaration of principles for 
an interim period of limited autonomy 
for Palestinians on the West Bank and 
in Gaza. 

These are achievements that many of 
us never expected to witness in our 
lifetime. But with the signing of yes
terday's agreement, we have seen 
progress toward an end of a generation 
of violence, with the hope that future 
generations may live in peaceful coex
istence. 

In the resolution before us today, the 
Senate expresses its support for the 
agreement between Israel and the PLO 
and its hope that this will serve as an 
historic opportunity to move toward a 
comprehensive and lasting peace in the 

Middle East. The signing today of an 
Israeli-Jordanian agenda for peace sig
nals that such a comprehensive peace 
is possible. 

This resolution applauds the efforts 
of the Clinton administration to facili
tate these developments, and endorses 
continued U.S. engagement in the 
peace process. 

And finally, this resolution encour
ages all parties to the Middle East 
peace process to continue to work vig
orously in the pursuit of a comprehen
sive peace for the region. 

Mr. President, the people of the Mid
dle East have struggled against each 
other for far too long. The constructive 
efforts of the peoples of the region have 
been dissipated by animosity and pain
ful hostilities. 

The Israelis and Palestinians now 
have a tremendous achievement that 
can contribute to a lasting peace in the 
region. The opportunities it presents 
must not be wasted; rather, they must 
be built upon. Only with the resolution 
of all conflicts between Israel and its 
neighbors will come the peace and 
prosperity that all peoples of the Mid
dle East desire and deserve. 

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of 
this resolution. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, this morn
ing Senator MITCHELL and I hosted a 
historic meeting in the Capitol: Pal
estine Liberation Organization Chair
man Yasser Arafat. Just as I did not 
think I would live long enough to see 
Chairman Arafat shake hands with Is
raeli Prime Minister Rabin on the 
White House grounds, I never expected 
to see Chairman Arafat drinking coffee 
in the United States Capitol. 

We all recognize that the ceremony 
yesterday represented the beginning of 
a long and tortuous path. That path is 
complicated, as Chairman Arafat 
pointed out this morning, by the fact 
that the Gaza Strip is desperately poor. 
That desperation feeds the Palestinian 
extremism and fanaticism which 
Arafat has renounced. Chairman Arafat 
repeatedly affirmed his commitment to 
moving forward. In his words, ''The 
only al terna ti ve is the peace process. " 

Implementation of the declaration of 
principles signed yesterday will not 
happen overnight, and will not happen 
without financial assistance. As Chair
man Arafat made clear in our meeting, 
the needs of Gaza and Jericho are 
many: 56 percent unemployment in 
Gaza, infrastructure destroyed by 
years of conflict, the creation of a po
lice force willing and able to enforce 
the agreement. We hope and we expect 
that other donors-Arab oil-producing 
states, the European Community, 
Japan, and multilateral institutions
will take the lead in providing the nec
essary resources for implementing this 
agreement. 

But tonight, the pitfalls along the 
path to implementation are not the 
subject. We have a resolution before 
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the Senate to commend the parties re
sponsible for the historic developments 
in the Middle East. t understand the 
House passed a similar resolution ear
lier today. The resolution before the 
Senate recognizes the strong leadership 
role of President Bush in beginning the 
process of Israeli-Palestinian dialog in 
Madrid in 1991. The resolution recog
nizes the role of Norway in facilitating 
the negotiations which led to this 
week's agreement. The resolution also 
applauds the role of both the Bush and 
Clinton administrations in facilitating 
recent developments. 

Most importantly, the resolution 
welcomes the decisions of the Israeli 
Government and the PLO to meet as 
peacemakers rather than as enemies. 
In my view, the most significant fact 
about the recent agreement is that the 
parties made it with each other. The 
United States was an innocent-if sup
portive-bystander. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
resolution. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, on 
Monday I attended the signing of the 
Israeli-Palestinian agreement setting 
forth a declaration of principles for 
limited self-rule for Palestinians. The 
impossible took place before our eyes. 
The path to this point has been dif
ficult and rocky. The road ahead is 
long. But the world has witnessed an 
historic turning point in that road. In 
the eloquent words of Prime Minister 
Rabin, the parties have said "Enough 
of blood and tears. Enough!" It was evi
dent that those present at the cere
mony-and I cannot doubt that mil
lions elsewhere around the world-were 
deeply moved by this simple, im
mensely powerful declaration. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Near East Affairs of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee, I am proud to have 
helped craft the resolution we adopt 
today congratulating the parties on 
this achievement. The bipartisan spon
sors of this resolution recognize the 
historic significance of this develop
ment. They also pledge that the Con
gress will help to nurture these hopeful 
promises so that they may blossom 
into a just and lasting peace. 

As President Clinton has said, Israel 
is willing to take risks for peace. We 
have the responsibility of helping to re
duce those risks. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
this week we have seen a truly historic 
event, a Middle East rapprochement, 
and I am happy to be an original au
thor of this congratulatory resolution. 

Mr. President, all Americans, indeed, 
everyone interested in Middle East 
peace, has reason to celebrate. The 
United States can thank administra
tions past and present for their tireless 
efforts to bring peace to the Middle 
East. 

Many Americans, of Arab and Jewish 
descent, of Democratic and Republican 
affiliation, worked endlessly to pro
mote peace. 

Of course, all nations of the world 
owe a special debt to the Government 
and people of Norway. 

The Israelis and Palestinians had the 
will to begin fast track negotiations in 
secret, and the Norwegians offered a 
perfect venue, and patient mediation. 

On this day, I believe that we all can 
indulge in a moment of self-congratu
lation. 

I think we can reflect positively on 
the role that American and Western di
plomacy can play in a turbulent world, 
if we make the commitment to engage 
in such diplomacy: to be proactive, and 
not sit on the sidelines. 

Mr. President, we can indeed take 
satisfaction in this week's momentous 
events. But in our moment of satisfac
tion, we should not ignore the reality 
of the peace agreement. 

Mr. President, what was signed on 
Monday was an historic step toward 
just, lasting peace between the Pal
estinians and Israel. But it was not a 
peace treaty in the sense we under
stand it. This agreement was a "Dec
laration of Principles." 

It is, in effect, an ingeniously crafted 
testing mechanism. 

Israel and the PLO cannot erase dec
ades of hatred overnight. No one knows 
this better than Israelis and the Pal
estinians. 

The testing mechanism embodied in 
this Declaration of Principles allows 
each side to demonstrate its long-term 
commitment to peace, to mutual rec
ognition. 

From this day forward, every Pal
estinian and every Israeli will be 
watching each other for actions meant 
to instill confidence. 

We in Washington should be watch
ing as well. For our role does not end 
with this week's celebration. We need 
to reassure Israel that the risks it is 
taking will not undermine security. 

We need to prove to the Palestinians 
that laying down their arms will 
produce real benefits. We need to prove 
to PLO fighters and Palestinian refu
gees that blood and tears spent on Na
tion-building are far, far better than 
the blood and tears that have been 
spilled in the streets. 

Mr. President, there is indeed a dif
ficult road ahead. But I am hopeful. I 
recently shared a remarkable experi
ence that gave me hope for lasting Mid
dle East peace. 

I recently hosted a luncheon for 46 
kids, Palestinian, Israeli, and Egyp
tian. These kids were part of a program 
called Seeds of Peace. The program is 
the brainchild of journalist John Wal
lach. John raised the funds to bring 
this group of ostensible enemies-even 
at their tender age-to the United 
States for 2 weeks of summer camp. 
They spent 2 weeks in Maine, in a non
threatening environment, where they 
could simply lf~arn about each other 
while having some fun. 

It was 2 weeks away from headlines, 
tear gas, and masked gunmen. 

Two weeks to demonstrate the possi
bilities for Middle East peace. 

When I joined the Seeds of Peace 
group last Thursday, the kids had hope 
in their eyes. But even at age 10 or 12, 
they knew the realities. I was asked by 
a young Egyptian boy: "How can I 
make peace when my friends are being 
shot?" Tough question from a 10-year
old. 

I told him what I would tell any 
Arab, or any Jew for that matter: The 
time has come to make peace with our
selves. This does not mean forgetting 
the tragedies, the injustice of the past. 
It means looking toward the future. 

Mr. President, in the years to come, 
as today's Declaration of Principles is 
put into effect, I will remember the 
kids I met last week. I will remember 
the seeds of peace that were planted 
this summer. 

I will remember that these kids are 
back in the Middle East, back in Israel , 
Egypt, and in the Palestinian areas. I 
will think of them, knowing that they 
learned understanding and tolerance 
this summer. I remember how realistic 
they were, but also how hopeful they 
were. 

Mr. President, if ever there is a ques
tion about U.S. involvement in making 
peace, a question about whether or not 
it's worth our time I will think to the 
kids that I met. 

The United States has an interest in 
peace, in stability, in the Middle East. 

It is a strategic interest. 
It is surely an economic interest. 
It is a diplomatic interest. 
But with today's signing ceremony in 

mind, and the memory of the Seeds of 
Peace kids, I will always know that the 
U.S. interest in Middle East peace lies 
in simple humanity. In dignity. In tol
erance. These are values that we pro
mote abroad because we value them at 
home. · 

Mr. President, on the day that the 
United States fails to fight for these 
values, fight with the pen or with the 
sword when necessary, that will be the 
day that these values begin to wither 
at home. 

So Israelis and Palestinians, indeed 
all Arab peoples, have reason to cele
brate the future. And here in the Unit
ed States, we have reason to celebrate, 
because in pursuing the values we cher
ish abroad, we have strengthened our
selves here at home. 

The concurrent resolution was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 

Res. 43), with its preamble, is as fol
lows: 

S. CON. RES. 43 
Whereas the conflict in the Middle East 

has caused untold suffering for many dec
ades; 

Whereas the people of the state of Israel 
have the right to live in peace within secure 
and r ecognized borders; 

Whereas successive administrations of the 
United States Government have worked dili
gently to achieve a just and lasting peace in 
the Middle East; 
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C O N G R E SSIO N A L  R E C O R D -SE N A T E  
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W h ereas u n d er th e lead ersh ip  o f P resid en t 

C a rte r, Isra e li P rim e  M in iste r B e g in  a n d  

E g y p tian  P resid en t S ad at sig n ed  th e h isto ric 

C am p D avid A ccords of 1978;

W h e re a s u n d e r th e  stro n g  le a d e rsh ip  o f

P resid en t B u sh , a  d ialo g u e  am o n g  th e p ar- 

ties to  th e M id d le east co n flict w as in itiated  

at M adrid in O ctober 1991; 

W h e re a s th is d ia lo g u e  w a s c o n tin u e d  

th ro u g h  th e stro n g  an d  co n stru ctiv e effo rts 

o f th e C lin to n  ad m in istratio n ; 

W h e re a s th e  G o v e rn m e n t o f N o rw a y , 

th ro u g h  its F o reig n  M in ister, p lay ed  an  in - 

stru m e n ta l ro le  in  fa c ilita tin g  th e  n e g o tia - 

tio n s th at led  to  th e sig n in g  o f th e D eclara- 

tio n  o f P rin cip les b etw een  Israel an d  th e P al-

estin e L ib eratio n  O rg an izatio n ;

W h ereas th e P alestin e L ib eratio n  O rg an i- 

zatio n  h as reco g n ized  th e rig h t o f th e S tate 

o f Israel to  ex ist in  p eace  an d  secu rity , h as 

a n n o u n c e d  th a t it re n o u n c e s te rro rism  a n d  

o th e r a c ts o f v io le n c e , a n d  h a s a g re e d  to  

am en d  its C h arter to  d elete all referen ces to  

th e d estru ctio n  o f th e S tate o f Israel; 

W h ereas th e S tate o f Israel h as reco g n ized

th e P alestin e L ib eratio n  O rg an izatio n  as th e

rep resen tativ e o f th e P alestin ian  p eo p le; 

W h ereas Israel an d  th e  P alestin e  L ib era- 

tio n  O rg an izatio n  h av e ag reed  to  a D eclara- 

tio n  o f P rin cip les co n cern in g  an  in terim  p e- 

rio d  o f lim ited au to n o m y  fo r P alestin ian s o n  

th e W est B an k  an d  in  G aza; an d  

W h ereas m an y  d ifficu lt issu es rem ain  to  b e

reso lv ed  in  fu tu re d iscu ssio n s: N o w , th ere- 

fo re, b e it 

R esolved  by the Senate (the H ouse of R ep- 

resentatives concurring), T h at th e C o n g ress—  

(1) su p p o rts th e ag reem en t b etw een  Israel 

an d  th e  P alestin e  L ib eratio n  O rg an izatio n , 

an d  h o p es it w ill serv e as an  h isto ric o p p o r- 

tu n ity  to  m o v e to w ard  a co m p reh en siv e an d  

lastin g  p eace in  th e M id d le east;

(2) ap p lau d s th e effo rts o f th e C lin to n  an d  

B u sh  ad m in istratio n s to  facilitate th ese d e- 

v elo p m en ts;

(3) w elco m es th e d ecisio n  o f th e P alestin e 

L ib e ra tio n  O rg a n iz a tio n  to  re c o g n iz e  th e  

S ta te  o f Isra e l, to  re n o u n c e te rro rism  a n d

o th er acts o f v io len ce, an d  to  accep t th e p ath  

o f p eacefu l co ex isten ce; 

(4) w elco m es th e d ecisio n  o f th e S tate o f Is- 

ra e l to  e n te r in to  th is D e c la ra tio n  o f P rin - 

cip les an d  reaffirm s its co m m itm en t to  h elp - 

in g  a ssu re  th e  c o n tin u e d  se c u rity  o f th e  

S tate o f Israel; 

(5) co m m en d s all th o se p erso n s w h o  h av e 

w o rk ed  d ilig en tly to  ach iev e th ese acco rd s; 

(6) e n c o u ra g e s a ll p a rtie s to  th e  M id d le  

E ast p eace p ro cess to  co n tin u e to  w o rk  v ig - 

o ro u sly  in  th e  p u rsu it o f a c o m p re h e n siv e

p eace fo r th e reg io n ; an d , 

(7) en d o rses co n tin u in g  U .S . en g ag em en t in  

th e p eace p ro cess, an d  its co m m itted  to  su p - 

p o rtin g  e ffo rts to  m a k e  th is a g re e m e n t a

su ccess. 

JO IN T  S E S S IO N  O F  C O N G R E S S  

A D JO U R N M E N T  O F  T H E  H O U S E  

M r

. F O R D . M r. P resid en t, I ask  u n an - 

im o u s co n sen t th at th e S en ate p ro ceed  

en  b lo c to  th e im m ed iate co n sid eratio n  

o f th e fo llo w in g  co n cu rren t reso lu tio n s 

ju st re c e iv e d  fro m  th e  H o u se : H o u se  

C o n cu rren t R eso lu tio n  1 4 4 , p ro v id in g  

fo r a  jo in t se ssio n  o f C o n g re ss to  re - 

c e iv e  su c h  c o m m u n ic a tio n  a s  th e  

P resid en t sh all b e p leased  to  m ak e, an d  

H o u se C o n cu rren t R eso lu tio n  1 4 5 , p ro - 

v id in g  fo r a n  a d jo u rn m e n t o f th e  

H o u se;

 th at th e co n cu rren t reso lu tio n s

b e ag reed  to  en  b lo c, th e m o tio n s to  re- 

c o n sid e r la id  u p o n  th e ta b le e n  b lo c ,

a n d  th a t th e  c o n sid e ra tio n  o f th e se

ite m s b e  liste d  in d iv id u a lly  in  th e

R ecord .

T h e P R E S ID IN G  O F F IC E R . W ith o u t

o b jectio n , it is so  o rd ered . 

T h e  c o n c u rre n t re so lu tio n s w e re  

ag reed  to . 

O R D E R S  F O R  W E D N E S D A Y , 

S E P T E M B E R  15, 1993 

M r. F O R D . N o w , M r. P resid en t, o n

b e h a lf o f th e  m a jo rity  le a d e r, I a sk  

u n an im o u s co n sen t th at w h en  th e S en -

a te  c o m p le te s its b u sin e ss to d a y , it 

stan d  in  recess u n til 9 :3 0  a.m . W ed n es- 

d ay , S ep tem b er 1 5 ; th at fo llo w in g  th e 

p ray er, th e Jo u rn al o f p ro ceed in g s b e  

d eem ed  ap p ro v ed  to  d ate; th e tim e fo r 

th e tw o  lead ers b e . reserv ed  fo r th eir 

u se later in  th e d ay ; an d  th at th e S en - 

ate th en  resu m e co n sid eratio n  o f H .R . 

2 5 2 0 , th e D ep artm en t o f In terio r ap p ro - 

p riatio n s b ill. 

T h e P R E S ID IN G  O F F IC E R . W ith o u t 

o b jectio n , it is so  o rd ered .

R E C E S S  U N T IL  9:30 A .M . 

W E D N E S D A Y  

M r. F O R D . M r. P resid en t, if th ere is 

n o  fu rth er b u sin ess to  co m e b efo re th e 

S e n a te  to d a y , I n o w  a sk  u n a n im o u s 

c o n se n t th e  S e n a te  sta n d  in  re c e ss a s 

p rev io u sly  o rd ered . 

T h ere b ein g  n o  o b jectio n , th e S en ate, 

at 11:01  p.m ., recessed until W ednesday,

S eptem ber 15, 1993, at 9:30 a.m . 

N O M IN A T IO N S 

E x ecu tiv e n o m in atio n s receiv ed  b y  

the S enate S eptem ber 14, 1993: 

D E P A R T M E N T  O F S T A T E  

D A N IE L  L . S P IE G E L , O F  V IR G IN IA , T O  B E  T H E  R E P -

R E S E N T A T IV E  O F  T H E  U N IT E D  S T A T E S  O F  A M E R IC A  T O

T H E  E U R O P E A N  O F F IC E  O F  T H E  U N IT E D  N A T IO N S , W IT H  

T H E  R A N K  O F  A M B A S S A D O R . 

IN  T H E  A IR  F O R C E  

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  O F F IC E R  F O R  A P P O IN T M E N T  

T O  T H E  G R A D E  O F  L IE U T E N A N T  G E N E R A L  O N  T H E  R E - 

T IR E D  L IS T  P U R S U A N T  T O  T H E  P R O V IS IO N S  T O  T IT L E  10, 

U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C T IO N  1370:

T o be lieutenant general

L T . G E N . JO H N  B . C O N A W A Y , , U .S . A IR  F O R C E . 

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  O F F IC E R  F O R  R E A P P O IN T -

M E N T  T O  T H E  G R A D E  O F  L IE U T E N A N T  G E N E R A L  W H IL E

A S S IG N E D  T O  A  P O S IT IO N  O F  IM P O R T A N C E  A N D  R E S P O N -

S IB IL IT Y  U N D E R  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C -

T IO N  601:

T o be lieutenant general 

L T . G E N . R IC H A R D  E . H A W L E Y , , U .S . A IR  F O R C E . 

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  O F F IC E R  F O R  A P P O IN T M E N T

T O  T H E  G R A D E  O F  L IE U T E N A N T  G E N E R A L  W H IL E  A S -

S IG N E D  T O  A  P O S IT IO N  O F  IM P O R T A N C E  A N D  R E S P O N -

S IB IL IT Y  U N D E R  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C -

T IO N  601:

T o be lieutenant general 

M A J. G E N . R IC H A R D  B . M Y E R S , , U .S . A IR  

F O R C E . 

IN  T H E  A R M Y  

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  O F F IC E R  T O  B E  P L A C E D  O N

T H E  R E T IR E D  L IS T  IN  T H E  G R A D E  IN D IC A T E D  U N D E R

T H E  P R O V IS IO N S  O F  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E ,

SE C T IO N  1370: 

To be lieutenant general 

L T . G E N . H O R A C E  G . T A Y L O R , , U .S . A IR  F O R C E . 

T H E F O L L O W IN G 
N A M E D  O F F IC E R 
 F O R A P P O IN T M E N T 


T O T H E G R A D E O F L IE U T E N A N T G E N E R A L W H IL E  A S -

S IG N E D  T O  A  P O S IT IO N  O F  IM P O R T A N C E  A N D  R E S P O N -

S IB IL IT Y 
U N D E R  T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C -

T IO N 
601(A ):

To be lieutenant general

M A J. G E N . P A U L  E . F U N K , , U .S . A R M Y .

IN  T H E  F O R E IG N  S E R V IC E

T H E  F O L L O W IN G -N A M E D  P E R S O N S  O F  T H E  A G E N C IE S

IN D IC A T E D  F O R  A P P O IN T M E N T  A S  F O R E IG N  S E R V IC E  O F -

F IC E R S  O F  T H E  C L A S S E S  S T A T E D , A N D  A L S O  F O R  T H E

O T H E R  A P P O IN T M E N T S  IN D IC A T E D  H E R E W IT H :

F O R  A P P O IN T M E N T  A S  F O R E IG N  S E R V IC E  O F F IC E R  O F

C L A S S  1 , C O N S U L A R  O F F IC E R  A N D  S E C R E T A R Y  IN  T H E

D IP L O M A T IC  S E R V IC E  O F  T H E  U N IT E D  S T A T E S  O F  A M E R -

IC A :

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  S T A T E

P A U L  S N O W  C A R P E N T E R , O F  V IR G IN IA

F O R  A P P O IN T M E N T  A S  F O R E IG N  S E R V IC E  O F F IC E R S  O F

C L A S S  T H R E E , C O N S U L A R  O F F IC E R S  A N D  S E C R E T A R IE S

IN  T H E  D IP L O M A T IC  S E R V IC E  O F  T H E  U N IT E D  S T A T E S  O F

A M E R IC A :

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  S T A T E

M . E U G E N E  A A R O N , O F  D E L A W A R E

A R U N A  S . G . A M IR T H A N A Y A G A M , O F  N E W  Y O R K

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  A G R IC U L T U R E

R IC H A R D  T . L IV E L Y , O F  V IR G IN IA

C H A D  R . R U S S E L L , O F  V IR G IN IA

F O R  A P P O IN T M E N T  A S  F O R E IG N  S E R V IC E  O F F IC E R S  O F

C L A S S  4, C O N S U L A R  O F F IC E R S  A N D  S E C R E T A R IE S  IN  T H E

D IP L O M A T IC  S E R V IC E  O F  T H E  U N IT E D  S T A T E S  O F  A M E R -

IC A :

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  S T A T E

M A R K  A R M A N D O  A G U IA R , O F  C O N N E C T IC U T

B O N IT A  S . B IS S O N E T T E , O F  S O U T H  D A K O T A

M A R Y  E L IS A B E T H  B R O C K IN G , O F  V IR G IN IA

K E N T  C . B R O K E N S H IR E , O F  M A R Y L A N D

JO S E P H  P A T R IC K  C A S S ID Y , O F  M A S S A C H U S E T T S

JA C Q U E L IN E  K A Y  D U N P H Y , O F  ID A H O .

JA M E S  S U Y D A M  G IB N E Y , O F  C A L IF O R N IA

A M Y  E L IZ A B E T H  H O L M A N , O F  N E W  Y O R K

D A N IE L  A L A N  H U T C H E N S , O F  F L O R ID A

G L E N  K E IS E R , O F  C A L IF O R N IA

E L L E N  K . K R E S E N , O F  N E W  JE R S E Y

P A T R IC IA  A N N E  L A C IN A , O F  C A L IF O R N IA

K A R E N  L . L A R S O N , O F  M IN N E S O T A

L A U R A  A N N E  L O C H M A N , O F  IN D IA N A

L E W IS  A L A N  L U K E N S , O F  V E R M O N T

D O R IS  R U T H  M C B R Y D E , O F  S O U T H  C A R O L IN A

JA M E S  E A R L E  M C C R A C K E N , O F  M A R Y L A N D

JU L IE  R E T H M E IE R  M O Y E S , O F  V IR G IN IA

W IL L IA M  JA M E S  M O Z D Z IE R Z , O F  N E W  Y O R K

M IC H A E L  C H A S E  M U L L IN S , O F  N E W  H A M P S H IR E

N A N C Y  J. N E L S O N , O F  V IR G IN IA

G E O R G E  T H O M A S  N O V IN G E R , O F  C A L IF O R N IA

G E O F F R E Y  M A R T IN  O D L U M , O F  C O N N E C T IC U T

L Y N E T T E  JO Y C E  P O U L T O N , O F  C A L IF O R N IA

JO H N  T E M P L E M A N  P R IC E , O F  T E N N E S S E E

E A R L IN E  M A S O N  R E ID , O F  C A L IF O R N IA

M A R IA  R U D E N S K Y , O F  N E W  Y O R K

JE F F R E Y  L IN C O L N  S A M E L S O N , O F  IL L IN O IS

D A V ID  P . S C H E N S T E D , O F  W A S H IN G T O N

K IR S T E N  A . S C H T JL Z , O F  C A L IF O R N IA

B E T H A N Y  L . S C H W A R T Z , O F  V IR G IN IA

E R IC  W IL L IA M  S T R O M A Y E R , O F  V IR G IN IA

L A IR D  D . T R E IB E R , O F  O K L A H O M A

M A T T H E W  D O U G L A S  W A L L A C K , O F  C A L IF O R N IA

P A U L  D O U G L A S  Y E S K O O , O F  N E W  JE R S E Y

D A V ID  J. Y O U N G , O F  M IS S O U R I

M IC H A E L  P A U L  Z O R IC K , O F  C A L IF O R N IA

U .S. IN F O R M A T IO N  A G E N C Y

JU D IT H  L . B R Y A N , O F  T E X A S

M A R T H A  B U C K L E Y , O F  P E N N S Y L V A N IA

B R E N T  D O N A L D  B Y E R S , O F  V IR G IN IA

M A R K  A L L A N  C A N N IN G , O F  W A S H IN G T O N

JE N N IF E R  A P P L E T O N  C L A R K , O F  C A L IF O R N IA

G O R D O N  K E N N E D Y  D U G U ID , O F  IL L IN O IS

C H A R L E S  F . H U N T E R , JR ., O F  C A L IF O R N IA

JO H N  C H A R L E S  L A W , O F  W E S T  V IR G IN IA

C A R Y N  E . L IN D S A Y , O F  F L O R ID A

M A T T H E W  R O B E R T  L U S S E N H O P , O F  M IN N E S O T A

D E B O R A H  H U N S L E Y  M C G E E H O N , O F  A L A B A M A

C H R IS T O P H E R  D A V ID  M C S H A N E , O F  W A S H IN G T O N

S A R A H  C R A D D O C K  M O R R IS O N . O F  L O U IS IA N A

M A R G A R E T  C A T H E R IN E  M O S E S , O F  G E O R G IA

T R A C Y  K IM  T H IE L E , O F  O H IO

M E L IS S A  C L E G G  T R IP P , O F  C A L IF O R N IA

I N O M IN A T E  T H E  F O L L O W IN G -N A M E D  M E M B E R S  O F

T H E  F O R E IG N  S E R V IC E  O F  T H E  D E P A R T M E N T S  O F  S T A T E

A N D  C O M M E R C E  T O  B E  C O N S U L A R  O F F IC E R S  A N D /O R

S E C R E T A R IE S  IN  T H E  D IP L O M A T IC  S E R V IC E  O F  T H E

U N IT E D  S T A T E S  O F  A M E R IC A , A S  IN D IC A T E D :

C O N S U L A R  O F F IC E R S  A N D  S E C R E T A R IE S  IN  T H E  D IP -

L O M A T IC  S E R V IC E  O F  T H E  U N IT E D  S T A T E S  O F  A M E R IC A :

S C O T T  M . A N D E R S O N . O F  V IR G IN IA

M IC H A E L  K . B E N D E R , O F  V IR G IN IA

T IM O T H Y  T O D D  B U C H , O F  V IR G IN IA

P A U L  V . B U N N E L L , O F  V IR G IN IA

K A T E  M A R IE  B Y R N E S , O F  F L O R ID A

D A N  L . C A D W E L L , O F  V IR G IN IA
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M A R G O T  C A R R IN G T O N , O F  C A L IF O R N IA

A N N E  S A R A  C A S P E R , O F  F L O R ID A

C O U R T N E Y  J. C E R R A , O F  V IR G IN IA

C H A R L E S  X A V IE R  C O R R E IA , O F  V IR G IN IA

B E T S Y  A . C R A U N , O F  V IR G IN IA

L IN C O L N  D . D A H L , O F  N E V A D A

R O B E R T  B . E F IR D , O F  V IR G IN IA

P A T R IC IA  E S P IN O Z A  F E R N A N D E Z , O F  V IR G IN IA

E D N A  C . F O S T E R . O F  V IR G IN IA

S A U L  E D U A R D O  G O N Z A L E Z , O F  T E X A S  ·

R O B E R T  E . G O R E L IC K , O F  M A R Y L A N D

R IC H A R D  M . G U N T H E R , O F  V IR G IN IA

M A R G A R E T  H A N S O N -M U S E , O F  M A R Y L A N D

JO H N  L . H E L G E R S O N , O F  V IR G IN IA

K A T H L E E N  JO H A N N A  H IL L , O F  N O R T H  D A K O T A

R O B E R T  C . H O W E S , O F  M A R Y L A N D

B R A D  JO S E P H  JU N E A U , O F  L O U IS IA N A

M IC H A E L  A . L A L L Y , O F  T H E  D IS T R IC T  O F  C O L U M B IA

D A V ID  W . L A R S E N , O F  V IR G IN IA

C H R IS T IN E  A . L E G G E T T . O F  C A L IF O R N IA

K E V IN  W . L O N G , O F  V IR G IN IA

D U Y A N E  R . N O R M A N , III, O F  T H E  D IS T R IC T  O F  C O L U M B IA

M A U R E E N  G A Y  N O W A K , O F  V IR G IN IA

T R A C I A . P A R K S , O F  T E X A S

G A R Y  D . P A T E , O F  V IR G IN IA

R O Y  E . P E T E R S O N , O F  V IR G IN IA

M A R K  A . P O S T . O F  V IR G IN IA

JU D Y  R . R E IN K E , O F  V IR G IN IA

G E R A L D  D IX O N  R O T H R O C K , O F  V IR G IN IA

A D E L E  E . R U P P E , O F  M A R Y L A N D

D A V ID  E . S H IE L D S , O F  V IR G IN IA

V IC T O R IA  L . S L O A N , O F  F L O R ID A

H E A T H E R  M A R IE  S M IT H , O F  M A IN E

C A R O L  M . S P A R H A W K , O F  V IR G IN IA

W . B R O O K E  S T A L L S M IT H , O F  V IR G IN IA

R IC H A R D  S T E F F E N S , O F  M A R Y L A N D

R IC H A R D  M O R G A N  W IL B U R , O F  N E W  Y O R K

E L IS A B E T H  S . W IL T O N , O F  V IR G IN IA

S T E V E  A . Y A R B R O U G H , O F  V IR G IN IA

G L O R IA  J. Y O U N G , O F  O R E G O N

R O B E R T  A . Z IM M E R M A N , O F  N E W  JE R S E Y

S E C R E T A R Y  IN  T H E  D IP L O M A T IC  S E R V IC E  O F  T H E

U N IT E D  S T A T E S  O F  A M E R IC A :

JA M E S  G . W A L L A R , O F  V IR G IN IA

IN  T H E  C O A S T  G U A R D

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  R E G U L A R  O F F IC E R S  O F  T H E  U N IT E D

S T A T E S  C O A S T  G U A R D  F O R  P R O M O T IO N  T O  T H E  G R A D E

O F  C O M M A N D E R :

G O R D O N  D . G A R R E T T  A L F R E D  W . S E ID E L

B A R R Y  A . H A R N E R  P A T R IC K  L . B L A IR

S T E P H E N  T . C IC C A L O N E  

R O B E R T  L . A B A IR

T H E O D O R E  G . R O B E R G E  

D A N N Y  M . C L A R K

M IC H A E L  J. S K IR C H A K  

R IC H A R D  Y . A T L E E , II

S T E P H E N  H . G O E T C H IU S  M IC H A E L  D . K E A R N E Y

M IC H A E L  D . R IL E Y  W IL L IA M  J. W E T Z E L

E L D O  K . D E L O N G , JR . B E N JA M IN  A . W A T S O N , JR .

W IL L IA M  M . B IG G A R  W IL L IA M  M . M O O R E

T H O M A S  J. B L A N C E T T , III JO S E P H  J. C O C C IA

T H O M A S  E . B E L L  E D W A R D  A . B L A C K A D A R ,

P A T R IC K  A . H A R R IS  JR .

JO N A T H A N  D . S A R U B B I K E V IN  B . S M IT H

P H IL L IP  L . B IE D E N B E N D E R  C H A R L IE  L . C O Z B Y , JR .

D O N A L D  B . T H O M P S O N  G A R Y  S . E L L IS

K A T H L E E N  M . D O N O H O E  JA M E S  C . M IL B U R Y

M IC H A E L  O M A T S U  

JO S E P H  J. S A B O E

T IM O T H Y  G . E A S T M A N  R IC H A R D  M . G A U D IO S I

P A T R IC K  C . T W IS S  

M A R K  J. K E R S K I

S C O T T  D . B A IR  T E D R IC  R . L IN D S T R O M

R IC H A R D  R . V A N L E A R  R O B E R T  L . M A K I

R A Y M O N D  J. M IL L E R  E R IC  K . C H A P M A N

M IC H A E L  L . E M G E  R O B E R T  K . R O E M E R

K E N N E T H  G . T H Y S E L L  R O B E R T  W . D U R F E Y , JR .

S T E P H A N  P . G L E N N  R IC H A R D  W . M U T H

JA C K  R . S M IT H  JE F F R E Y  A . K A Y S E R

JA M E S  L . P E R S O N  

W IL L IA M  G . D A V ID S O N

G A R Y  A . N A P E R T  

P H IL L IP  L . S T E P H E N S O N

R O N A L D  T . H E W IT T  M A R K  J. S IK O R S K I

B A R R Y  L . P O O R E  

P E T E R  J. D IN IC O L A

JO H N  F . B R O O K S  

M A N S O N  K . B R O W N , III

D O U G L A S  C . C O N N O R  C L IN T O N  S . G O R D O N

JA Y  F . B O Y D  W A Y N E  N . C O L L IN S

R A N D A L L  R . G IL B E R T  

B R IA N  J. O 'K E E F F E

R O B E R T  C . H A Y D E N  F R E D E R IC  C . H A R W O O D

R IC H A R D  W . C U S S O N , JR . C L IF F O R D  K . C O M E R

M A R K  H . L A N D R Y  

W IL L IA M  P . L A Y N E , III

K E V IN  G . R O S S  

R IC H A R D  C . Y A Z B E K

M A R K  L . M IL L E R  E D D IE  V . M A C K

R O B E R T  W . M C C A R T H Y , III R O B E R T  A . V A N Z A N D T

JA M E S  A . W A T S O N , IV  A N D R E W  G . G IV E N S

L E E  T . R O M A S C O  

K U R T  R . W E L L IN G T O N

R O N A L D  F . W O H L F R O M  

M IC H A E L  J. L A P IN S K I

JA M E S  A . M C K E N Z IE  T H O M A S  J. C H U B A , JR .

W IL L IA M  J. W A G N E R  R O B E R T  E . R E IN IN G E R

JE F F R E Y  B . S T A R K  

A U B R E Y  W . B O G L E

D W IG H T  K . M C G E E  L A N C E  W . C A R P E N T E R

JO H N  W . Y O S T  S T E V E N  H . ru m

P A U L  A . P R E U S S E  M IC H A E L  J. M A N G A N

B R U C E  W . B L A C K  JA M E S  K . D A B N E Y

R O N A L D  J. R A B A G O  P A T R IC IA  B . D A R C Y

M A R K  E . A S H L E Y  W IL L IA M  D . E L E Y

S T E P H E N  D . C M A R  B R IA N  R . C O N A W A Y

S U S A N  G . M O R IT Z  M IC H A E L  D . V A L E R IO

M A R K  S . K E R N  JO H N  H . S M IT H

D O N A L D  W . R IG N E Y  K E N T  P . M A C K

K E N N E T H  S . P R IM E  B R Y O N  IN G

P E T E R  J. G A N S E R  

W A Y N E  C . P A R E N T

R O B E R T  C . L O R IG A N  

JE F F R E Y  E . B R A G E R

E R N E S T  A . G IB S O N , III 

M IC H A E L  R . S A F F O R D

R O B E R T  V . P A L O M B O  

T H O M A S C . R IG G S

E D W A R D  J. G L E A S O N  JO S E P H  W . E V A N S , JR .

H U B E R T  L . H O O D , JR .

T H E  F O L L O W IN G  R E S E R V E  O F F IC E R S  O F  T H E  U .S .

C O A S T  G U A R D  F O R  P R O M O T IO N  T O  T H E  G R A D E  O F  C O M -

M A N D E R  IN  T H E  U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O A S T  G U A R D  R E -

S E R V E :

C U R T IS  B . O D O M  

K E V IN  P . C A R P E N T IE R

JO S E P H  R . C A S T IL L O

IN  T H E  A IR  F O R C E

T H E  

F O L L O W IN G  N A M E D  O F F IC E R S  F O R  P R O M O T IO N  IN

T H E  U N IT E D  S T A T E S  A IR  F O R C E , U N D E R  T H E  A P P R O -

P R IA T E  P R O V IS IO N S  O F  S E C T IO N  6 2 4. T IT L E  1 0 , U N IT E D

S T A T E S  C O D E , A S  A M E N D E D , W IT H  D A T E S  O F  R A N K  T O

B E  D E T E R M IN E D  B Y  T H E  S E C R E T A R Y  O F  T H E  A IR  F O R C E .

L IN E  O F  T H E  A IR  F O R C E

To be colonel

R IC H A R D  A . A C E T O , 

JO H N  R . A D A M S , 

D A V ID  J. A D E R H O L D , 

W IL L IA M  D . A IR M A N , 

C E C IL IA  C . A L B E R T , 

A N T H O N Y  A . A L D W E L L , 

JIM M Y  R . A L L E N , 

A L B E R T  A . A L L E N B A C K , JR , 

D O N A L D  A . A N A W A L T , 

T H O M A S  L . A N D R E W , 

W IL L IA M  P. A R D , 

G A R Y  A . A R M IS T E A D , 

M IC H A E L  J. A T H E R T O N , 

B R IA N  R . B A D G E R . 

A N T H O N Y  G . B A D O L A T O , JR , 

D A R R E L L  J. B A D U R E K , 

JA C K  L . B A IL E Y , JR , 

R IC H A R D  J. B A K E R , 

S T E P H E N  L . B A K E R , 

T E R R Y  L . B A K E R , 

G A R Y  A . B A L D W IN , 

R IC H A R D  W . B A L D W IN . 

JO  A N N  B A L L , 

B E N JA M IN  H . B A R N A R D , 

T H O M A S  L . B A R R , 

M IC H A E L  E . B A U M , 

G A R Y  P . B A U M G A R T E L , 

D A V ID  M . B E A N , 

D IA N A  L . B E A R D S L E Y , 

M IC H A E L  J. B E A U C H A M P , 

D O N A L D  J. B E C K E R , 

C U R T IS  M . B E D K E , 

W IL L IA M  R . B E E C H E L , 

R O N A L D  L . B E E S L E Y , 

D O N A L D  E . B E L C H E , 

R O N A L D  E . B E L K , 

D U A N E  E . B E N D E R , JR , 

E U G E N E  S . B E S T , 

R O B E R T  E . B IE H L , 

B R IA N  A . B IN N , 

R O B E R T  D A M O N  B IS H O P . JR , 

JA M E S R . B JO R K , 

L E R O Y  A . B L O C K , 
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C H A R L E S  R . R O G E R S , III, 
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P A U L  M . R O U S E . 
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JA M E S  M . S H A M E S S , 
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K E N N E T H  E . S H IR L E Y , 
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D A V ID  A . SK U N K , 
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JA C K  0. S L A G L E , JR , 
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T H O M A S D . SM IT H , 
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T A D  A . S T A N L E Y , 

S H E L D O N  D . S T A R K E S , 

V IR G IL  A . S T A R K E S , 
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T O R E A S E R  A . S T E E L E , 

B IL L Y  J. S T E P H E N S O N , JR , 

S T E P H E N  A . S T E R N E , 

D O U G L A S E . S T E W A R D . 
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JA M E S  A . S T U D E R , 
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A L L A N  L . S W A IM , JR , 

L A W R E N C E  E . S W E E N E Y , 

S T E P H E N  H . S Y L V E S T E R , 

L A W R E N C E  G . SZ C Z U R , 
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A N N  M . T E ST A , 
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L Y N N E  C . T H O M PSO N , 

T E R R Y  S . T H O M P S O N , 

M IC H A E L  S . T IL L M A N , 
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P H IL IP  W . T R E N T , JR , 
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G E R A L D  J. V E N T E IC H E R , 

R A Y M O N D  A . V IT K U S, 

R IC H A R D  L . V O L P E , JR , 

B R IA N  R . V O O R H E E S, 

G E O R G E  W A G A SK Y , III, 

C A R M  C . W A L G A M O T T ,

D A V ID  C . W A L K E R , 

H A R R Y  C . W A L K E R , III, 

FR E D  K . W A L L , 

L E W IS  S . W A L L A C E . JR , 

F R A N C IS  J. W A L L E R , JR , 

T E D D Y  N . W A N G , 

R O B E R T  P . W A R R IC K , JR , 

W A L T E R  M . W A SH A B A U G H , 

R O N A L D  K . W A SH IN G T O N , 

D A L E  C . W A T E R S, 
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JO N  A . W E G N E R , 

E D W A R D  M . W H A L E N , 
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G O R D O N  M . W IR A M , 

G E R A R D  D . W IT T M A N , 

C L IN T O N  C . W O O D S, 

B IL L Y  A . W O O L E Y , 

R IC H A R D  R . W O O L S, 

JO H N  W . W Y A T T , 

R O B E R T  Y A B L O N S K I, 

R O N A L D  D . Y A G G I, 

JA M E S H . Y O U N G , 

K A R L  B . Y O U N G , 

G R E G O R Y  S . Z A N IE W S K I, 

R O B E R T  M . Z D E N E K , 

JU D G E  A D V O C A T E

To be colonel

T H O M A S  G . B E C K E R , 

W IL L IA M  P . B O W E N , 

D A V ID  W . C H A P P E L L , 

T E R E N C E  A . C U R T IN , 

H . M A R T IN  JA Y N E , 

SC O T T  B . M C L A U T H L IN , 

A L A N  K . P A S S E Y , 

R IC H A R D  A . B . P R IC E , 

A L E X A N D E R  W . P U R D U E , JR , 

M IC H A E L  W . SC H L A B S, 

M A R G A R E T  L . S C H R E IE R , 

D A V ID  L . T H O M A S, 

M E D IC A L  S E R V IC E  C O R P S

To be colonel

S T E P H E N  L . A L C O C K , 

K E N N E T H  A . A N S E L L , 

D O N  C . B R O W N , 

JE F F R E Y  L . B U T L E R , 

T H O M A S A . E U R E K , 

C A R L IS L E  H A R R IS O N , JR , 

S T E P H E N  K . L E C H O L O P , 

JO H N  C . P A T C H IN , 

N E IL  G . P A T T E R S O N , 

A L A N  T . P E A S E , 

R IC H A R D  A . P E T E R S O N , 

R O B E R T  J. R O B S O N , 

G A R R Y  W . S T A N B E R R Y , 

L A R R Y  F . W IT T G A N , 

B IO M E D IC A L  S C IE N C E S  C O R P S

To be colonel

B A R B A R A  D . B A R N IC O T T , 

M IC H A E L  L . B IN IO N , 

K E N N E T H  L . B R IE R , 

M IC H A E L  H . C A L D W E L L , 

K E IT H  D . C H A N D L E R , 

D O N A L D  D . C O A T E S, 

JO H N  G . G R A H A M , 

R IC H A R D  K . H A R R IS , 

R O N A L D  C . H IL L , 

JO H N  JO Y C E , 

JO H N  P . N E L S O N , 

JA M E S  W . N O R M A R K , 

E R N E S T  H . O E R T L I, III, 

G A R R E T T  D . P O L H A M U S , 

R IC H A R D  C . P O S T L E W A IT E , 

R IC H A R D  L . P R IC E , 

S T E V E N  R . S E M , 

C Y N T H IA  A . SM IT H , 

C A R L  J. T U L L IO , 

C H A R L E S  A . W A T K IN S , III, 

R A Y M O N D  D . W IL K IN S, 
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