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The Senate met at 12 noon, on the ex- The Chair recognizes the Senator 
piration of the recess, and was called to from New Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN]. 
order by the Honorable CHARLES S. 
ROBB, a Senator from the State of Vir- UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREE
ginia. MENT-SENATE JOINT RESOLU

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard 
C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow-
ing prayer: 

Let us pray: 
Praise ye the Lord. Praise God in His 

sanctuary: praise Him in the firmament of 
His power. 

Praise Him for His mighty acts: praise 
Him according to His excellent greatness. 

Praise Him with the sound of the trum
pet: praise Him with the psaltery and 
harp. 

Praise Him with the timbrel and dance: 
praise Him with stringed instruments and 
organs. 

Praise Him upon the loud cymbals: 
praise Him upon the high sounding cym
bals. 

Let every thing that hath breath praise 
the Lord. Praise ye the Lord.-Psalm 150. 

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 legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, September 20, 1993. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable CHARLES S. ROBB, a 
Senator from the State of Virginia, to per
form the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

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

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

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

MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order there 
will now be a period for the transaction 
of morning business not to extend be
yond the hour of 2 p.m, with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for not to 
exceed 5 minutes each. 

TION 114 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, be

fore I speak on the subject I came to 
the floor on, on behalf of the majority 
leader I ask unanimous consent that 
the previous agreement governing Sen
ate consideration of Senate Joint Reso
lution 114 be modified as follows: 

That there be a total time limit of 90 
minutes for debate; and that, at 3:30 
p.m., the Senate then proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 194, H.R. 
2491, the VA-HUD appropriations bill; 
further that the other provisions of the 
previous unanimous-consent agreement 
remain in effect. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. The unanimous consent pre
viously agreed to is modified in accord
ance with the request by the majority 
leader. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Thank you, Mr. 
President. I should represent for my 
colleagues' information this agreement 
has been cleared on the Republican 
side. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator is now recognized for 
up to 5 minutes. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I ask unanimous 
consent I now be allowed to proceed for 
a period of not to exceed 15 minutes. 

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

NAFTA 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 

today to state my support for the 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment. I conclude that it is in our inter
ests to go forward with the treaty for 
three basic reasons. 

First, the United States can only 
prosper in this new highly competitive 
global economy by boldly stepping for
ward to compete, and forging closer 
ties with Mexico can be a significant 
help to us in that larger competition. 

My second reason is that this treaty 
can provide the opportunity for new 
job creation in my home State of New 
Mexico. 

And my third reason is that our com
mon destiny with our neighbors dic
tates that we should strengthen our co
operation and interaction with that 
country and this treaty can be a vehi
cle for us doing that. 

Let me take the first of those briefly. 
The United States can only prosper in 
this highly competitive global econ
omy by boldly stepping forward to 
compete. And if we forge closer ties 
with Mexico, that can be a significant 
help to us in the larger competition. A 
discussion of the North American Free
Trade Agreement needs to begin by 
looking at the larger context, that is 
United States trade relations with the 
entire world. What do we see when we 
look at those trade relations? This 
year and for the last decade, the United 
States has been running an enormous 
trade deficit. If the monthly trade defi
cits continue as expected for the rest of 
1993, the deficit for this year will be in 
the range of $110 to $115 billion. When 
we look at which of the countries are 
the source of that imbalance, we begin 
to see the proposed NAFTA agreement 
in proper context. Mexico does not con
tribute to that deficit. In fact, our 
trade with Mexico helps us to offset 
trade imbalances with other countries. 
Last year we had a $5 billion trade sur
plus with Mexico. Our deficit in manu
factured products, relative to the rest 
of the world, is almost exclusively from 
Asian countries. In 1992, that same 
year that we had a $5 billion trade sur
plus with Mexico, we had a $50 billion 
trade deficit with Japan and a $18 bil
lion trade deficit with China. The defi
cit with China is expected to grow to 
nearly $25 billion during this current 
calendar year. 

The main changes in tariffs con
tained in NAFTA are reductions in 
Mexican tariffs on United States and 
Canadian products. There are currently 
very minimal United States tariffs on 
what Mexico sells to us, largely as a re
sult of the Maquiladora program we 
have, for many years, encouraged man
ufacturing of products in Mexico for 
sale in the United States. While that 
opportunity would still exist under the 
terms of NAFTA, the new opportunity, 
which would be created, is the oppor
tunity for tariff-free sales of United 
States products into Mexico. 

If NAFTA is approved, therefore, a 
major challenge for United States busi
ness is to take advantage of this grow
ing Mexican market. Proponents of 
NAFTA have exaggerated the extent of 
the opportunity that the Mexican mar
ket presents at this time, since in fact 
the Mexican economy is only a small 
fraction of our own. But the opponents 
have exaggerated even more in their 
projections of United States jobs lost 
to Mexico. No doubt, jobs have been 
lost to Mexico under the maquiladora 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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program and additional jobs will be 
created in Mexico in the future. How
ever, the increased opportunity for job 
creation in the United States to 
produce products and services for sale 
in Mexico is what is new under the 
terms of NAFTA. 

Whether NAFTA is approved or not it 
is clear the United States ability to 
prosper in the global economy will de
pend on how effectively we can pursue 
an export strategy, not just to Mexico 
but to the entire world. Our economic 
success during the first seven decades 
of this century led us to the conclusion 
that we could prosper, as individual 
companies and as a country, without 
an effective and persistent and aggres
sive export promotion effort. That con
clusion was false. Unless we recognize 
the need to concentrate on exports, as 
our most successful trading partners 
have, we will continue to fall behind in 
global economic competition regard
less of the outcome of this debate on 
NAFTA. 

Not only does the approval of NAFTA 
provide us with an opportunity for in
creased exports to Mexico, it also pro
vides the opportunity for all three of 
our countrie&-the United States, Can
ada, and Mexico-to combine and in
crease exports to the rest of the world. 

To put it simply, we can learn from 
what Japan has been able to accom
plish with its investments in Thailand 
and other Asian countries. Japan has 
been able in recent years to invest in 
Thailand, to send parts to Thailand for 
further assembly, and then to sell the 
finished products in the world market. 
This arrangement has benefited the 
economies of both Thailand and Japan, 
and has helped to keep Asian-produced 
products competitive in the United 
States market, even with the recent 
strength that the yen has shown. 

The greatest opportunity presented 
by NAFTA for all three of our coun
tries here in North America is to make 
similar arrangements and concentrate 
on exporting outside of North America 
to the rest of the world. 

Another important point which needs 
to be made is that our country des
perately needs a strategy and a long
range plan to bring balance to our 
trade relations with Asia. While we are 
debating our reasonably balanced trade 
relations with our neighbors, our trade 
relations with Asia continue to spiral 
out of control. We seem unwilling to 
recognize that China does not have a 
fully market-based economy. China 
maintains low-wage rates and rel
atively little in the way of environ
mental regulation so as to ensure that 
its products undersell all others in the 
United States market. At the same 
time the Chinese Government has in 
place an elaborate array of restrictions 
on the sale of United States-made prod
ucts in the Chinese market. 

Mr. President, I have seen the trend 
lines and unless we significantly 

change our policies, we should expect creation of a private-public partner
our trade deficit with China to exceed ship, a trust of sorts, to be a permanent 
all others before the end of this decade. resource and advocate for preservation 
That is the source of job loss that the · of the Rio Grande, and I understand 
NAFTA opponents are complaining that this administration is committed 
about. That is what Mr. Perot refers to to that idea as well. This effort could 
as a "sucking sound." In the coming help to ensure a truly binational effort 
months, I hope to work with this ad- for the first time to preserve this great 
ministration to address this problem, resource that our country shares with 
just as I hope to work with them to Mexico. 
gain approval of NAFTA this fall. Let me make clear also, Mr. Presi-

The second reason I cite, Mr. Presi- dent, that we in New Mexico should not 
dent, for my support is that this treaty just look to what we can gain from 
will provide the opportunity for new more trade with Mexico. We also have 
job creation in my home State of New a great deal to contribute to this new 
Mexico. Although New Mexico is one of relationship. New Mexico has resources 
the four States bordering Mexico, we in that will be important in preparation 
our State have relatively little trade for the creation of a North American 
with Mexico compared to those other trading bloc. The technology developed 
border States. at our national laboratories, Sandia 

In 1992, New Mexico exported only $32 and Los Alamos, will provide benefit in 
million in goods to Mexico. In fact, 41 efforts to promote environmentally 
States exported more to Mexico than sound practices on both sides of the 
did our State in 1992. Simply eliminat- border. 
ing tariffs will not by itself result in The effort of those laboratories, I be
increased exports from New Mexico, or lieve, will also prove vital to the envi
any State, for that matter, to Mexico. ronmental cleanup of the border that 
Each State must be prepared to take Mexico and the United States both 
advantage of the opportunities made want and need. 
available by NAFTA. New Mexico, like Given these resources, it is my belief 
the Nation, must concentrate on creat- that New Mexico would be an ideal lo
ing high skilled jobs and the edu- cation for a new border EPA office, and 
cational infrastructure to support I have made that point to the adminis
those jobs. We must place an increased tration, and I am hopeful they will 
emphasis on productivity, especially in agree with that view as well. 
our manufacturing sector, and we must For too long, both New Mexico and 
aggressively pursue exports at the the United States have been unable to 
State level. fully capitalize on the potential of 

New Mexico also needs to improve its trade with Mexico. While NAFTA will 
trading infrastructure. We are fortu- create opportunities for increased 
nate to have the ports of Columbus and trade, it will not by itself cause that 
Santa Teresa open to commercial traf- trade to occur. Our businesses must ag
fic and hopefully in the future we will gressively pursue exports and our Gov
also have a port of entry at Sunland ernment agencies must help them to 
Park. However, New Mexico is alone do so. 
among border States in not having a The third reason I cite, Mr. Presi
State-based customs district. Instead, dent, for supporting this proposed trea
all major decisions for our ports of ty is that our common destiny with our 
entry, including staffing and site loca- neighbors dictates that we should 
tion, are made in Texas. If New Mexico strengthen our cooperation and inter
is to become a major exporter, we need action, and this treaty can be a vehicle 
those decisions about trade and ports for doing so. 
of entry to be made from within our Economic issues often cannot be sep
State in a New Mexico-based customs arated from their political and socio
district. At the very least, today we economic context, and that is certainly 
need to be assured that the customs the case with NAFTA. 
personnel and resources necessary to I was born and raised near the border 
handle increased trade with New Mex- of Mexico and, as I fast approach the 
ico ports of entry will be there. I have advanced age of 50, I have concluded we 
been assured by our Commissioner of are neighbors with Mexico in 1993 and, 
Customs that this administration is more importantly, we are destined to 
committed to working with me in pro- remain neighbors for a very long time. 
viding those resources. That fact gives our Nation a common 

Mr. President, New Mexico will also destiny. That fact means that to some 
require continued support for our natu- significant extent, our futures rise and 
ral and cultural resources along the fall together. If the United States loses 
border. One example, well known to all, its world economic leadership, Mexico 
is the Rio Grande. It has recently been will suffer, and if Mexico is unable to 
referred to by some as the most endan- pull its people out of poverty, the 
gered river in the United States. The United States will shoulder a heavy 
NAFTA process provides us with an ex- load in the decades ahead. 
cellent opportunity to identify re- Speaking about our common destiny 
sources for addressing this and other with Mexico comes easily to those of us 
pressing environmental and health is- from the Southwest. New Mexico was 
sues along the border. I proposed the part of Mexico from the period 1821 to 
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1846. The same river- known to the 
Mexicans as the Rio Bravo is known to 
us as the Rio Grande, and for over two 
centuries, the trade routes from Chi
huahua, north to Santa Fe, Espanola 
and Taos were better traveled than any 
trade route from English-speaking 
America. 

Mr. President, in conclusion, let me 
say that each of our three nations is 
home to proud people with a rich herit
age. We each want a better life for our
selves and our children. NAFTA rep
resents an opportunity for us · to 
achieve that better life by working to
gether. 

This vote is a choice between our 
hopes of what might be and our fears of 
the unknown. I choose to vote my 
hopes. 

Thank you, Mr. President, and I yield 
the floor. 

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

pore. The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN]. 
Under the previous order, the Senator 
is recognized to speak for up to 15 min
utes. 

BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 
· REPORT 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I shall 
not take quite that much time, but I 
wanted today to talk about three items 
very briefly. In the middle of this 
afternoon, the Senate will be consider
ing the Base Closure Commission Re
port, closing certain military installa
tions around the country. I will not be 
here for that debate, and I want to reit
erate something I had mentioned last 
week on the floor of the Senate. 

As part of the recommendations from 
that Commission, they are closing a fa
cility in Norfolk, VA, and moving the 
functions to Rhode Island. This par
ticular episode, in my judgment, rep
resents the worst of Government. 

This is a facility that was built for 
the Navy at the Navy's request for $27 
million. It is a special-use facility con
structed to house certain kinds of 
equipment for the Naval Undersea War
fare Center. It is what the Navy said 
they wanted. They ordered up a brand 
spanking new big building. Two weeks 
before the ribbon was cut, opening the 
building, it was decided that the Navy 
was going to move the functions of 
that building to Rhode Island; 2 weeks 
before it was opened, they said, "We 
have changed our mind." 

The fact is, one side of the Navy was 
saying, "We want this," and the other 
side of the Navy was saying, "We want 
to move this to Rhode Island," at ex
actly the same time, a tragic waste of 
the taxpayers' money. There are things 
involved there that I want to get to the 
bottom of. I have asked GAO for an in
vestigation. There are people involved; 
there is withholding of information in
volved in this. It stinks to high heaven. 

I am not going to be able to be here 
to say that today during the debate on 
the Base Closing Commission. I would 
not vote against the recommendations 
of the Base Closing Commission any
way because it closes a lot of unneeded 
bases. But this recommendation is 
wrong and results, in my judgment, 
from certain withholding of informa
tion and also, in my judgment, from an 
almost incompetent set of decisions 
and actions inside the Navy to result in 
this kind of tragic waste for the Amer
ican taxpayer. 

(The remarks of Mr. DORGAN pertain
ing to the introduction of S. 1469 are 
located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

HIGH-SPEED POLICE PURSUIT 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I want 

to call the attention of the Senate to a 
piece of legislation that I offered re
cently. It deals with high-speed police 
pursuit. 

Last January, an elementary high 
school principal in Virginia was driving 
with his two daughters to church. 
Some distance away, a teenager, alleg
edly drunk, was chased by police for an 
infraction of the law, and the chase in 
a city street grew to a high-speed po
lice chase. At an intersection iri Falls 
Church, VA, in a tragic accident, the 
elementary high school principal and 
both of his daughters were killed. 

This is not an isolated instance. Ac
cording to published data, over 300 peo
ple a year are killed in this country, 
innocent victims of high-speed police 
chases. Some estimate, because a lot of 
these are not reported to any central 
area, that there might be as many as 
1,000 people killed. 

My interest in this issue is personal. 
My mother was killed in a high-speed 
police chase some years ago by some
one fishtailing in a pickup truck 
chased by police, some eyewitnesses 
said, at 100 miles an hour in a city 
street. This happens all across this 
country, too often. 

I talked to the sheriff at Ward Coun
ty, ND, some while ago when I was put
ting together this legislation. He told 
me the night before that a deputy of 
his had encountered a drunk driver in 
Ward County, ND, clearly an obvious 
drunk, careening across the roadway 
with two children in his car. The drunk 
driver, when the sheriff tried to appre
hend him, took off at a very high rate 
of speed. 

That law enforcement officer had two 
choices: To discontinue the chase, or to 
chase at a high rate of speed. The law 
enforcement officer identified the vehi
cle and discontinued the chase. The re
sult was they arrested the person 4 
hours later, and those children are still 
alive. A high-speed chase could very 
well have resulted in the death of inno
cent people. 

The question is, when do the police 
pursue and when do they not? There 
needs to be some uniform policy and 
some uniform training. In many law 
enforcement jurisdictions in this coun
try, as you travel across the country 
on vacation, you risk driving into a ju
risdiction where there has been no pol
icy and no training with respect to 
when do you pursue or when do you 
not; when do you initiate an 80-mile
an-hour chase on a city street? Because 
someone had a broken taillight? 

My legislation simply asks the police 
around this country to have a uniform 
policy and uniform training about 
when it is appropriate to pursue. 

Second, my legislation says to those 
in this country who desire to flee from 
police, there shall be two sanctions. 
One, you are going to sit 3 months in 
jail; and the second is you are going to 
lose your vehicle. It is very simple leg
islation. Yes, I know it is intrusive. I 
know that some people do not like to 
do this sort of thing. But the fact is, it 
is not unusual in this country, it is not 
out of the ordinary for us to see a tiny 
infraction on the city street result in 
people careening down the street in 
high-speed chases at 80 miles an hour. 

Not long after I read about the tragic 
death of the high school elementary 
principal over in Arlington and his two 

·daughters, a young girl aged 2 was 
standing at a bus stop with her mother 
and was also hit by a car being chased 
at a high rate of speed. 

I am not suggesting the law enforce
ment people are wrong in these cir
cumstances. I am just saying that I 
want all Americans to understand that 
all law enforcement jurisdictions have 
a policy in place about when to pursue, 
and adequate training on how to deal 
with that policy. I also want all Ameri
cans to understand that if they flee 
from police, they face two certain con
sequences: They are going to spend 3 
months in jail, and they are going to 
lose their vehicle. 

I hope that as we deal with highway 
safety issues in the coming months, 
that I will be able to attach my legisla
tion to some legislation that is consid
ered on the floor of the Senate. 

I urge other Senators who might be 
interested in this issue to join me. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from New Jersey, [Mr. BRADLEY]. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
proceed for up to 15 minutes. 

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

HOSTING OF THE OLYMPIC GAMES 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, on 

Thursday, September 23, the Inter
national Olympic Committee will meet 
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in Monaco to vote on candidates to 
host the Olympic games in the year 
2000. Among the cities that are vying 
to win the honor is Beijing. I believe 
that it would be a grave mistake to 
award Beijing this honor. 

One of the experiences-that I treasure 
the most was the opportunity to rep
resent this country in the Olympic 
games in 1964. I can still remember 
standing on the podium with the gold 
medal around my neck, the National 
Anthem being played, the flag being 
raised, and chills going up and down 
my spine. Participating in the games, 
which promote so effectively the ideals 
of athletic excellence, sportsmanship, 
and fairness, it was a great way for me, 
then a young man, to represent our 
country. 

It is in that spirit that nations 
should be awarded the Olympic games. 
To be selected as the site for the games 
is to be given a chance to showcase 
your nation, to associate yourself with 
its idealistic traditions, and to broad
cast these positive images throughout 
the globe. 

That is why there is never a shortage 
of countries eager to bid for the games, 
despite the large public investment re
quired to host them. 

It is for this reason that Beijing has 
submitted a bid for the games in the 
year 2000. By associating itself with the 
positive symbols of the Olympic move
ment, the Chinese leadership seeks to 
erase the memories of Tiananmen 
Square, divert attention from its 
human rights record, and mark the as
cendancy of a new China. 

It seeks to signal its arrival on the 
international scene, just as Japan did 
in 1964 in those Olymllics I a:~tended 
when its message was Ja'pan is ~ack as 
a power in the world, and just as Ger
many did in 1972 when it was the new 
Germany hosting the Olympic Games, 
or as the Republic of Korea did in 1988. 
The problem, Mr . . President, is the con
trast between the image that the Chi
nese Government seeks to promote and 
the reality of China today. 

China has not yet arrived in the 
world community of democratic, free
market nations. As the State Depart;L 
ment stressed in its 1992 Country Re
ports on Human Rights Praetices, 
"China's human rights practices have 
remained repressive, falling fa.,r short 
of internationally accepted norms." We 
should not allow the Chinese (\;.overn
ment a huge propaganda victoey while 
it routinely tortures and imprisons po
litical dissidents, severely restricts 
freedom of assembly and freedom of ex
pression, and brutally suypresses reli
gious practices. 

Last week, in an attempt to curry 
favor with the International Olympic 
Committee, China released its most fa
mous dissident, Wei Jingsheng, from 
prison. Like so many others in China, 
he had been sentenced to prison for 
merely speaking his mind. While I ap-

plaud his release, I do not think any
one believes it marks a change in Chi
na's human rights policy. 

My concern about China's human 
rights policies have led me to express 
opposition to its bid to host the 2000 
games in a variety of ways. Most re
cently, I drafted a letter strongly op
posing the bid, secured the signatures 
of a bipartisan group of 60 U.S. Sen
ators, including the majority and mi
nority leaders, and sent that letter to 
each member of the International 
Olympic Committee in the hope that as 
they contemplate the decision they are 
going to make on September 23, they 
clearly have in their hands the per
sonal expression of 60 U.S. Senators 
that it would be unwise to award the 
games to China in the year 2000. 

I ask unanimous consent that that 
letter be made a part of the RECORD at 
this point. 

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

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington. DC, August 9, 1993. 

DEAR INTERNATIONAL OLYMPIC COMMITTEE 
MEMBER: A little over four years ago, the 
world watched in horror as thousands of 
peaceful democracy activists were massacred 
in Tiananmen Square. Now the Chinese gov
ernment is attempting to erase the memo
ries of that tragic event and avert attention 
from its human rights record by seeking to 
host the 2000 Olympic Games. 

As a member of the International Olympic 
Committee you will soon be asked to vote on 
bids to host the 2000 Summer Olympic 
Games. We petition you to vote against 
awarding these Games to Beijing. 

Holding the ·Game in China while its gov
ernment continues to jail many of the per
sons arrested during the 1989 pro-democracy 
demonstrations. routinely imprisons and tor
tures peaceful political dissidents, severely 
restricts freedom of expression, and sup
presses religious practices would confer upon 
China's leaders a stamp of approval by the 
international community which they clearly 
do not deserve. The propaganda value for the 
current regime would be enormous. China's 
democracy activists would be demoralized, 
and the image of the IOC would suffer as it 
worked closely with an authoritarian gov
ernment to stage an event televised around 
the world. 

The Olympic Games represent the best 
ideals and aspirations of the world commu
nity. They seek to bestow honor and recogni
tion on those who have earned it through 
fair play and a commitment to high ideals. 
Perhaps someday, maybe even as soon as 
2004, the Chinese government will have, by 
word and deed, earned the right to host the 
Games. Regrettably. that day has not ar
rived. We urge you to choose another, more 
appropriate venue. and wish you the best in 
your deliberations over the coming weeks. 

Sincerely, 
Dennis DeConcini, Bill Bradley, Jesse 

Helms. Byron L. Dorgan, Richard G. 
Lugar, John Glenn, Edward M. Ken
nedy, Kent Conrad, Joseph I. 
Lieberman. Russell Feingold, Dan 
Coats. Daniel Patrick Moynihan, Chris
topher J. Dodd, John W. Warner. Rob
ert J. Kerrey, Carol Moseley-Braun, 
Herb Kohl, Harry Reid, Paul Wellstone, 
Judd Gregg, Frank R. Lautenberg, 
Conrad Burns. 

Joseph R. Biden, Jr.. Kay Bailey 
Hutchison, Tom Harkin, Arlen Specter, 
Hank Brown, Harlan Mathews. Bill 
Cohen, James J. Exon, Connie Mack, 
Paul S. Sarbanes, Ben Nighthorse 
Campbell, Patrick J. Leahy, Robert C. 
Byrd, Carl Levin, Dale Bumpers. David 
Pryor, Bob Smith, Ernest F. Hollings, 
Thomas A. Daschle. 

James M. Jeffords, Donald W. Riegle, Jr., 
Don Nickles, Barbara A. Mikulski, 
Wendell H. Ford, Harris Wofford, Rob
ert F. Bennett, Richard H. Bryan. 
Nancy Landon Kassebaum, Alfonse M. 
D'Amato, Bob Graham, Howard M. 
Metzenbaum, Jim Sasser, Lauch 
Faircloth, Charles E. Grassley, Barbara 
Boxer, Robert Dole, Strom Thurmond, 
George J. Mitchell. 

Mr. BRADLEY. To appreciate just 
how inappropriate the Chinese bid is, 
one need only look at what China's 
leadership is doing to secure the 
games. In Beijing's formal application, 
the authorities in China assure "Nei
ther now nor in the future will there 
emerge in Beijing organizations oppos
ing Beijing's bid or the hosting of the 
2000 Olympics. 

This boast suggests the Chinese Gov
ernment considers its willingness to 
crush any opposition to the Olympics 
being located in China as an asset. 
They consider their ability to repress 
anyone who would speak in opposition 
as a reason the Olympic games should 
be given to China. I believe just the op
posite is true. 

Ironically, as the Chinese Govern
ment tries to convince the world that 
it deserves the Olympics, it has impris
oned some opponents of its bid without 
charge. In other words, repression ex
ists. And it has threatened many oth
ers who oppose the games. This is just 
what it did before the 1990 Asian games 
in Beijing when almost 1 million people 
were arrested as part of a crackdown 
on crime by public security authorities 
to prevent any disruption occurring 
right before the Asian games began, co
incidentally. And in a move, the irony 
of which we should all appreciate, the 
Chinese leadership has appointed as the 
head of its Olympic bid campaign, Chen 
Xitong, the man who as mayor of 
Beijing 4 years ago signed the martial 
law decree which made possible the at
tack on students by the military in 
Tiananmen Square. 

Mr. President, it is not my objective 
to isolate China; 22 percent of the 
world's population lives in China. By 
the World Bank's recent accounting, 
China already has the world's third 
largest economy despite a low per cap
ita income. If China's economic boom 
continues-and there is no reason to 
believe it will no~China will inevi
tably carry more economic and mili
tary weight in Asia and the world. 

I wish to see an open, liberal China, 
a China that plays a constructive and 
responsible role in world affairs. That 
is why I support most-favored-nation 
status for China. But there is a fun
damental difference between trade and 
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the Olympic games. Trade provides new 
contacts, new opportunities, and the 
liberalizing influence of economic 
growth. It is a constant. It continues. 
It is a constant exchange. It is a possi
bility for interaction, personal growth, 
broadening of points of view, opening 
up. 

The Olympics, by contrast, is an 
honor bestowed on a country by the 
world through the International Olym
pic Committee. The Olympics reflects 
ideals and values which are inconsist
ent with the current situation in 
China. There is no getting around the 
fact that awarding China the Olympics 
for the year 2000 would be perceived as 
a reward by the world community to a 
government that does not deserve to be 
rewarded. 

Some people argue that awarding 
China the Olympics will hasten the 
opening up of Chinese society. Nothing 
in the history of the Olympic move
ment supports that position. 

In the couple of weeks that you are 
at the Olympics, you do not see democ
racy in action. You see athletes. Atten
tion is centered on the Olympic Village 
and on the playing fields and the 
courts and the tracks. Respect for a 
country is tied to its ability to collect 
medals and not its ability to tolerate 
open debate. I regret that fact, but 
that is the reality. 

As long ago as 1972, I suggested 
broadening the Olympic games so it in
cluded some cultural and political ex
pression, but the Olympic ga,mes as we 
know it today is not that broad con
cept of the Olympics. It is, instead, an 
athletic contest with the world focus
ing on athletes who are competing on a 
field of play. 

Instead of the host Government being 
scrutinized, it enjoys a love feast with 
the media. No self-examination by the 
host country takes place. There are no 
cameras poking around in different and 
difficult places, and certainly not in a 
country whose Olympic bid application 
stated it would not tolerate that. In
stead, it is given a worldwide platform 
from which it can extol the virtues of 
its society virtually unchallenged by 
anyone. For 2 to 3 weeks, hundreds of 
millions of people around the world 
watch and see the virtues of the host 
country. Just think of Spain. Just 
think of Sou th Korea. Just think of the 
experiences of the last several Olym
pics. 

Mr. President, China is changing. 
Perhaps someday. maybe even as soon 
as 2004, the Chinese leadership will 
have earned the right to host the 
Olympic games and send the world its 
message of a truly new China. When 
China demonstrates by deed as well as 
by word it is ready to adhere to univer
sal norms for the treatment of its peo
ple, then I will be happy to join in the 
chorus supporting its effort to com
mand respect commensurate with its 
importance in the world, and I would 

support the Olympic games going to 
China. Regrettably, that day has not 
yet arrived. The International Olympic 
Committee can make that clear with a 
strong rejection of China's bid on this 
Thursday. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Who seeks recognition? 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

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

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. PRYOR. 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. 

The Senator from Arkansas is recog
nized in accordance with the order now 
in effect for up to 5 minutes for the 
purpose of morning business. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent, if there are no 
other takers of the Senate's time, that 
I may be recognized for up to 10 min
utes. 

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

THE CLINTON BUDGET: CBO'S 
VIEW 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, earlier 
this month, the Congressional Budget 
Office issued an updated report on the 
general economic and budgetary out
look that I think has been largely over
looked. I think there are some interest
ing things in this report that, right 
now, would be timely to report to our 
colleagues in the Senate. 

This report, Mr. President, is the 
first chance for the independent and 
nonpartisan Congressional Budget Of
fice [CBOJ to project the impact of the 
deficit reduction package Congress 
passed on August 6, 1993. 

Mr. President, the news is good. It 
may come as a surprise to a lot of peo
ple. Let me say that the news is better, 
because we have passed such a package, 
according to the Congressional Budget 
Office. First, let me quote from the 
opening paragraph in the CBO report. 

In early August, Congress passed and the 
President signed the Omnibus Budget Rec
onciliation Act of 199~a major package of 
tax increases and spending reductions. En
actment of this legislation has significantly 
brightened the budgetary outlook for the 
next several years. The Congressional Budg
et Office projects that the Federal budget 
deficit will fall from an estimated $266 bil
lion in the current fiscal year to an average 
of $200 billion in 1995 through 1998. 

This is good news, Mr. President. 
The report continues: 
Reducing the deficit increases national 

savings and spurs economic growth in the 
long run-

And it goes on to say-

lower interest rates reduce the cost of bor
rowing, stimulate consumer spending on du
rable goods and business investment in plant 
and equipment, and will allow the economy 
to maintain its momentum during the re
mainder of 1993 and 1994. 

Mr. President, this is an encouraging 
sign. It is a brighter outlook: Increased 
national savings, long-run economic 
growth, and economic momentum in 
the short run. All that good news on 
the first page inspired me, as I hope it 
will inspire my colleagues, to read on 
further into the CBO report. 

During the budget debate, a number 
of basic questions were asked about the 
reconciliation bill that we had under 
consideration at that time. This re
port, I think, should help to allay some 
of the concerns about that bill. One of 
the largest and most often asked ques
tions about the reconciliation bill was 
whether or not it would actually re
duce the deficit. 

The first chart, I think, Mr. Presi
dent, shows the difference before and 
after the reconciliation bill we passed 
on August 6, according to the CBO. Let 
me reiterate that the inherited deficit 
is right here and would have been going 
up and spiraling upward. But after the 
August 6 vote, after the legislation was 
passed by the Senate and the House, we 
now see that the deficit, with the Clin
ton plan, is going to be reduced and 
stabilized up until the year 1998. 

During that debate, Mr. President, on 
the reconciliation bill this was, I 
think, one of the major concerns, and 
certainly one of the major concerns as 
addressed by CBO. 

According to CBO, the 1998 deficit of 
$200 billion is nearly $160 billion lower 
than what would have happened had we 
not passed the 1993 reconciliation bill. 

Most economists look at the level of 
the deficit as a percentage of GDP as 
the most important indicator of the 
true size and impact of the deficit. This 
second chart shows the difference be
fore and after the reconciliation bill 
passed, according to the Congressional 
Budget Office. 

In the debate relative to the rec
onciliation proposal, the second ques
tion asked about this legislation-espe
cially by its opponentg.-,-was what ef
fect it would have on the economy. 
Many people who were in opposition on 
August 6 to this proposal said that this 
would have no real salutary effect upon 
the economy. 

Mr. President, let me once again turn 
to the CBO report: 

The reconciliation bill will provide impor
tant long-term benefits for the 
economy * * *. The Federal Government 
will draw substantially less from private 
credit markets over the next 5 years. As a re
sult, more resources will be available for pri
vate investment, which will enhance produc
tivity and economic growth, and borrowing 
abroad will be reduced. Ultimately, the 
lower deficits will increase the Nation's 
standard of living. 

Mr. President, one of the immediate 
economic impacts of deficit reduction 
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is something that we also ought to 
look at now·, because it is already be
ginning to happen-the reduction of 
long-term interest rates to all-time 
lows of under 6 percent. This third 
chart shows what has happened to 
long-term interest rates since the pas
sage of this bill on August 6. 

This was an amazing milestone. Once 
we passed this bill , we saw confidence 
in the markets, which continued to 
lower our long-term interest rates. 

What does that actually mean to the 
economy? CBO answers that question. 
The question was answered not by a 
Democrat or a Republican Senator or a 
House Member, but the independent 
CBO. CBO explains . . 

* * * the decline in long-term rates im
proves the outlook for private spending fi
nanced with credit. Lower interest rates re
duce the cost of borrowing and thereby stim
ulate private spending. The decline in long
term interest rates in 1993, by itself, makes 
capital spending by business more attrac
tive. Consumers may spend more on durable 
goods, such as automobiles and major appli
ances, and on housing. 

Mr. President, the drop in long-term 
interest rates during the last month
and-a-half, yes, it has been positive, 
but this next chart shows an even more 
dramatic reduction in those rates, 
those interest rates, since President 
Clinton has been elected to office. 
Since November of last year, the date 
of his election, we have charted those 
interest rates. The record low interest 
rates in the last month were no flash in 
the pan because there has been a con
stant downswing with two or three lit
tle variations there, Mr. President, a 
constant downswing in the cost of bor
rowing money. 

I think and I hope it is a reflection of 
faith that the credit markets have 
placed in President Clinton since No
vember that he would get a handle on 
the massive Federal deficit that he in
herited, and that he would propose se
rious and specific solutions to the prob
lem, and have them passed by the Con
gress. As a direct result of that com
mitment, and also because of the ac
tion, not inaction but action by the 
Congress, long-term rates have dropped 
further down than anyone would have 
imagined a year ago. 

This CBO report is so encouraging on 
that point, Mr. President, that I would 
like to quote it again: 

With smaller deficits that were projected 
last winter the Federal Government will now 
absorb a smaller amount of national saving. 
As a result, more saving will be available to 
invest in private domestic plant and equip
ment-the primary basis for improving the 
level of GDP and living standards in the long 
run. In addition, with smaller deficits, less 
borrowing from abroad will be needed. And 
less borrowing, along with reduced flows of 
interest, dividends, and profits paid to for
eign investors will make the Nation's income 
higher than otherwise. 

In short, the long-term economic 
news is much better than it was before 
we voted on the deficit reduction bill. 

There was a last major question that 
played I think an important factor in 
the debate on the Senate floor before 
the August recess and that question 
was: Who pays the new taxes in this 
plan? Some opponents of the reconcili
ation bill claim that taxes were going 
to go through the ceiling and that all 
small businesses were going to have to 
bear additional responsibilities. 

Mr. President, that claim is, and was 
then, false. CBO, the Congressional 
Budget Office, has settled it once and 
for all, and I quote once again: 

CBO estimates that over 80 percent of the 
net tax increase from OBRA 1993 will be paid 
by families of at least $200,000, and over 90 
percent by families with incomes of at least 
$100,000. 

The Congressional Budget Office also 
points out that many families, many 
families, will receive a tax cut as a re
sult of the plan, and again I quote: 

By 1996, when the expansion of the earned 
income tax credit is fully phased in, the av
erage family with income under $30,000 will 
pay less tax than if the deficit reduction plan 
of 1993 had not been enacted.* * * When 
these changes are fully phased in, the effec
tive tax rate on the 20 percent of families 
with the lowest incomes will be less than 
half of the 1985 level and lower than it a has 
been for the last 16 years. 

Mr. President, the reconciliation bill 
did contain a 4.3-percent-per-gallon in
crease in the tax on gasoline. I think a 
lot of people were not real excited 
about voting for that, and I was one of 
those who did not support that provi
sion. Fortunately for consumers, we 
have seen oil prices basically decrease 
since that time and hopefully we will 
see as a net result that the American 
consumer is not paying a great deal 
more, or perhaps any more, for the cost 
of getting back and forth from work 
and buying gasoline at the pump. 

Mr. President, let us throw away all 
of the fiery comments and half-truths 
about all of the allegations and new 
taxes in this legislation. Ninety per
cent of the new taxes are paid by fami
lies making over $200,000 per year, and 
the average working family will either 
get a tax cut or pay an average of an 
additional $60 a year; Those are the 
facts. 

There are some other gems in this 
nonpartisan and unbiased examination 
for the budget that CBO did. I have 
heard many times on this floor that 
the hundreds of billions of dollars 
saved in the reconciliation bill would 
be spent elsewhere by Congress in the 
future. 

CBO answers: 
Extension through 1998 of pay-as-you-go 

constraints on new direct spending and reve
nue legislation and enforceable limits on dis
cretionary spending will help ensure that the 
promised deficit reduction is not undone by 
future legislation. 

Mr. President, I have gone on long 
enough, but let me say this in conclu
sion. I didn't like everything in the 
reconciliation bill-I don't think any
one did. 

One of my largest concerns was sim
ple--would it work? I thought the an
swer to that basic question was yes, 
and I voted for the bill. Reading this 
CBO report helped to sustain my con
viction that the $500 billion deficit re
duction bill was passed last month 
would work. 

I encourage all of my colleagues and 
everyone who wants to speak out intel
ligently and truthfully on the merits of 
the reconciliation bill to read this re
port cover to cover. Because, in short 
Mr. President, the news is good. 

THE 200TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
CAPITOL 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I would 
like to say now that the President pro 
tempore is on the floor that I had the 
privilege on Friday evening of turning 
on C-SPAN, and I had the privilege of 
watching the distinguished Senator 
and listening to the distinguished Sen
ator from West Virginia as he appeared 
in Statuary Hall addressing what I be
lieve to be the Capitol Historical Soci
ety's celebration of the 200th birthday 
anniversary of the Capitol Building. 

I must say once again I was en
thralled and impressed watching the 
distinguished Senator from West Vir
ginia in his command of not only his
tory, but his wisdom in looking out 
into the future of what events like this 
mean. 

I wish that all of our schools could 
see that program. He and Senator 
Baker, the former Senator from Ten
nessee and former leader in the Senate, 
both gave eloquent addresses to the as
sembled body. 

I compliment my friend and say what 
an educational treat that was for me 
and how inspired I was. 

I think my time has expired, and I 
yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator's time has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the President 
pro tempore, Senator BYRD. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank my 
distinguished friend from Arkansas for 
his very gracious comments concerning 
the program of last Friday evening. It 
was a joy to be associated again with 
my quondam colleague, former Senator 
Howard Baker, on that occasion. And I 
very much appreciated the opportunity 
to address the fine gathering upon that 
occasion. 

I compliment Clarence Brown who is 
the president of the Historical Society 
on Capitol Hill for doing a good job as 
he stepped into the large shoes of the 
late former Congressman Fred 
Schwengel, who had been in that posi
tion for several years. 

So again I thank my colleague. I 
hope that many millions throughout 
the country had the opportunity to 
watch that program or will have the 
opportunity if it is played back on C
SP AN. 
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And C-SPAN continues to do its ex

cellent work informing the American 
people of what is being debated and the 
actions of the House and Senate in this 
year of our Lord 1993. 

(Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN assumed the 
chair.) 

LINE-ITEM VETO xm 
Mr. BYRD. Madam President, this is 

the 13th in my series of speeches on the 
line-item veto, with particular empha
sis on the Roman Republic and the 
Roman Senate. 

For centuries, the Roman Senate was 
a body of the wisest, the best educated, 
the most respected, most experienced, 
most vigilant, most patriotic men of 
substance in the Roman Republic. 

In the beginning, the Senate acted as 
an advisory council to the monarchs, 
but over time it attained the pinnacle 
of majesty until, indeed, the symbol of 
Roman State authority was scripted 
SPQR, Senatus Populusque Romanus. 

This was the stamp of approval of 
power and authority under which the 
victorious Roman legions marched as 
they conquered the Mediterranean 
world. 

The Roman Senate had complete con
trol over the purse. It determined for
eign policy, executed foreign policy, 
made and ratified treaties. It approved 
or disapproved legislation. It approved 
the elections of magistrates, and it de
termined who would be entrusted with 
the powers of dictator in a time of cri
sis for the Roman State. The Roman 
Senate was the guardian of the Roman 
State. It was the conscience of the Re
public. 

Rome had no written constitution as 
we know it. Precedents were set and 
understood and followed by tradition 
and custom. Precedent had developed a 
little used but dangerous office-the of-
fice of dictator. . 

Roman custom had allowed for the 
designation of a dictator for a period of 
not to exceed six months, from whose 
order no appeal was allowed, whose 
word was law for the duration of his 
tenure, who held the powers of life and 
death over every Roman citizen, and 
who held the supreme command over 
the Roman military forces. 

In 82 B.C., upon the seizure of the 
reins of power in Rome, Sulla had him
self appointed dictator for an indeter
minate term. For our purposes, Sulla 
might be described as an early and 
comparable equivalent of Benito Mus
solini. Sulla freely used the powers of 
life and death to impose on Rome a 
tyranny that cost the lives and lib
erties and property of thousands of his 
opponents. 

Then, in the middle of the first cen
tury B.C., Rome found itself again in a 
situation of crisis from which eventu
ally emerged Gaius Julius Caesar-the 
Catiline conspiracy, the struggles be
tween and among Caesar and Crassus 
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and Pompey, the Gallic Wars, the 
crossing of the Rubicon by Caesar in 49 
B.C., the investiture of Caesar with the 
dictatorship in 49 B.C. and again in the 
late fall of 48 B.C., Caesar's struggle 
with Pompey, the Battle of Pharsalus, 
the Battles of Thapsus and Munda, 
Caesar's Egyptian adventure, Cleo
patra, and Caesar's triumphant return 
to Rome. 

For decades, Rome had endured in
ternecine slaughter, civil wars, power 
clashes, proscriptions, murder, venge
ance, empire building, riots, gang war
fare, and a virtual orgy of bloodletting 
and violence that culminated finally in 
the Senate's investiture of Caesar with 
the dictatorship in 46 B.C., for ten 
years. 

Note again what I have just said. The 
Roman Senate, without being coerced, 
invested Caesar with the dictatorship-
an office of absolute power, tradition
ally limited to a period of six month&
but this time for ten years. 

The Senate granted Caesar the right 
to speak his opinion first in the Sen
ate, so that any ambitious and self
seeking member of that body could 
take his cue from the new master of 
the Roman State and trim his own 
opinions to the fashion of Caesar's mo
ment. 

Gaius Julius Caesar did not seize 
power in Rome. The Roman Senate 
thrust power on Caesar deliberately 
with forethought, with surrender, with 
intent to escape from responsibility. 
The Senate gave away power, and the 
members of that body abandoned their 
duty as Senators, and, in doing so, cre
ated in Caesar the most powerful man 
in the ancient world and one of the 
most powerful men in all history. 

Then, in 44 B.C., the Roman Senate 
dealt a death thrust to the Roman Re
public by declaring Julius Caesar dic
tator for life, and without being co
erced into doing so. Caesar's statue was 
placed among the statues of the an
cient kings of Rome. Advanced ratifi
cation was given to all of his future 
acts. He was above the law. His word 
and his command were the law, and his 
power and authority were absolute in 
all matters affecting the Roman 
State-financial, military, foreign, and 
domestic. He was king in everything 
but name, with more power in his 
hands than the kings of ancient Rome 
ever held. 

Madam President, the day that the 
Roman Senate surrendered its powers 
and prerogatives in to the hands of one 
man for life, was, as fate would have it, 
one of the most momentous days in the 
history of the world, for from that act 
and from that day ultimately flowed 
the assassination of Julius Caesar, and 
the eventual reign of Octavian, whom 
we know as Augustus, first of a long 
line of emperors. How different-how 
different history might have been. For 
from that act in 44 B.C. flowed a 
stream of irreversible history, on the 

waves of which burst forth the sorry 
reigns of Caligula, Nero, Vitellius, 
Domitian, Commodus, Caracalla, 
Elagabalus, Carinus, Honorius; a turbu
lent stream that flowed through dark 
centuries of intrigue and violence, con
spiracy and murder; a stream which 
immersed in blood many of the emper
ors who wore the royal purple, as well 
as many of those who lusted after the 
throne. 

Finally, 520 years after the Senate's 
abject surrender of power into the 
hands of Caesar for life, the German 
Odoacer deposed the last emperor of 
the West-the impotent, diminutive, 
unfortunate Romulus Augustus. 

Edward Gibbon relates that the 
Roman Senate then would address 
Zeno, the emperor in the East urging, 
in the Roman Senate's nall)e and in the 
name of the Roman people, that the 
universal seat of empire be transferred 
permanently, after 1,229 years, from 
Rome to Constantinople, thus marking 
the extinction of the Roman Empire in 
the West. 

Like a rock cast into a lake, the Sen
ate's abject surrender of power to Cae
sar in 44 B.C., ripples and reverberates 
and rolls across 20 centuries of "the 
deep and dark blue ocean" of history. 

Madam President, let us analyze the 
surrender of the Roman Senate's power 
to Caesar and let us consider the impli
cations of our own surrender-God for
bid-to any President, of power that is 
unchecked by a Senate and House of 
Representatives. 

Power is not a substance. It is not a 
liquid or a gas or a solid. It is not a 
sum of money in the bank, although 
money in the bank can be helpful in se
curing the trappings of power. It is not 
guns or tanks or bullets, although guns 
and tanks and bullets can be used to 
seize control. They can be the instru
ments of power. 

Power is an attitude in the minds of 
people. That is what power is: An atti
tude in the minds of people. 

Here in the United States Senate, we 
can exercise power over the cir
cumstances and events that affect peo
ple's lives, because the American peo
ple have acquiesced, through the Con
stitution, in our use of the throttles 
and levers of the engine of Government 
to affect their lives and to make things 
happen by vote after vote after vote. 
But if tomorrow the American people 
ceased acquiescing through the Con
stitution in our use of the instruments 
of governmental power to affect cir
cumstances and events in their lives, 
tomorrow we would descend into the 
abyss of oblivion as Senators and as a 
Senate, and the people would then cre
ate a new entity or institution or organ 
for their governance. 

When Fidel Castro came to power in 
Cuba, Fulgencio Batista was armed to 
the earlobes with rifles and machine 
guns and tanks and hand grenades. And 
yet, almost without firing a shot, Fidel 
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Castro drove into Havana and took 
command, because the Cuban people 
had disempowered Batista and had em
powered Castro by their assent and ac
quiescence. And the Cuban people have 
not yet decided to take that power 
back. Unfortunately, there is no legis
lative branch in Cuba with equal pow
ers and with power over the purse to 
challenge the powers of the dictator. 

Likewise, look at our own American 
Revolution. In their frustration, the 
American patriots had disempowered 
the British King, George III, in the 
American Colonies. British rule in the 
Thirteen Colonies was doomed long be
fore Yorktown. Had the British won 
the military side of the war, the Amer
ican patriots would never again have 
surrendered ·real power-the power to 
govern based on the assent or the con
sent of the people-into the King's 
hands, and the struggle would have 
gone on by other means until America 
was truly free. 

George \Vashington even declared 
that, were he to be defeated on the At
lantic seaboard, he planned to with
draw into present-day \Vest Virginia, 
where the struggle would be continued 
until final victory. 

Interestingly, when Lenin was in
formed that the Kerensky provisional 
government had assumed the trappings 
of power, Lenin was not discouraged; 
he was energized. Lenin knew the dif
ference between trappings of power and 
real power itself. Lenin immediately 
set about negotiating with the German 
Imperial Government for his early re
turn to St. Petersburg. Lenin realized 
that the fall of the czar had created a 
power vacuum which he, Lenin, must 
be ready to fill. He knew that the Rus
sian people were desperate and that a 
desperate people will do anything to re
lieve their desperation. 

Lenin knew that Kerensky had no in
tention of ending that desperation and 
that, therefore, Kerensky did not hold 
real power. Upon learning of the abdi
cation of the czar, Lenin is reported to 
have said, "The power is just lying in 
the streets waiting to be picked up." 
And, in fact, Lenin was correct because 
the Russian people had never given 
their assent to being governed by the 
Kerensky government. 

\Vhen Lenin arrived at the Finland 
Station in Petrograd from exile, after 
having been transported across Ger
many in a sealed train, the real revolu
tion was already over. The czar was 
gone, and opposition to the revolution 
qua revolution was virtually finished. 
All that remained uncompleted was the 
consolidation of power into the hands 
of one revolutionary element or the 
other. Several groups were competing 
for legitimacy in the eyes of the Rus
sian people: The Bolsheviks, the Men
sheviks, the social revolutionaries and 
others. All that was left was for the 
Bolsheviks to topple the straw-man 
provisional government, act and sound 

like leaders, tell the Russian people 
whatever they most wanted to hear, 
and be ready for the desperate Russian 
people to surrender into the Bol
sheviks' hands the power to rule so 
that the problems of the Russian peo
ple then could be dealt with. 

Unfortunately, as history has often 
indicated, in such instances as the rise 
of communism in Russia, nazism in 
Germany, and fascism in Italy, modern 
tyrannies have more frequently risen 
to fill power vacuums when majorities 
in the victim countries have abdicated 
their own responsibilities and surren
dered power to the rising tyrant. 

Returning to our focus on ancient 
Rome, it was the Roman Senate that 
abdicated its responsibilities and sur
rendered power into the hands of a dic
tator, Julius Caesar, for life, without 
being coerced into doing so. 

Did Caesar in tend to make himself 
king? Probably not. For one thing, as 
Roman dictator for life, Caesar pos
sessed power far exceeding the powers 
of most kings in the ancient world. 

Convinced that they knew the real 
intentions of Caesar, a small clique of 
aristocratic Roman Senators assas
sinated Julius Caesar at the base of 
Pompey's statue in the Roman Senate 
March 15, 44 B.C., as Caesar was about 
to speak to the Senate. These were sub
stantial and reputable men, Brutus and 
others, men who believed themselves 
patriots who had struck down a would
be tyrant bent upon the final destruc
tion of liberty and the Roman Repub
lic. 

In truth, Brutus, Cassius, and their 
colleagues may have been right, for 
had events been allowed to take their 
course, the path and direction of 
Roman history might have been dif
ferent. Had events been allowed to take 
their course, Brutus and Cassius might 
have been able to make their case 
against Caesar's impending tyranny, 
and might have received the plaudits 
and been hailed as the saviors of the 
Roman Republic and Roman liberty. 

Not so, however. In the role of one of 
history's most effective "spin doctors," 
Mark Antony delivered a stemwinding 
funeral oration, waved the bloody toga 
in the faces of the mob, and set in mo
tion another civil war which, when fin
ished, left the Roman Republic forever 
dead, Cicero and other visionaries exe
cuted, and dictatorial powers bestowed 
upon Augustus and every succeeding 
emperor until the fall of Constantino
ple to the Ottoman Turks in 1453 A.D. 

Octavian was Caesar's grand nephew. 
Octavian did not set out to be Caesar's 
successor. In fact, . Octavian did not 
know that Caesar had adopted him as 
his heir until the public reading of 
Caesar's will. 

Octavian was only 18 years old at the 
time of Caesar's assassination and was 
sickly and chronically ill, hardly the 
attributes of a powerful leader. Indeed, 
there is no indication that Caesar in
tended Octavian to be his successor. 

But once Octavian had been des
ignated as Caesar's heir, Octavian de
termined to assume Caesar's complete 
mantle, and in part that determination 
.might be explained by a distinctive 
Roman quality. \Vell-born Romans as
pired to public acclaim and veneration. 
Octavian's determination evidenced it
self when it appeared that Mark 
An tony was ready to deny to him the 
legacy that Caesar had bequeathed to 
him, by withholding Caesar's wealth 
and Caesar's private papers. Combining 
a fortuitous destiny with a newly 
aroused and righteous indignation, 
Octavian bested all of his rivals for the 
pinnacle position of power in the 
Roman State and allowed himself to be 
styled ''Augustus.'' 

Augustus wanted to restore the old 
Republic, but that was not to be. He 
sought to shift responsibilities from his 
shoulders to the Senate, but the 
Roman Senate preferred to toady to an 
imperator, an emperor, a strongman 
who would take charge of the national 
destiny. 

There may have been a phenomenon 
of man's nature at work here, for in 
times of crisis, when the foundations of 
a society begin to shake and old cer
tain ties topple, there seems to be 
something in man that loves a Caesar; 
something inherent, innate, and seem
ingly genetic yearns for the superman, 
a duce, a fuehrer, a caudillo, an el 
supremo, a strongman to whom one 
can turn for national salvation and se
curity. 

After ceding power to Caesar in 44 
B.C., and after bestowing the same pre
rogatives and powers on Augustus, the 
Roman Senate never again exercised 
the power and influence in the Roman 
State that it had enjoyed in the cen
turies of the old and middle Republics. 
Although some subsequent emperors
Vespasian, for example-kept up the 
pretense of a partnership with the 
Roman Senate, the Senate never again 
attained to its former glory and power 
in the Roman State. 

For more than 1,000 years, the myth 
of Rome lived on in Constantinople, 
which was more authoritarian than 
Caesar or Augustus might ever have 
conceived. There was no Senate to 
challenge the Byzantine emperor's 
claim to hold authority over even the 
church or its theology. \Vhen Justinian 
murdered 30,000 of the citizens of Con
stantinople in 532 A.D., during the 
Nika Rebellion, there was no Senate to 
challenge his right to do so. 

\Vith autocrats like Justinian reign
ing on the Golden Horn, it was no won
der that, when the Russian people 
shaped their state in later centuries, 
no Senate was there to teach them the 
lessons of checks and balances and sep
aration of powers, or of human rights 
or limited monarchies. 

Consequently, when Ivan IV, the Ter- · 
rible, massacred thousands of the in
habitants of Novgorod in 1570 A.D., no 
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one challenged his right to exact such The President is, in fact, our supreme 
a price of revenge. Muscovy had no minister of state, setting the tone and 
Senate. direction of our international relations 

When Peter the Great caused the and directing the Secretary of State to 
deaths of thousands of workers in the carry out those policies that the Presi
swamps on which he built St. Peters- dent deems to be appropriate. 
burg with slave labor-called Petrograd The President is also our "official 
from 1914 to 1924-there was no Senate face" to billions of people worldwide, 
to challenge his right to exploit his his name being a household word in 
people. There was no equal legislative Buenos Aires, Rome, London, Singa
branch-with control over the purse- pore, Cairo, Tokyo, New Delhi. 
to challenge the power of Peter the In a sense, the President of the Unit-
Great in the Russian State. ed States is also our "chief legislator." 

When Lenin and Stalin created the He has the power to veto, with the 
Soviet monster of tyranny and ex- stroke of the pen, legislation passed by 
tended its tentacles into Hungary, Po- the Congress, not one Member of which 
land, Czechoslovakia, the Baltic can ever hope to equal the prestige. and 
States, East Germany, and elsewhere, power of the President-not the Speak
there was no legislative branch with er of the House, not the President pro 
power over the purse to check and bal- tempore of the Senate, not the major-
ance their power. ity and minority leaders of either body. 

Madam President, I do not contend Madam President, we have created in 
that, by placing the line-item veto or the Presidency of the United States the 
enhanced rescission power into the most powerful office in the world, and 
hands of any President, we would be the holder of that office, whether Dem
creating, at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, ocrat or Republican, is the most power
another Gaius Julius Caesar or another ful man or woman in the world. 

Allow me to present a contrast. On 
Augustus. But again and again, observ- Inauguration Day, March 4, 1801, at 10 
ers have warned against the growth in o'clock in the morning, a company of 
executive power. For example, until Alexandria riflemen and a company of 
Andrew Jackson became President in artillery paraded past Thomas Jeffer-
1829, after 40 years under the Constitu- son's boarding house near here on New 
tion, American Presidents had vetoed Jersey Avenue. About two hours later, 
only ten bills-ten bills in 40 years, Thomas Jefferson strolled up to Cap
from the beginning of the Republic itol Hill in the company of a few Mem
until 1829. bers of Congress and a few other 

But during eight years in offic~. An- friends. As he entered the then com
drew Jackson vetoed 12 pieces of legis- pleted north wing of the Capitol, an ar
lation, five regular vetoes and seven tillery salute was fired. Taking his 
pocket vetoes. place in the crowded, small semi-

Jackson 's opponents nicknamed him circular Senate Chamber, Thomas Jef
"King Andrew I." Henry Clay referred ferson was then sworn into office by 
to "this miserable, despotic veto power Chief Justice John Marshall, after 
of the President of the United States" which Jefferson delivered a speech in a 
in a speech on the Senate floor in 1842. barely audible voice. 
Clay also said: Another salute was fired outside, and 

With the power to consummate legislation, the ceremony was finished. Jefferson 
to give vitality and vigor to every law, or to then returned with his friends to his 
strike it dead at his pleasure, the President boarding house for a State dinner at
must ultimately become the ruler of the Na- tended by various civilian and military 
tion. * * * The Government will have been 
transformed into an elective monarchy. leaders. That night, a scant crowd from 

the fledgling Federal city, together 
Those are the words of Henry Clay . . with citizens from the surrounding 

And we should heed this warning. Were Maryland and Virginia counties, cele
he alive today, Henry Clay would be as- brated in their fashion, and that was it. 
tonished at the expansion of executive The outgoing President, John Adams, 
power. Let us look at the already awe- had not even been present for the inau
some .Office of the Presidency of the gural ceremonies, having left town at 
United States, even without the line- dawn. 
item veto or enhanced rescissions For two weeks, Jefferson remained at 
power. his boarding house; Conrad & 

The President of the United States is McMunn's, it was called. There, he usu
Commander in Chief over the most ally dined alone in the evening, eating 
powerful military establishment in the whatever was the night's fare, and that 
history of the world, bar none. The without any distinction, if we are to 
President of the United States is our believe Albert Gallatin's culinary judg
official head of State, embodying in ments. 
himself far more than the roles of the For his office, Jefferson used the par
Queen of England or the Emperor of lor adjoining his bedroom, and in that 
Japan. The President is the chief exec- two weeks he did not even have a sec
utive officer of the United States Gov- retary, nor did he have a single mes
ernment, charged with directing the of- senger to carry his statements up to 
ficial activities of a vast bureaucracy Congress. 
numbering into the hundreds of thou- Let us compare the inauguration of 
sands. 1801 with a modern inauguration, and 

Jefferson's initial circumstances with 
the situation of a President today. Sev
eral days before a modern inaugura
tion, Hollywood stars and entertainers 
from the music industry will flock into 
town for extravagant celebrations at
tended by thousands. During the 
preinaugural period, the Washington 
census of stretch limousines will enjoy 
a decided upswing. The rentals of tux
edos and the sales of couturier-crafted 
gowns will skyrocket and proliferate, 
while the consumption of caviar and 
champagne will soar to dizzying new 
heights. 

At noon on January 20, the inaugural 
ceremony will take place. Below the 
West Front and along the Mall and 
Pennsylvania Avenue, a crowd of hun
dreds of thousands will have gathered. 
Hundreds of military personnel; scores 
of marching bands; and dozens of 
floats, beautifully decorated and sump
tuously adorned, will participate in a 
vast parade that will last for hours. 
And then in the evening, inaugural · 
balls will take place all over the city 
and last into the wee hours of the 
morning. Madam President, no Roman 
triumph, no coronation procession ever 
boasted such grandeur, or ever cost as 
much. 

What are a modern President's ac
commodations at the White House? 
.The President will be surrounded by 
dozens of servants, ready to respond to 
his slightest whim or sigh, while more 
dozens of Secretaries, Deputy Secretar
ies, Under Secretaries, Assistant Sec
retaries, and advisers stand ready to 
inundate the President with blizzards 
of memos. A waiting press corps with 
cameras and microphones at the ready 
will swarm into the room at the snap 
of his fingers to carry every word he 
speaks to hundreds of millions of peo
ple throughout the country and around 
the world. 

At a moment's notice, deluxe heli
copters and jet-propelled aircraft are 
prepared to ferry the President and his 
aides anywhere in the world at the cost 
of the government. This brings to mind 
a story that concerns a sense of power 
that a President might understandably 
feel. As the story goes, a White House 
aide entered the Oval Office to inform 
President Lyndon Johnson: "Mr. Presi
dent, your airplane is ready," meaning 
Air Force One. In response, Johnson 
came back: "Son, they're all my air
planes"-meaning the inventory of the 
Navy, Army, Marines, Coast Guard, 
and the Air Force. Now that is a sense 
of power! 

Madam President, in a Roman tri
umph, a slave rode in the chariot be
hind the conquering general, and as the 
chariot moved along the streets with 
the procession, the slave constantly 
whispered into the honoree's ear: 
"Look behind you. See what comes 
after. Remember that thou, too, art 
mortal. Remember that thou, too, art 
mortal." 
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Madam President, in the modern Cae

sarism, in which the Office of the Pres
idency is becoming more and more 
idolized and deified, few, if any, whis
per into a President's ear, either of his 
mortality, or of the limitations on his 
power. 

If Senators give to the most powerful 
man in the world a line-item veto or 
rescissions power, we will take a great 
leap toward fulfilling Henry Clay's 
warning of an elective monarchy. Give 
to any President of the United States 
the power over the purse, and we will 
have proved ourselves faithless to our 
oath to support and defend the Con
stitution of the United States, just as 
the Roman Senate proved itself faith
less to the Constitution of the Roman 
Republic when it surrendered the 
power of the purse to the Roman 
"Caesars" and the Roman emperors 
2,000 years ago. 

I yield the floor. 

THE CLEAN WATER ACT 
Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, 

later in this Congress we will consider 
legislation to reauthorize one of our 
most fundamental environmental 
laws-the Clean Water Act. 

Over the past year, Senator BAucus, 
the chairman of the Environment and 
Public Works Committee, has been 
working with ranking member of the 
committee, Senator CHAFEE, and with 
the chairman of the relevant sub
committee, Senator GRAHAM, to de
velop clean water legislation. 

Last month, Senator BAucus spoke 
to the annual meeting of the Federa
tion of Flyfishers in Livingston, MT. I 
found this speech to be both a useful 
summary of the legislative opportuni
ties to improve our national clean 
water program and a moving statement 
of Senator BAucus' personal commit
ment to clean water. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the speech 
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. MITCHELL. Like Senator BAU

cus, I have a deep commitment to 
clean water based on personal experi
ence. Growing up in Maine, I can re
member when rivers throughout the 
State, including the Kennebec River in 
my hometown of Waterville, were little 
more than stinking, open sewers. 

We have made dramatic progress in 
reducing water pollution and fishing 
and swimming are now possible in 
many places were they were once un
thinkable. Much of this progress is at
tributable to the enactment of the 1972 
Clean Water Act under the leadership 
of my predecessor in the Senate, Sen
ator Edmund S. Muskie. 

Unfortunately, we still face serious 
water quality problems. Thirty percent 
of our rivers and streams do not meet 

water quality standards. Twenty per
cent of our lakes are impaired and an
other 25 percent are threatened with 
impairments. Many of our coastal wa
ters are severely polluted and coastal 
waters that are still clean face pollu
tion threats from diverse sources. 

Addressing the remaining water qual
ity problems will be difficult. 

We must find ways to continue 
progress in reducing pollution from 
toxic chemicals, but many of these 
chemicals, such as dioxin, are harmful 
in amounts that are difficult to detect. 

A large part of the remaining pollu
tion problems are caused by diffuse or 
nonpoint sources such as construction 
sites, farms, or forest harvesting. While 
in many cases a single site does not 
cause pollution problems, the cumu
lative effect of many nonpoint sources 
can cause significant impairment of 
rivers, lakes, and coastal waters. 

A major portion of water pollution is 
still associated with municipalities in
cluding sewage discharges, overflows of 
raw sewage from combined storm and 
sanitary sewers, and discharges of 
stormwater. Resolving these problems, 
however, is expensive and we must de
velop a balanced policy which recog
nizes both the water quality benefits of 
treatment as well as the financial con
straints on Federal, State, and local 
government. 

The Environment and Public Works 
Committee has made good progress in 
developing clean water legislation. 
Senators BAUCUS and CHAFEE intro
duced S. 1114 in June and Senator GRA
HAM held a series of hearings on the bill 
this summer. In addition, Senators 
BAUCUS and CHAFEE introduced legisla
tion addressing protection of wetlands 
(S. 1304) in late July and Senator GRA
HAM has scheduled a hearing for that 
bill this month. 

Senator BAucus expects that the 
committee will report comprehensive 
legislation to reauthorize the Clean 
Water Act, including wetlands legisla
tion, later this year. 

I look forward to working with Sen
ator BAUCUS, Senator CHAFEE, Senator 
GRAHAM, and with other Senators in 
developing the best possible legislation 
to protect our rivers, lakes, and coastal 
waters. 

EXlilBIT 1 

REMARKS OF SENATOR MAX BAUCUS TO THE 
FEDERATION OF FLYFISHERS, AUGUST 11, 1993 

INTRODUCTION 

Thank you, Keith. It's good to see you all 
here in Livingston, MT-the fly fishing cap
ital of the world. 

As you know, fly-fishing is America's fore
most art and science. the federation, dedi
cated to the advancement of this branch of 
learning, is a kind of traveling university. 
And every serious flyfisher knows that there 
is always something new to learn. 

That certainly is the case with me. In fact, 
truth be told, at one time in my life, I was 
ignorant, miserable, bait fisherman. I relied 
on worms and grasshoppers rather than on 
my own wits and skill. 

But I was young. I could be reformed. So 
my father stepped in. He taught me the right 
way to fish. First in small creeks on our 
ranch. Then in larger Montana streams, like 
the Smith, the Prickly Pear, and the Mis
souri. Especially the Missouri, whose broad 
reaches create a special sense of space and 
time. 

I never did learn to fish as well as my fa
ther. I would get restless and distracted and 
wind up tangled in the brush, while he stood 

. patient and alert. But it's never too late to 
learn, and I have a lot to learn from the 
many masters here at the convention. So I'll 
be happy when the speech is over and we can 
sit down and talk about fishing. 

But first we have to talk about another 
important subject. In the next few months, 
the Senate Environment Committee, which I 
chair, will consider a new Clean Water Act. 
I want to talk about what a new Clean Water 
Act means to me, to you, to the West, and to 
our entire country. 

THE WESTERN PERSPECTIVE 

Some people think of water pollution as an 
eastern, big-city issue. When they think 
about the Clean Water Act, they think about 
the Great Lakes, Boston Harbor, or the Cuy
ahoga River in Cleveland, which once was so 
polluted that it caught fire. 

But clean water is just as important west 
of the lOOth meridian. Where it doesn't rain. 
Where water can be more valuable than gold. 
Where the message of a clear-running stream 
is just as powerful as that of the pounding 
surf along the rocky New England shore. 

And where, as you all know, water pollu
tion is just as much a problem as it is else
where. Let me give you a local example. You 
will be seeing the video about the making of 
Robert Redford's movie "A River Runs 
Through It." The film, of course, is based on 
Norman MacLean's classic book. It takes 
place on the big Blackfoot River-, near where 
I grew up in western Montana. 

Redford hoped to shoot the movie version 
on the Big Blackfoot itself. But he couldn't. 
Mine tailings, runoff, and other pollution 
problems made it impossible. In fact, the 
American Rivers group says the Big Black
foot is one of America's most endangered riv
ers. 

And the Big Blackfoot isn't Montana's 
only troubled river. Over 13,000 miles of Mon
tana streams, and over 463,000 acres of our 
lakes, are impaired in one way or another. 
We've found unacceptably high levels of 
toxic pollutants in forty percent of Mon
tana's lake acres. 

This is a problem, but is not only an envi
ronmental problem. It's also an economic 
problem. 

As far as I'm concerned, environmental 
progress and economic progress are not at 
odds. They go hand in hand. We can't have 
one without the other. The National Com
mission on the Environmental Protection 
Agency, recently put it this way: 

Economic and environmental well-being 
are mutually reinforcing goals that must be 
pursued simultaneously if either is to be 
achieved. Economic growth cannot be sus
tained if it continues to undermine the 
healthy functioning of the Earth's natural 
systems or to exhaust natural resources. By 
the same token, only healthy economies can 
generate the resources necessary for invest
ments in environmental protection. 

This conference is a perfect example of 
how environmental and economic progress 
go hand in hand. Your week in Livingston 
has meant a boom for the local economy, 
where Dan Bailey's Fly Shop is already one 
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of the biggest employers. It's pretty clear. If 
we don't keep our waters clean, we'll lose a 
lot of jobs. 

PUBLIC HEALTH CASE FOR CLEAN WATER 

Clean water is also essential to public 
health. Two months ago I visited Juarez and 
El Paso, on the border between the United 
States and Mexico. All along the Mexican 
bank of the Rio Grande, which separates the 
two cities, is a line of factories called 
Maquiladoras, which take advantage of duty
free treatment for Mexican assembly of 
American parts. 

The General Accounting Office found that 
8 in 10 of these plants operate in blatant vio
lation of Mexican environmental law. The 
result? The Rio Grande is full of garbage, 
sewage and industrial waste. It spreads dis
ease on both side of the border. Infectious 
hepatitis in El Paso runs at five times our 
national rate. 

I looked into it, and found that the extra 
hepatitis cases in El Paso added a full $5 mil
lion to our public health bill. It is going to 
cost billions of tax dollars-some say as 
many as $30 billion-to clean up the border, 
all because Mexico has not enforced its envi
ronmental laws. 

I've seen that for myself. Smelled it, too. 
And I've heard testimony at my committee 
that indicates some of the worst effects of 
water pollution are those you can't see for a 
generation. Dr. Theo Colburn of the W. Alton 
Jones Foundation and World Wildlife Fund, 
for example, told us a horrible story. 

She looked at babies born to women who 
ate two to three meals of Lake Michigan fish 
a month for 6 years before getting pregnant. 
And she found that they were on average 
lighter in weight, had smaller skulls, and 
were born earlier than the babies of mothers 
who didn't eat Lake Michigan fish. At 4 
years old, these children were physically 
smaller and had poorer memories. The rea
son is the persistence of industrial chemicals 
in the food chain. 

RENEWING THE CLEAN WATER ACT 

To solve these problems, America needs a 
strong, effective Clean Water Act. For 20 
years, this law has been a pillar of American 
environmental policy. This year, as we renew 
the law, I hope to make it even better-par
ticularly for the West. 

This spring, I worked with the ranking Re
publican on the Senate Environment Com
mittee, Senator JOHN CHAFEE, to draft bipar
tisan legislation to reauthorize the Clean 
Water Act-S. 1114. We have held half a 
dozen hearings on the bill. I expect to get it 
out to the full Senate this fall. 

Several broad goals guided the develop
ment of the bill: Prevent pollution before it 
starts; use good science to set priorities; and 
build support for clean water from the bot
tom up by involving local governments, 
farmers, businesses, and groups such as 
yours with a direct interest in and knowl
edge of water quality. 

Let me give some examples of how each of 
these principles is built into our legislation. 

TOXIC WATER POLLUTION CONTROL 

The bill continues the attack, begun in 
1972, on toxic pollution of our waters. The 
bill expands the use of water quality criteria. 
It tells EPA to eventually eliminate the 
most dangerous pollutants. It provides bet
ter data about new pesticides and chemicals 
that might reach our waters. 

But the best way to reduce toxic pollution 
is to prevent it in the first place. Our bill re
quires companies that discharge the most 
toxic pollutants to develop pollution preven
tion plans. These plans will help companies 

think about how they can use fewer toxic 
chemicals and product less pollution in the 
first place. . 

Pollution prevention can save industry 
money at the same time it protects the envi
ronment. And you all know that it's much 
better for the steelhead if we make sure a 
stream doesn't get dirty than if we stuggle 
to clean it up afterward. 

GOOD SCIENCE AND SETTING PRIORITIES 

The best science has always produced the 
best pollution control programs. Today, with 
Federal, State and local governments all 
short on funds, it is more important than 
ever to use good science and get the biggest 
bang for our water quality dollar. 

We also want to make sure we use the best 
information available to set priorities. We 
want to make sure we take on the most im
portant problems first. Thus, the bill im
proves water quality monitoring to point us 
to the most critical pollution problems. 

The best example is in our approach to the 
control of nonpoint pollution. Nonpoint 
source pollution, of course, is pollution that 
doesn't come from a single, large pipe or . 
outfall. Rather, rainwater falling on city 
streets, farms construction sites, and other 
areas picks up pollutants and runs into 
water bodies. By themselves, these sources 
contribute little pollution. But together, 
they cause a big problem. 

EPA estimates that, taken altogether, 
nonpoint sources cause about half of Ameri
ca's water pollution problem. And they are 
particularly important in the West. They 
cause a full 90 percent of Montana's water 
pollution. They are the main reason fly fish
ers, commercial fishermen, and other water 
users don't have full use of more than 75 per
cent of our Nation's river miles and 20 per
cent of our lake acreage. 

Our bill would use better monitoring to 
identify waters polluted by nonpoint sources. 
And it would focus pollution control pro
grams on these waters. By targeting our ef
forts to problem areas we will get the most 
out of our water quality programs and avoid 
spending too much of our money on low pri
ority problems. 

BUILDING FROM THE BOTTOM UP 

Most Americans have great respect for our 
natural resources. We are determined to pro
tect these resources-including our rivers, 
lakes, and streams. People who deliberately 
pollute the environment are relatively few; 
we can solve most of our problems through 
cooperation. There is a place in a law like 
the Clean Water Act for deadlines and pen
alties and enforcement. But the best way to 
clean up water, or to keep it clean, is to 
work with people like you, who know and 
use the water. 

Our bill gives States incentives to take the 
lead in identifying waters which need clean
up or have special value, and in developing 
plans to manage their watersheds. 

States will work with local governments, 
with citizen groups, with businesses and with 
farmers to assess the problems in a water
shed and come up with a plan to control 
point and nonpoint sources. This watershed 
planning effort will put the public on the 
front lines of water pollution control and 
help build a base of support for water quality 
throughout the country. 

WHY CLEAN WATER IS IMPORTANT 

We have written the bill, rewritten the 
bill, held hearings, read scientific reports, 
argued with the Federal agencies and heard 
from everyone with an economic, rec
reational, and scientific interest in the issue. 

Why is clean water important, anyway? 
The best answer is the simplest. It's beau-

tiful. It's good for the soul. Those of us in 
the West know, deep down, that there's 
something natural, peaceful, and good about 
clean running water and a striking fish. 

Norman MacLean makes this point better 
than anyone else, in "A River Runs Through 
It." The movie is very good. But the book is 
better. For years, I've kept copies in my Sen
ate office. I give them to visitors-Senators, 
business leaders, Cabinet Secretaries, foreign 
diplomats-who want to learn more about 
Montana. Because MacLean captures it bet
ter than anyone else. 

It's a simple book about complex things. 
God. Family. The West. And, of course, fly 
fishing. 

It's also about our stewardship of the land 
and water, from one generation to the next. 
Near the end of the book, MacLean medi
tates about fishing the Big Blackfoot. As a 
boy, as a young man, and as an old man. He 
writes: 

In the Arctic half-light of the canyon, all 
existence fades to a being with my soul. And 
memories. And the sounds of the Big Black
foot River. And a four-count rhythm. And 
the hope that a fish will rise. 

Eventually, all things merge into one, and 
a river runs through it. 

Every one of us knows exactly what 
MacLean was writing about. It is why we 
love the outdoors and why we fight so hard 
to protect it. 

And it is why we each must keep faith. 
Like MacLean, we must consider our stew
ardship of the land and water, from one gen
eration to the next. We must keep the waters 
we grew up on clean and pure. So our chil
dren can know the joys of a four count 
rhythm, and the hope that a fish will rise. 

IN MEMORY OF 
CALLAHAM, MARTIN 
KY, JUDGFJEXECUTIVE 

JOHN B. 
COUNTY, 

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President, 
it is with heavy heart that I rise today 
to honor my friend John B. Callaham. 
Johnny passed away last month after 
living a full life which included serving 
three terms as the judge/executive in 
Martin County. 

True to his nature, Johnny was in 
the midst of running for an unprece
dented fourth term as the chief execu
tive of the eastern Kentucky county. 
Mr. President, I don't doubt for a sec
ond that the Paintsville native would 
have been successful in P,is bid. This is 
an impressive feat, for despite being a 
Democrat in a county where Repub
licans outnumber the opposition five to 
one, Johnny never lost a precinct. 

Johnny's specialty was dealing with 
our State government and making sure 
that Martin County received its fair 
share. Few were better at this task Mr. 
President. Under four separate Gov
ernors he was able to get the State's 
assistance in building bridges, roads, 
airports and other worthwhile projects. 
Mr. President, as a former county 
judge myself, I know what a tremen
dous job Johnny did for the people of 
Martin County. 

Before Johnny became judge/execu
tive he was a successful businessman in 
the area. He served as president of the 
Eastern Kentucky Funeral Directors 



21670 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 20, 1993 
for two terms, president of the Big 
Sandy Area Development Council, as 
well as the Martin County coroner for 
two terms. 

It was, however, as judge/executive 
that Johnny was at his best. When 
Johnny Callaham went to Frankfort to 
seek the State's assistance, legislators 
knew they were in for a battle. He sim
ply wouldn't take no for an answer, 
this is especially true in the case of 
projects that he felt were vital to the 
development of his beloved Martin 
County. 

Mr. President, Johnny Callaham pro
vided an example of how the demo
cratic syst.em can succeed. He was re
sponsive to the people he served. He 
will be missed, but because of the won
derful work he did for Martin County, 
he will never be forogotten. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in 
honoring this wonderful public servant. 
In addition, Mr. President, I ask that 
an article and two editorials from the 
September 1, 1993, Martin Countian & 
Mercury be included at this point. 

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

COUNTY MOURNS Loss OF CALLAHAM 
(By Diane Smith) 

INEZ.-A shocked silence would be the only 
way to describe the county's reaction to the 
sudden death of Martin County Judge/Execu
tive John B. Callaham, 56, after a heart at
tack at Three Rivers Medical Center in Lou
isa, Ky. 

Callaham, 56, was born Oct. 8, 1936 in 
Paintsville, Ky. to Carlos Cecil "Kelly" 
Callaham and Della Richmond Callaham, 
both deceased. 

Callaham, who served as county judge/ex
ecutive since 1981, was trying for an unprece
dented fourth consecutive term. He was 
probably one of the most influential judge/ 
executives in recent history, and was well re
spected for his ability to sway state leader
ship into granting Martin County funding for 
projects. 

He was president of Eastern Kentucky Fu
neral Directors for two terms; president of 
Kentucky Judge's Association in 1992; a 
member of the Mason's Marion Hale Lodge 
and El Hasa Shrine Club. He was Martin 
County Coroner for two terms; president of 
the Big Sandy Area Development Council in 
1992 and current president of the Aging and 
Advising Council. 

Callaham attended Morehead State Uni
versity and the Kentucky College of Mor
tuary Science. 

As the owner of the Richmond-Callaham 
Funeral Home, his compassion and quiet de
meanor served as a springboard into local 
politics. 

Former governor Wallace Wilkinson said it 
best at the funeral procession, "Johnny 
walked softly and carried a big stick." 

Governor Brereton Jones has appointed 
Callaham's son Kelly, 34, to fill the vacancy 
until a successor is elected in November. 

"There is no one better qualified to fill the 
Judge's shoes than his son," Jones said in a 
press release yesterday. 

Callaham also announced at a press con
ference held yesterday that he will run in his 
father's place in November's general elec
tion. 

"I will be on the ballot one way or an
other," he said. "We are looking for ways to 

challenge the state election laws that pro
hibit anyone from filing after Aug. 3. If a 
challenge does not work, then I'll be on the 
ballot as a write-in candidate. I just want to 
be able to finish the projects that my father 
has started." 

JOHNNY LEFT SOME BIG SHOES To FILL, BUT 
KELLY MIGHT BE THE MATCH 

They came from the state capital; they 
came from every corner of the region; they 
came from every creek and hollow in Martin 
County; they came dressed in suits and 
working clothes-all to pay a final tribute 
and to say goodbye to a dear friend. 

That county judge/executive Johnny 
Callaham was well loved and respected is a 
gross understatement. Few can remember 
anyone else who has played so vital a role in 
Martin County life. Even those who didn't 
necessarily agree with Callaham's policies 
admired the way he could get things accom
plished. When other judge/executives were 
politely refused by state officials, Callaham 
bullied legislators into submission. 

The county received much during his ten
ure as county judge, new bridges, new roads 
and a philosophy that persistence really does 
work. Few county judges' records can com
pare to Callaham's accomplishments and it 
served as a great testament to see so many 
come to wish him a fond farewell. 

Now that his son Kelly has been appointed 
to fill the vacancy left by Johnny's death, it 
is up to the fiscal court to work with 
Callaham to make sure that Johnny's 
projects can be accomplished. Kelly 
Callaham is well qualified for the position, 
for he has shown, with his work for the Mar
tin County Ambulance Service, a drive for 
improvement and the tenacity that made his 
father such a powerful political force. 

Johnny might have left some big shoes to 
fill, but Kelly might prove to be just the 
match Martin County needs. 

COUNTY SAYS GoOD-BYE TO "GREATEST 
HEART" 

(By Michael Sisco) 
INEZ.-It was a small gesture, when Carlos 

Cassady placed a golden shovel near the cof
fin of Judge John B. Callaham. Small, sym
bolic and very appropriate. As owner of the 
Richmond-Callaham Funeral Home, 
Callaham's shovel helped many of us through 
time of tragedy, helping us build a new life 
after loss. But it was as our county judge 
that Johnny managed to dig his way into our 
hearts, with a dogged determination to im
prove Martin County and an affinity for the 
phrase, "Let's throw some dirt." It was a 
small gesture, but we're sure Johnny would 
have liked it. 

As a life-long eastern Kentucky resident, 
Callaham established himself as a prominent 
businessman, turning the Richmond
Callaham Funeral Home into one of the most 
successful businesses in the area. Through 
the funeral home, Johnny became a part of 
nearly every family in the county, using his 
quiet voice and firm belief that "all things 
heal" to help many of us overcome grief. His 
hand went out to everyone-even his fiercest 
political foes. 

It wasn't surprising to many of us, when 
Johnny decided in 1980 to run for county 
judge/executive. After all, he had been elect
ed twice as county coroner and he was well 
liked and respected by those he worked with. 
He had helped so many of us on a personal 
level, we figured he might help the county 
just as well. We really did not care that he 
was a Democrat seeking entry into a tradi
tionally Republican office and when he was 

elected, it proved that we voted for the man 
and not for the party. We took a gamble on 
the man and we won big. Very big. 

Almost from the day he took office, John
ny exhibited a stubborn streak that belied 
his almost unassuming personality. He re
fused to hear the word no when he petitioned 
for funds from the state capital. Through 
four gubernatorial administrations, Frank
fort officials groaned when Johnny Callaham 
came to town. They could not get rid of the 
man who spoke in whispers but fought like a 
badger-so they gave in and gave him what 
he wanted. 

The results are pretty impressive: 100 miles 
of paved county roadway, the Big Sandy Re
gional Airport, a $1.8 million Warfield
Kermit Bridge, The Big Sandy Regional De
tention Center, The new Martin County 
Courthouse Annex, the $750,000 waterline ex
tension project for District No. 2 and an 
equal share of funding from the Big Sandy 
Area Development District as well as many 
others-Johnny seemed to be everywhere, al
ways breaking ground on a new project and 
"throwing some dirt" with state and local 
leadership. · 

Everyone both marveled and worried that 
he set too great a pace for himself-we all 
loved what he could do for us, but we pri
vately wished he would slow down. But slow
ing down was never part of his vocabulary. 

Now he is gone and the county is without 
one of its most influential leaders. The coun
ty will heal itself and we will eventually 
overcome our sense of loss-Johnny always 
knew it would be that way. But we have 
much around us to remind us of his presence 
and we can all take heart that heaven will 
shine a little brighter now that Johnny 
Callaham is in town. 

ffiRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE 
IS TODAY'S BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, as any
one even remotely familiar with the 
U.S. Constitution knows, no President 
can spend a dime of Federal tax money 
that has not first been approved by 
Congress, both the House of Represent
atives and the U.S. Senate. · 

So when you hear a politician or an 
editor or a commentator declare that 
"Reagan ran up the Federal debt" or 
that "Bush ran it up," bear in mind 
that it was, and is, the constitutional 
duty of Congress to control Federal 
spending. Congress has failed miserably 
for about 50 years. 

The fiscal irresponsibility of Con
gress has created a Federal debt which 
stood at $4,388,881,973,462.74 · as of the 
close of business on Thursday, Septem
ber 16. Averaged out, every man, 
woman, and child in America owes a 
share of this massive debt, and that per 
capita share is $17,086.74. 

TENTH ANNIVERSARY OF SEN
ATOR HENRY M. JACKSON'S 
DEATH AND THE ESTABLISH
MENT OF THE HENRY M. JACK
SON FOUNDATION 
Mr. NUNN. Madam President, 10 

years ago this month the United States 
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lost a leader of unusual vision and abil
ity, the Senate lost one of its true gi
ants, and many of us lost a trusted per
sonal friend with the sudden and unex
pected death of Senator Henry M. 
Jackson on September 1, 1983. 

Scoop Jackson was an adviser and 
mentor to me from the first day I ar
rived in the Senate in 1972. He was the 
expert that I-and many other Mem
bers of this body-looked to for advice 
on issues of national security, foreign 
policy, energy, and the environment. I 
never ceased to be impressed by the 
soundness of range of Scoop's judgment 
and the breadth of his knowledge on a 
wide range of issues. 

Mr. President, with each passing year 
since Scoop's death, I have gained a 
greater appreciation for his wisdom, 
for his insights, and for his tremendous 
and far-reaching legislative accom
plishments. I have often regretted that 
Scoop did not live long enough to wit
ness the outbreak of democratic reform 
in Eastern Europe and the demise of 
Soviet communism. No Senator was 
more steadfast in his commitment to 
freedom for those under the yoke of the 
Soviet Empire than Senator Jackson. 

As much as we regret the loss of a 
great statesman and dear friend, Mr. 
President, we can be thankful that 
Scoop Jackson's legacy lives on in the 
exciting work of the Henry M. Jackson 
Foundation. Incorporated 10 years ago 
next month, this foundation carries 
forward Scoop's lifelong commitment 
to build a better and more secure world 
for future generations through its sup
port and work in the fields of inter
national affairs, the environment and 
natural resources, human rights, and 
public service. 

Scoop's wife, Helen Hardin Jackson, 
is the chairman of the board of the 
Henry M. Jackson Foundation, and I 
am privileged to serve on the board's 
congressional advisory council. The 
foundation makes grants to nonprofit 
organizations and educational institu
tions in the United States and abroad 
that provide essential support and 
funding for initiatives in the four areas 
of major concern to the foundation. 
The foundation's 1992 annual report 
provides an excellent description of 
some of the recent work supported by 
the foundation, and I briefly want to 
highlight some of these efforts for my 
colleagues. 

Everyone who knew Scoop Jackson 
was impressed by his tremendous grasp 
of foreign policy and international af
fairs. He was one of the truly great 
geopolitical thinkers of our time, 
whether the issue was strategic arms 
control negotiations, United States re
lations with China, or economic devel
opment and political reform in Latin 
America. Today the Henry M. Jackson 
Foundation carries on Scoop's commit
ment in the foreign policy area by sup
porting the Henry M. Jackson School 
of International Studies at the Univer-

sity of Washington and the National 
Bureau of Asian Research, an inter
national institute to conduct policy-re
lated research on the Asia-Pacific re
gion. 

From the National Environmental 
Policy Act to legislation protecting the 
redwoods, the North Cascades, Alaska 
lands, and other national park and wil
derness areas, Scoop Jackson worked 
tirelessly to preserve our rich environ
mental legacy for future generations of 
Americans. The Jackson Foundation 
carries on this work to preserve the 
global environment and natural re
sources through grants to groups ad
dressing the problems of urban growth 
and the resulting loss of open space, af
fordable housing, clean air, and inner
city investment; through support of 
projects in environmental education 
for elementary, secondary, and univer
sity students; and through inter
national projects such as a grant to He
brew University in Jerusalem to study 
the use of Middle East water resources. 

A deep and strong commitment to 
human rights was one of the hallmarks 
of Senator Jackson's public career. 
Today the Jackson Foundation contin
ues Scoop's lifetime struggle to make 
human rights an issue of international 
diplomacy. The foundation has made a 
major funding commitment to the Con
gressional Human Rights Foundation 
to enable its interparliamentary 
human rights network to link par
liamentarians in new and existing de
mocracies. The foundation also pro
vided funding to the Henry M. Jackson 
School of International Studies at the 
University of Washington to establish 
the Andrei Sakharov Memorial Lecture 
on Human Rights, which was inaugu
rated in 1992 with an address by 
Sakharov's widow, Elena Bonner. 

Finally, Mr. President, as the founda
tion's 1992 annual report points out, 
the agenda of the Henry M. Jackson 
Foundation would not be complete 
without a major focus on public serv
ice. Public service was a lifetime com
mitment for Scoop. Through his per
sonal example, he inspired a generation 
of people to enter public service. Even 
today, 10 years after Scoop's death, 
there are people ·serving in all levels of 
government whose continued commit
ment to the highest ideals of public 
service was nurtured by working for or 
with Scoop Jackson. 

The Jackson Foundation's efforts in 
this area are designed to encourage 
young people to enter public service 
careers and to provide continuing edu
cation opportunities for current public 
servants to meet the challenges of the 
future. The foundation provides finan
cial support for the Washington Gov
ernors' School for Citizen Leadership, a 
program that brings high school stu
dents together from around the coun
try in an intensive program focused on 
problem solving and public service. 
Working with the Council for Excel-

lence in Government here in the Na
tion's Capital, the Jackson Foundation 
supports a yearlong leadership develop
ment program directed toward out
standing midcareer civil servants. 

Mr. President, as Helen Jackson re
cently said: 

The Henry M. Jackson Foundation today is 
fulfilling the dream we all had at its begin
ning-to continue my late husband's work 
through support of education in areas he 
considered vital to our nation and the world. 
As in his day, these same concerns-under
standing other nations and cultures, encour
aging public service, preserving the global 
environment, and protecting human rights-
remain critical in shaping a secure, free and 
just society. 

As the Jackson Foundation cele
brates its 10th anniversary and looks 
forward to a second decade of service, I 
want to congratulate Helen Jackson 
for her strong and visionary leadership 
of the foundation. There is no more fit
ting tribute or memorial to the life of 
Scoop Jackson than the dedicated ef
forts to advance the ideals he stood for 
by the foundation that so appro
priately bears his name. 

EWING M. KAUFFMAN 
Mr. DANFORTH. Madam President, 

Ewing M. Kauffman, founder of Marion 
Laboratories, Inc., chairman emeritus 
of Marion Merrell Dow, Inc., owner of 
the Kansas City Royals, and a commit
ted civic leader, died recently at his 
home in Mission Hills, KS, at the age 
of 76. I am among many who admired 
his personal qualities and professional 
achievements. I speak for many people 
in Kansas City, Washington, and else
where who are deeply saddened by his 
death. 

Ewing Kauffman was a self-made 
man with true entrepreneurial spirit. 
In 1950, he founded Marion Labora
tories, Inc. Through his leadership, 
Marion Laboratories grew from a small 
company with $30,000 in gross sales in 
its first year of operation, to a pharma
ceutical giant with $930 million in 
gross sales in fiscal year 1989. Impor
tant to Mr. Kauffman's success was his 
unique relationship with his employ
ees, or associates, as he referred to 
them. Ewing Kauffman encouraged his 
associates to take pride in their work 
and pushed them to believe in them
selves and their ability to do better. 
Because of his genuine concern for oth
ers, he gained the respect of his associ
ates and business and civic leaders in 
Kansas City and throughout the United 
States. 

Ewing Kauffman founded the Kansas 
City Royals. He worked to ensure that 
Kansas City maintained its major 
league status. He recently developed a 
unique ownership plan to give the · 
Royals to the city of Kansas City. 

He was a community servant and phi
lanthropist. In an effort to give some
thing back to his community, he estab
lished the Ewing Marion Kauffman 
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Foundation, a $1 billion foundation for 
helping disadvantaged kids. Among the 
numerous projects included in the 
foundation are Project Star, a teenage 
drug prevention and treatment pro
gram; Project Choice, a high school 
dropout prevention program that offers 
full payment of college tuition as an 
incentive for teenagers to stay in 
school; and Project Essential, a pro
gram to help kids develop and main
tain self-esteem. 

The numerous honors and awards Mr. 
Kauffman received are witness to his 
civic dedication, and to the unbounded 
respect and affection he engendered 
among colleagues and the community. 
Ewing Kauffman held honorary degrees 
from Union College in Schenectady, 
NY, Drury College in Springfield, and 
the University of Missouri-Columbia. 
In 1973, the Kansas City Press Club 
voted Ewing Kauffman Man of the 
Year. In 1976, he was inducted into the 
Missouri Sports Hall of Fame and the 
Kansas City Royals Hall of Fame. Mr. 
Kauffman received the American Heart 
Award in 1981. He was presented the 
Horatio Alger Award in 1967. Among 
his most cherished honors are his in
duction into the National Sales Hall of 
Fame and the Entrepreneur's Hall of 
Fame in 1992, and his receipt of the 
Harry S. Truman Foundation Good 
Neighbors Award in 1991. 

A veteran of service with the United 
States Navy in Europe and the Phil
ippines in World War II, Ewing 
Kauffman completed his education at 
the Kansas City Junior College with an 
associate degree in business in 1936. He 
is survived by his beloved wife, Mariel 
McBrien Kauffman; two daughters, 
Julia Kauffman and Marion Sue 
Kauffman; a son, Larry Kauffman; nine 
grandchildren and three great-grand
children. 

I am privileged to have known Ewing 
Kauffman. His life exemplified much of 
what is ·good and right about our coun
try. He believed in his ability to suc
ceed and in his duty to make the world 
better. He personally took care to cre
ate opportunities for others. He was 
selflessly devoted to his family and to 
his community. Ewing Kauffman will 
be greatly missed by all who knew him, 
and because of his contributions to his 
community and Nation, by many who 
did not. 

NATIONAL HISPANIC HERITAGE 
MONTH 

Mr. RIEGLE. Madam President, I rise 
today in celebration of National His
panic Heritage Month. From Septem
ber 15 to October 15 of this year, His
panic and non-Hispanic-Americans 
alike will honor this commemorative 
month by recognizing the achieve
ments, history, and culture of His
panic-Americans and the enriching ef
fect it has had in diversifying the 
American experience. 

The Hispanic-American community 
is a vibrant group composed of a rich 
variety of Mexican, Latin American, 
Caribbean, and Spanish identities. 
Since the inception of this country, 
Hispanics have ventured to this land 
searching for opportunity, in pursuit of 
their dreams. In increasingly larger 
numbers, Hispanic-Americans have 
taken bold steps and achieved success 
in every field, ranging from public 
service and the arts to commercial en
terprise. 

As the fastest minority in the United 
States, it is projected that Hispanic
Americans will constitute the largest 
ethnic minority by the year 2000. Con
sidering that Hispanic-Americans will 
soon account for 15 percent of the U.S. 
population and one-third of the Na
tion's labor force we must also direct 
our attention to issues of concern to 
this community. Poverty is widespread 
in the Hispanic-American population, 
touching one in every four families. 
With respect to education, only half of 
all Hispanic-Americans hold high 
school diplomas, and less than 10 per.,. 
cent have graduated from college. 
Race-related problems are also con
fronted by Hispanic-Americans on a 
daily basis, who unjustly receive much 
of the criticism and frustration di
rected at illegal immigrants. 

We need to foster greater understand
ing among Americans of the benefits 
Hispanic cultures have had on the 
United States. Everything from .tapas 
to the tango highlights how Hispanic 
culture has influenced our daily lives. 
All over Michigan a number of grant 
events will be staged to celebrate Na
tional Hispanic Heritage Month. I hope 
that these celebrations will allow peo
ple to experience the food, music, 
dances, and community spirit of which 
Hispanic Americans are so justifiably 
proud. 

During the following month, 
celebratory events across the United 
States will be utilized to focus aware
ness on Hispanic culture and celebrate 
its rich past. An Hispanic presence was 
established in America since before 
this country even existed. Signifi
cantly, today is also the eve of the an
niversary of the Mexican revolution. It 
was their brave battle cry for independ
ence in 1810 which made us neighbors, 
building a new world based on hope and 
opportunity. These facts are simply re
minders that our presence on the 
American continent is intertwined 
with the longstanding Hispanic ties to 
this land. 

As we commemorate National His
panic Heritage Month, let us not forget 
that it is diversity which is at the 
heart of the United States essence. In 
observance of this month, we should 
enjoy the warm and rich Hispanic her
itage and culture. By recognizing the 
roots of Hispanic-American culture and 
partaking in their traditions, the peo
ple of the United States will be brought 

closer together by better understand
ing this vital part of our society. 

REFLECTIONS ON LILLIE SHANIN 
SPECTER'S VALUES ON THE OC
CASION OF THE 93D ANNIVER
SARY OF HER BffiTH 
Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, 

after attending the impressive joint 
session of Congress on March 27, 1990, 
commemorating the lOOth anniversary 
of the birth of the President and Gen
eral of the Army, Dwight D. Eisen
hower, I thought it would be meaning
ful-albeit in a different way-to have 
a joint session on the lOOth anniversary 
of the birth of my father, Harry Spec
ter, who represented the unique con
tribution of immigrants who settled 
America in the early 20th century. In
stead, in line with the realities of the 
Congress, I made an extensive floor 
statement in the Senate on July l, 1992, 
on the life of my father on the occasion 
of his lOOth birthday, noting his inspi
rational values: love of family, edu
cation-although he had no formal 
schooling-patriotism, courage, sac
rifice, hard work, commitment to do 
whatever was necessary to do the job, 
and an overarching sense of optimism. 

Given the uncertainties of life and 
elections, I have decided to memorial
ize the life of my mother, Lillie Shanin 
Specter, today, which marks her 93d 
birthday, instead of waiting until the 
year 2000. 

In commenting on my parents, I do 
so because their lives demonstrate fun
damental values which our country 
needs to reflect on and revisit. Consid
ering the difficulties they faced, I be
lieve their accomplishments surpassed 
those of my generation although we 
have many more material possessions 
and educational degrees. My parents' 
generation lived their values, most of 
our generation give lipservice to those 
values, and many of the next genera
tion need to be reminded of their val
ues. 

Reflecting on the life of my mother is 
awesome. To be meaningful, it is nec
essary to reveal some intimacies, but 
not all, in accordance with one of my 
father's wise statements: "Know what 
you say; do not say what you know." 

My mother was a beautiful redhead 
when she met my father in 1916-just 
check her pictures hanging in my Sen
ate office. Their romance was inter
rupted by World War I, when he was 
wounded in France in the Argonne For
est, carrying shrapnel in his legs for 
the rest of his life. Before he went off 
to war, Lillie Shanin gave him a pic
ture, according to my sister Shirley, 
with the inscription on the back: 
The French girls may be pretty, 
The French girls may be kind, 
But don't forget 
The girl you left so far behind. 

He did not forget; and on his return, 
he threw away his crutches and they 
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were married while he was still in uni
form. 

My mother and I had an extra special 
relationship. It was more than being 
the proverbial "baby of the family," 
the last of four children. Perhaps it 
was a slight-very slight-sense of em
barrassment when my Aunt Rose 
Eisenberg told me that my mother was 
at least mildly unhappy when she 
found she was pregnant with me. In the 
midst of the Depression, with three 
children ages 2 to 9, and a shortage of 
money in the Specter household, it was 
not so easy. Confronting my father 
with her concern, if not displeasure, he 
replied casually: "So there will be an
other pair of feet around the house." 

But the pair of feet always around 
the house were my mother's. She was 
always there for her family in every 
way-no latchkey children in our 
house. Our mother did double duty be
cause our father was a peddler-more 
fashionably today called a traveling 
salesman. He sold cantaloupes door to 
door in the summer and blankets to 
farmers in the winter. When he opened 
a junkyard when I was 7, it was in 
Lyons, KS, which was 100 miles from 
our home in Wichita, so the family 
only saw him .on weekends. That made 
him the hero when we saw him for 
Shabbos on Friday evenings, and left 
my mother with the weeklong parental 
duties. 

Their lives were like a travelog, but 
not for fun. They moved half way 
across the continent seven times-
mostly to earn a living. It was 
Schvertsu Machen Albn, which is Yid
dish for "it's hard to make a living." 
But they never complained-no matter 
how tough it was. They were thankful 
as immigrants to be in America with 
opportunities for their children, if not 
for themselves. 

Even so, their lives were a decided 
improvement over their parents. My fa
ther grew up in Russia in a one-room 
dirt floor shared by his parents, seven 
brothers and a sister. At the age of 18, 
determined to avoid the oppression of. 
the Czar's heel and anti-Semitism, he 
came to America. My mother immi
grated to the United States from a city 
called Lugansk in the Katrina Slav 
Province near the Russo-Polish bor
der-according to my Aunt, Annie 
Kletman-at the age of 5 with her par
ents, Mordecai and Freda Shanin, and 
younger brother, Max. 

Mordecai Shanin sold fish on the 
streets of St. Joe, MO, and repaired 
Singer sewing machines. He died in my 
mother's arms when she was 15 and he 
was in his midforties, on the back 
staircase of 922 South Ninth Street in 
St. Joe. Widowed with seven children, 
my grandmother maintained her pride 
and independence with all members 
pitching in to support the Shanin Fam
ily, including Lillie who left school 
after the eighth grade to work in a tab
let factory. 

Freda Myramovich Shanin-we Wichita-a Civil War veteran-and the 
called her Bubba in Yiddish-exuded 80-year-old Hoovers in Russell. 
strength which my mother inherited During World War II many Jewish 
and passed on-jointly, of course, with soldiers were stationed at Walker Air 
my father-to their children. When Base, 15 miles from Russell. Our home 
Bubba once saw me wearing bluejeans, served as a synagogue during the Jew
she admonished me saying her sons- ish holidays and an unofficial branch of 
poor as they were-never wore overalls. the USO. The living room and dining 
I wonder what Bubba would say today room of our home at 115 Elm Street 
with almost the majority of Americans bears testament to this day with a 
wearing jeans. slanted floor when the supporting 

My mother inherited her mother's beams buckled under the overload 
sense of humor, notwithstanding the weight of about 25 soldiers and their 
tough times. When I was about 5, sit- wives who attended a Passover Seder in 
ting with my mother on the St. Joe 1943. When my sister Shirley and her 
front porch swing, it broke, and Bubba husband, Dr. Edwin Kety, were posted 
told me I had to pay for it. Since r only in a remote Arizona town in the public 
weighed about 50 pounds, contrasted health· service, my mother interrupted 
with my mother who weighed substan- her own activities to care for their 
tially more, I argued proportional re- children in Phoenix so they could 
sponsibility until my grandmother maintain their Hebrew-school edu
laughed and told me she was only kid- cation without moving away with their 
ding. parents. 

Bubba meticulously observed the My mother was a prolific letter writ-
Sabbath and Jewish traditions, passing er to family and friends-letters which 
on a strong sense of religious respon- people have saved for decades. Her let
sibili ty to our family. There was total ters to Joan and me would be saved for 
unity among Bubba's children-my Saturday morning and savored around 
aunts Annie, Rose, and Mashie and my the family breakfast table. Our young 
uncles, Max, Louie, and Albert-per- sons, Shanin and Steven would even in
haps derived from the days they had to terrupt their Saturday morning tele
work together to survive following my vision cartoons to hear their grand
grandfather's untimely death. When mother's interesting letters. 
the entire family gathered at 922 South She could have written a primer on 
Ninth Street for the Jewish holidays - being a model mother-in-law, a propo
from Wichita, Chicago, and Waco, TX, sition subscribed to by all four of her 
the grandchildren and some adults children's spouses. Hilda's husband, Ar
would sleep on the floor, but nobody thur Morgenstern, praises her to this 
minded. We could not afford a Holiday day, marveling at their 33-year rela
Inn even if there had been one in those tionship. Joan says she learned how to 
days. be a mother-in-law from her example. 

Like her mother before her, my Many mothers are, at least, a little 
mother saw to it that our home, how- protective of their sons when it comes 
ever modest, was physically com- to marriage. My wife-to-be Joan had 
fortable and psychologically secure. her first meal at my parents' home for 
She was always at home. As each one Thanksgiving less than 2 months after 
of us would enter the front door, and we met when she was 15. I was a much 
yell "Mom", back would come her reas- older man at 19, although the 4 years 
suring voice. difference in our ages has significantly 

Even with our family's modest in- diminished over the years. My mother 
come, my brother Morton's closest urged me to marry Joan 4 years later. 
friend, Donald Dushane, was a constant Our album contains a photo of the wed
dinner guest. My sister Hilda observed ding kiss with my mother smiling and 
that her friends relished an invitation beaming in the background. That pic
to our dinner table because our mother ture of her is worth a million words. 
was willing to fashion the most intri- My parents' 45-year-old love affair 
cate and labor intensive delicacies of came to an abrupt end in 1964 when my 
food for our palates. My sister Shirley father had a heart attack and died on a 
remembers our mother carrying hot trip to Israel. She returned to her 
egg sandwiches for our lunch to College home in Phoenix; and at the age of 64, 
Hill grade school in Wichita, 6 blocks learned to drive a car and carried on 
away. her independent life. When I hear of 

Generosity and compassion were my family values, I think of our family's 
mother's hallmarks. When a distant 230 years of uninterrupted marriages: 
relative, an unmarried teenager, be- Morton and Joyce Specter-51 years; 
came pregnant, my mother invited her Hilda and Arthur Morgenstern-50 
from Philadelphia to Phoenix so she years; Shirley and Edwin Kety-44 
could deliver, return to her home, re- years; Joan and me-40 years. 
sume her life, marry and raise a fam- As I reminisce about my mother, 
ily. After her youngest sister, Mashie, some may wonder if I'm writing about 
died, my mother went to Waco, TX, to an angel. I am. 
care for Mashie's husband, Leslie Hoff- If she had a fault and I'm not sure 
man, and their four children for several she did, it was that she worked too 
weeks. She looked after elderly neigh- hard. She was an immaculate house
bors, the Chances in their nineties in keeper; and even after the stove was 
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scoured, she would clean it again. She 
was always busy. My brother Morton 
followed her example of extra hard 
work and never learned to play enough, 
and the same might be said of her 
other children. Or, perhaps it was the 
time sheets that we lawyers keep
pressing us not to waste· time and keep 
track of each minute. I am glad that 
my sons have better balance on work 
and leisure-moderation perhaps 
learned from their mother. 

Through all the travail, my mother 
was cheerful, maintaining a home that 
was rock solid with love and perhaps 
most of all-establishing a feeling of 
confidence in her children. Some 
bumps along the way-perhaps even 
failures-were a part of life and ulti
mate success. 

Education-which our parents had 
little of-and hard work-which our 
parents had plenty of-were the ingre
dients for their children's success. Our 
parents' ambitions were wrapped up in 
their children. Considering my moth
er's struggles and the fact that my fa
ther had to walk across Europe and 
travel steerage to America, their chil
dren's ambition and motivation to suc
ceed took us on much easier paths, no 
matter what obstacles we found. 

When I am frequently asked today 
about what motivates children, I think 
in direct and simple terms about my 
mother and father. In our family the 
children knew they had to behave and 
succeed, because to do otherwise would 
be unthinkable, considering our par
ents' sacrifices. 

While this brief statement obviously 
cannot match the pomp and ceremony 
commemorating President Eisen
hower's centennial, it is a privilege for 
me to be in the U.S. Senate, to have 
this opportunity to honor my mother 
on the occasion of her 93d birthday. Be
yond my own personal pride, I take 
this time on the Senate floor and the 
expense in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
because the life of Lillie Shanin Spec
ter is a model which should be studied 
by parents everywhere. 

SECRETARY CHRISTOPHER'S 
SPEECH, "BUILDING PEACE IN 
THE MIDDLE EAST" 
Mr. PELL. Madam President, today 

at Columbia University, U.S. Secretary 
of State Warren Christopher delivered 
an incisive statement concerning U.S. 
interests in the Middle East peace 
process, and America's role in the 
world. 

In his speech, the Secretary outlined 
the administration's strategy for but
tressing the landmark agreement be
tween Israel and the Palestine Libera
tion Organization. Not content to rest 
after last week's historic achieve
ments, the Secretary announced that 
the United States will convene a multi
lateral Conference on Middle East 
Peace. The purpose of the Conference, 
the Secretary said, 

* * * will be to mobilize resources needed to talk about our foreign policy. I believe 
to make the agreement work. The inter- that Secretaries of State should spend more 
national community must move imme- time explaining foreign policy to the audi
diately to see that the agreement produces ence that really counts-the American peo
tangible improvements in the security and ple. 
daily lives of Palestinians and Israelis. If A week ago, from a small platform on the 
peace is to be achieved, the agreement must south lawn of the White House, the world 
be translated into results quickly and viv- took a very big step toward a more peaceful 
idly. future. That simple handshake between im-

At the same time, the Secretary an- placable foes extends a mighty redemptive 
nounced additional United States pol- power that can help heal the wounds of this 
icy measures, including crafting a too-often-violent century. 

Like the collapse of communism before it, 
United States assistance package for the beginning of the historic reconciliation 
the West Bank and Gaza; making re- between the Israelis and the Palestinians 
newed United States efforts to halt dis- confirms our belief that hope can eventually 
crimination against Israel at the Unit- replace despair, cooperation can overcome 
ed Nations, and to end once and for all conflict, and peace and freedom can triumph 
the Arab League boycott of Israel; and over war and tyranny. 
finally, initiating a reexamination of Today, I will share with you my thoughts 
existing statutes concerning United on last week's historic developments in the 
States relations with the PLO. Arab-Israeli peace process. I will place the 

events of last Monday in historical context 
This multifaceted strategy, in my and describe to you the steps we must take 

view, underscores the strong American to ensure that this chance for peace does not 
leadership that was necessary to trans- slip from our grasp. 
form hope for an Israeli-PLO accord For more than 45 years, Democratic and 
into reality. It is true that the text of Republican Administrations have worked 
the accord was quietly negotiated in tirelessly to brea\{ the cycle of violence be
Oslo, but it is equally evident to every- tween Israel and its Arab neighbors. They 
one involved that without American did so because they understood that the 

United States has enduring interests in this 
support and encouragement, nothing historic and strategic crossroads; enduring 
could have been achieved. The Sec- interests in a region where conflict always 
retary modestly, yet confidently, ac- threatens world peace; enduring interests in 
knowledged this fact, and then, in the the security and well-being of Israel and in 
conclusion of his speech, outlined the cooperative relations with the Arab world; 
administration's broader v1s10n for and enduring interests in the region's oil re
America's role in world affairs. sources, which serve as the lifeblood of much 

Madam President, today the Sec- of the global economy. 
retary delivered an important, articu- These enduring interests have made Middle 

East peace a constant and essential goal of 
late message to the American public U.S. foreign policy. For decades, that goal 
and to the world. I am certain that my eluded us. The region remained a tinderbox, 
colleagues in the Senate would appre- threatening to embroil us in its deadly wars. 
ciate reading the Secretary's remarks, This volatility was due in no small part to 
so I ask unanimous consent that the the existence of a Soviet Union determined 
full text be inserted in the RECORD at to fuel the forces of radicalism and conflict. 
this point. While the Soviets by no means caused the 

There being no objection, the re- Arab-Israeli dispute, they did everything in 
their power to see that the region remained 

marks were ordered to be printed in at a constant boil. Their policies emboldened 
the RECORD, as follows: radicals, intimidated moderates, and left Is-

BUILDING PEACE IN THE MIDDLE EAST rael-save for its friendship with the United 
(By Warren Christopher) States-in a lonely state of siege. 

Ladies and Gentlemen: Thank you, Les Throughout the long struggle of the Cold 
Gelb. The Council on Foreign Relations is War, only one Arab country-Egypt-man
very fortunate to have Les Gelb as its new aged to breach the wall that Moscow had 
President. As many of you know, I had the helped to erect. Egypt braved ostracism to 
pleasure of working with Les during our last make peace with Israel. For fourteen long 
tour in government. He is one of the nation's years that heroic achievement has held 
leading foreign policy thinkers and writers. strong. It also stood alone-until last Mon
His advice is valued here and around the day. The Israeli-Palestinian agreement-in 
world. which Egypt's President Mubarak played a 

Thank you, also, President Rupp, for co- critical role-is a powerful vindication of 
sponsoring our get-together today in this el- that nation's courage and vision. 
egant setting. Columbia University is one of It was not until the Cold War began to 
this country's oldest and most prestigious wane that new opportunities arose to combat 
institutions of learning. From the school- rejectionism and promote peace. This was 
room on Lower Broadway where Samuel most dramatically demonstrated during the 
Johnson taught eight students in 1754, to Gulf War. With the United States and the 
this magnificent campus on Morningside Soviet Union working together, Saddam 
Heights, Columbia has represented the spirit Hussein's radical challenge was decisively 
of inquiry and intellectual freedom that has turned back. Without Moscow's patronage, 
made America strong. . Saddam's "war option" proved to be no op-

Columbia has certainly contributed to the tion at all. America's overwhelming display 
strength of the State Department. Two of of power, principle, and leadership helped to 
our Under Secretaries, Joan Sparo and Lynn tilt the Middle East's balance of power to
Davis, have studied here and taught here. ward moderation and toward an opportunity 
They carry on Columbia's great tradition of for reconciliation. 
sending women and men into public life with Had we let it rest there-had we left to 
an international outlook. others the job of turning opportunity into 

My visit here today is one of several I have reality-last Monday's dramatic event might 
made and plan to make around the country never have taken place. Only America could 
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have provided Arabs and Israelis the assur
ances they needed to go to Madrid and risk 
breaking the taboo on direct negotiations. 

Upon his election, President Clinton imme
diately reaffirmed America's historic role 
and enduring strategic interest in Arab-Is
raeli peace. He saw the opportunity for an 
historic breakthrough. On the morning after 
the election, he vowed to make the pursuit 
of Middle East peace a top priority. That is 
why he moved so quickly to gain the trust of 
key regional parties and to reaffirm Ameri
ca's unstinting support for Israel's security. 
And that is why, for my first official trip 
abroad, he sent me to the Middle East. His 
message was clear: the United States was ir
revocably committed to advancing the 
peacemaking process; to reinvigorating the 
negotiations; and to elevating America's role 
to that of full partner. 

The President's efforts built upon the hard 
work of his predecessors. Our victories in the 
Cold War and in the Gulf created an environ
ment in which peacemaking became possible. 
Our intervention at key moments this year, 
to resolve crises over Palestinian deportees 
and over violence in Lebanon, salvaged the 
peace process when it teetered on the brink 
of collapse. Throughout the last 22 months, 
under both Republican and Democratic 
Presidents, America's sustained political in
volvement-whether in presenting a draft 
declaration of principles or in constantly 
pushing to define the parameters of the pos
sible-set the stage for decision-making in 
the secret Oslo channel, for which we owe so 
much to the Norwegians. 

In the end, of course, last Monday's tri
umph belongs to the parties themselves-to 
the Israeli and the Palestinian people-who 
reached out to each other. And that is as it 
should be. Indeed, the basic premise of the 
Madrid process has been that face-to-face ne
gotiation between the parties is essential. 
From the beginning, the Unitetl States has 
encouraged communication in as many dif
ferent channels as possible-both formal and 
informal, public and private-with the un
derstanding that the most durable solution 
would be one forged in direct negotiation. 

It would be a great mistake if America 
were now to withdraw or shrink from its full 
and long-standing partnership in the peace 
process. Our leadership is essential if this 
historic agreement is to realize its full po
tential. Today, on behalf of President Clin
ton, I announce our intention to lead a wide
ranging effort not simply to give peace a 
chance, but to ensure that it will not fail. 
Just as the United States organized a suc
cessful international coalition to wage war 
in the Gulf, we will now organize a new coa
lition-a coalition to breathe life into the Is
raeli-Palestinian Declaration. 

As a first step, the United States will con
vene a Conference to Support Middle East 
Peace, building on the Madrid framework. 
Secretary Bentsen and I, together with our 
Russian counterparts, will invite foreign and 
finance ministers representing the Euro
peans, Japan, Saudi Arabia and the Gulf 
states, Canada, the Nordic countries and oth
ers-and, of course, the Israelis and the Pal
estinians. The World Bank will also be 
present, and it will play a major role in co
ordinating and providing assistance. 

The purpose of this Conference will be to 
mobilize resources needed to make the 
agreement work. The international commu
nity must move immediately to see that the 
agreement produces tangible improvements 
in the security and daily lives of Palestin
ians and Israelis. If peace is to be achieved, 
the agreement must be translated into re
sults quickly and vividly. 

There are varying estimates of the re
sources required to start building an eco
nomic base in Gaza and the West Bank. The 
World Bank's initial estimate is that at least 
3 billion dollars will be needed over the next 
ten years. An important portion of this sum 
will be needed for a quick start effort over 
the next year. All agree that we must take 
immediate steps to address the high rate of 
unemployment that robs families of hope 
and fuels extremism. Housing, roads, and 
other permanent improvements must be de
veloped quickly. We must also act now to 
provide assistance in public administration, 
tax collection, and social services. 

Given the number and commitment of our 
international partners, we are confident 
these needs can be met. And we will stimu
late these supporters by our own example. 
Working with the Congress, we expect to as
semble an initial two-year package worth 250 
billion dollars. 

In this vital effort, we must also involve 
the private sector. A significant part of the 
initial U.S. package will include OPIC loans 
and guarantees to spur private sector in
volvement and economic growth. 

There is another resource that America 
can and should provide. At the White House 
last Monday, immediately after the signing 
ceremony, the President, the Vice President 
and I met with a group of Jewish and Arab 
Americans. This was truly a unique and spe
cial event. We were moved by their shared 
sense of hope and by their spirit of reconcili
ation. 

We must draw on their talent, ingenuity, 
and goodwill. In that spirit, the President 
will appoint a task force of Jewish and Arab 
Americans to help us develop joint projects 
and private investment in the region. We 
also intend to name a senior coordinator for 
U.S. assistance-much as we have done in 
the case of the former Soviet Union. 

Ladies and gentlemen: the real barrier to 
peace between the Israelis and Palestinians
the psychological barrier-has already been 
breached. Compared to that obstacle, the re
source challenge we face can surely be met. 
I am convinced that we can succeed. 

The implementation of the Israeli-Pal
estinian agreement represents only part of 
our larger task in the Middle East. We must 
nurture a comprehensive reconciliation be
tween Israel and the rest of the Arab world. 
We must achieve a peace between the people 
of Israel and the peoples of Jordan, Syria and 
Lebanon. In the recent round of bilateral ne
gotiations between their governments, the 
discussions were serious and constructive. 
Later this month, at the UN General Assem
bly, I will meet with my counterparts from 
Syria, Jordan, Lebanon, and Israel to try to 
keep these negotiations moving and to dis
cuss further steps. We will work tirelessly to 
ensure that all the children of the region can 
come to know, in President Clinton's words, 
"a season of peace." 

Another aspect of our effort to promote 
comprehensive reconciliation is working to 
encourage our other Arab friends to act bold
ly in support of peace. The core antagonists 
in this conflict have courageously opted for 
mutual recognition and an end to their state 
of war. This bold step demands an equally 
bold response from their regional counter
parts. Jordan's decision to sign a substantive 
agenda with Israel last Tuesday is a prime 
example. The meeting that same day in Mo
rocco between Prime Minister Rabin and 
King Hassan was also a promising first step 
that the United States applauds. Other na
tions must also seize the moment for rec
onciliation. 

Now that Israelis and Palestinians have 
agreed to work together to promote their 
economic well-being, it is illogical for Arab 
nations to continue their boycott of Israel. 
Every moment the boycott remains in force, 
those responsible are punishing Palestinians 
as well as Israelis. 

The boycott is a relic of the past. It is a 
relic that should be relegated to history
now. 

There is more to peace than the signing of 
agreements and the gathering of resources. 
There is a need for fundamental change in 
the hearts of these former antagonists. The 
leaders of the region must exhort those who 
have used violence as a political tool to re
nounce it without reservation or exception. 

It is also imperative that quick action be 
taken to remove other vestiges of the bygone 
era that only hinder reconciliation. This 
means revoking, at the upcoming session of 
the UN General Assembly, those UN resolu
tions that challenge Israel's very right to 
exist. It also means acting to approve unani
mously Israel's credentials at this year's UN 
General Assembly. And in the U.S. Congress, 
it means amending statutes that inhibit 
dealing with the PLO. 

I reiterate a simple but profound truth: 
only an Israel that is strong, confident, and 
secure can make peace. Only an Israel that is 
certain of its strategic partnership with the 
United States can take the necessary risks. 

On behalf of President Clinton and the 
American people, I re-state a long-standing 
pledge to the Israeli public: As you and your 
leaders continue down the courageous path 
you have chosen, you should know that 
America's commitment to Israel's security 
and well-being will remain unshakable. 

It is revealing that at this time when the 
entire world is praising last week's events, 
they are being denounced in places like 
Tehran, Baghdad, and Tripoli. In response to 
such intemperate words, let me make clear 
that· we remain committed to seeing that the 
forces of moderation in the region are 
stronger than the forces of extremism. 

To all who are prepared to work with us in 
building a new Middle East of peace, secu
rity, and prosperity, I say: you have a reli
able and committed partner in the United 
States. To those who would sow dissension, 
intolerance, and violence, I say this: the 
United States, its friends, and its allies will 
take the necessary steps to ensure that you 
fail. 

REFLECTIONS ON AMERICA'S ROLE 

This remarkable week for peace in the 
Middle East reminds us of the necessity for 
American leadership in the world-especially 
in regions of vital interest to us. 

My colleague Tony Lake will speak tomor
row at the Johns Hopkins School of Ad
vanced International Studies. He will ad
dress the broad outlines of our foreign pol
icy. His speech reflects broad policy discus
sions within the Administration, and I com
mend it to your attention. 

Before concluding today, I want to com
ment briefly on two issues that have been 
the subject of recent public debate. The first 
is whether America should pursue an activist 
foreign policy. The second is whether Amer
ica should act alone or together with other 
nations to protect our interests abroad. 

The first issue is really the latest round in 
the century-old debate between engagement 
and isolationism. The United States chooses 
engagement. The alternative-neo-isolation
ism-can be reduced to a simple syllogism: 
the Cold War is over; we won; let's go home 
and attend to our problems. We must reject 
isolationism for the dangerous argument 
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that it is. We must renew our commitment 
to internationalism, which has served us so 
well for fifty years. 

The pied pipers of isolationism misread the 
history of this century. They mistake the fu
ture of our economy. They minimize the 
threats to our security. And they misjudge 
the character of our people. 

The end of the Cold War has not ended his
tory. Nor has it severed the links between 
Americans and the world. But it has left the 
United States with a continuing responsibil
ity-and a unique capacity-to provide lead
ership. 

Why, you may ask, must we remain en
gaged? First, because it is in our economic 
interest to do so. We live in a techno
logically interconnected age. Vast amounts 
of information and dollars can be transmit
ted around the world at the speed of light. In 
such a world, how will we enhance our pros
perity if we do not work to open and expand 
international markets? How will we promote 
the global growth necessary to our prosper
ity if we do not successfully complete the 
Uruguay Round negotiations of the GATT? 
And how will we create high-paying jobs for 
Americans if we are not willing to create ex
port opportunities through NAFTA? 

Second, we must remain active and asser
tive for the sake of our security. Were it not 
for sustained American involvement over the 
last four decades, we would not be on the 
road to peace in the Middle East. American 
engagement is also essential in other regions 
where our vital interests are at stake. In
deed, in key regions, the United States is the 
fulcrum on which peace and security rest. 

If democracy reverts to dictatorship in the 
former Soviet Union, Americans are likely 
to pay a severe price in a revived nuclear 
threat and increased defense budgets. If eth
nic conflict in Europe widens; if security is 
threatened in Asia; if terrorism spreads; if 
the proliferation of weapons of mass destruc
tion is not checked-if any of these things 
comes to pass-then our own security and 
ability to focus on domestic renewal will be 
directly put at risk. 

In short, we must remain engaged not out 
of altruism, nor out of what one scholar has 
called the "imperial temptation," but be
cause there are real American interests that 
will suffer if we are seduced by the isolation
ist myth. 

The second issue under recent debate is 
whether America should exercise its power 
alone or with others-to use the customary 
jargon, unilaterally or multilaterally. That 
issue, as framed, creates a false polarity. It 
is not an "either-or" proposition. 

The central purpose of our foreign policy is 
to ensure the security of our nation and the 
economic prosperity of our people-and to 
promote democratic values. 

In protecting those interests, the United 
States must maintain its military strength 
and reinvigorate its economy so that we can 
retain the option to act alone, when that is 
best for us. Let no one doubt the resolve of 
the United States to protect its vital inter
ests. 

Yet in protecting our vital interests, we 
should not ignore the value of working with 
other nations. From the Gulf War to the 
international campaign to aid democracy in 
Russia, we have seen how collective action 
can advance American foreign policy goals. 
It can bolster our efforts to stem the pro
liferation of weapons of mass destruction, to 
knock down barriers to global trade, and to 
protect the environment. We have also seen 
that collective action requires-and cannot 
replace-American leadership. 

No other nation possesses our military 
might, economic strength, and moral author
ity. These assets give us the ability to act 
alone when necessary. When appropriate, we 
can also leverage our might by sharing the 
burden with other nations. But we should re
member that our ability to generate effec
tive multilateral responses will often depend 
upon our willingness to act alone. 

Let me be clear: multilateralism is a 
means, not an end. It is one of the many for
eign policy tools at our disposal. And it is 
warranted only when it serves the central 
purpose of American foreign policy: to pro
tect American interests. This country will 
never subcontract its foreign policy to an
other power or person. 

While this largely tactical debate on the 
means of American engagement has pro
ceeded, President Clinton has been meeting 
key foreign policy tests: recognizing that do
mestic economic renewal is fundamental to 
America's foreign policy; mobilizing critical 
and timely support for Russian democracy as 
an essential investment in our national secu
rity; calling for a NATO Summit to adapt 
the Alliance to meet the security challenges 
of a new Europe; advancing a New Pacific 
Community while negotiating a new frame
work for our economic and trade relations 
with Japan; and leading the global effort to 
curb the proliferation of weapons of mass de
struction. 

CONCLUSION 
I will suggest to you another measure of 

our leadership: how the world sees us. Last 
week in Washington, Israeli Foreign Min
ister Shimon Peres paid an unusual tribute 
to our country. 

In the history books, he said: 
"Nobody will understand the United 

States .... You have so much force and you 
didn't conquer the land of anybody. You 
have so much power and you didn't dominate 
another people. You have problems of your 
own and you have never turned your back on 
the problems of others." And Shimon Peres 
said: "Thank you so much for being what 
you are." 

To those who question the need for Amer
ican engagement, I say, ask Shimon Peres. 

Let these indelible events of the past few 
years-the handshake at the White House; 
the Berlin Wall falling and the Soviet Union 
crumbling; Nelson Mandela walking out of 
prison to build a new South Africa-let all 
these point us toward asserting and not abdi
cating our international role. 

Let that shining moment last week on the 
White House lawn light the way for a just 
and lasting peace in the Middle East-and il
luminate the need for America's continued 
leadership in the world. 

SP-100 PROJECT 
Mr. LA UTENBERG. Madam Presi

dent, tomorrow morning the Energy 
and Water Development Subcommittee 
will mark up the fiscal year 1994 energy 
and water appropriations bill. I am 
concerned that the subcommittee may 
include funding for the SP-100 space 
based nuclear reactor program. The 
President has proposed to eliminate all 
funding for this program except for ter
mination costs. 

I oppose funding for continuation of 
this program. If funding is provided, I 
will offer an amendment to eliminate 
it. 

Madam President, the Federal Gov
ernment has spent over $400 million 
since 1984 to develop nuclear reactors 
for space applications. But this pro
gram has accomplished nothing. The 
Department of Defense pulled out of 
the program in 1991 because of high 
costs, delays and Department of En
ergy mismanagement. Neither the De
partment of Energy nor NASA have 
identified a need for the SP-100. And, 
according to the GAO, costs for the 
program have quadrupled and the pro
gram is 13 years behind schedule. The 
President proposed to eliminate this 
and nuclear programs, "* * * that have 
no commercial or other identified ap
plications." 

Unless terminated, billions more will 
be wasted. The Department of Energy 
has estimated that it will cost another 
$1.6 billion over 12 years to complete 
the current constructions phase of the 
program with additional costs for com
pletion of flight testing and deploy
ment. 

The SP-100 also poses grave environ
mental dangers. The failure of a sat
ellite powered by the SP-100 during 
launch or reentry into the atmosphere 
could spread radioactivity from the 
SP-lOO's highly enriched uranium fuel. 
This environmental risk is not justified 
for a program lacking a mission. 

Elimination of the program is sup
ported by a wide range of taxpayer and 
environmental groups including the 
National Taxpayers Union, the Council 
for Citizens Against Government 
Waste, and the Public Interest Re
search Groups. 

An effort to fund the SP-100 was de
feated in the House of Representatives 
by a vote of 333 to 98. This vote shows 
strong opposition to the SP-100. 

In this time of fiscal restraint, we 
can ill-afford to continue funding for 
this program. 

If the Appropriations Committee pro
vides funding to continue the SP-100 
program, I will offer an amendment to 
eliminate the funding. I urge my col
leagues to join me in opposing funding 
for the SP-100 program. 

I ask unanimous consent that a let
ter from Secretary O'Leary regarding 
the administration's position on the 
SP-100 program be included in the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

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

SECRETARY OF ENERGY, 
Washington, DC, June 24, 1993. 

Hon. EDWARD J. MARKEY, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN MARKEY: The purpose 
of this letter is to express opposition to the 
recent action taken by the Committee on 
Appropriations, which provided an additional 
$25 million for the Space Reactor Power Sys
tems program in H.R. 2445, the Energy and 
Water Development Appropriations Bill. We 
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are opposed to this funding as the Adminis
tration has not identified a near-term appli
cation for the SP-100 and thermionics pro
grams that justifies continued development 
at this time. 

We would therefore support an amendment 
to delete the additional $25 million from the 
bill. 

Sincerely, 
HAZEL R. O ' LEARY. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
MURRAY). Morning business is closed. 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND RE
ALIGNMENT COMMISSION DIS
APPROVAL ACT 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will now 
proceed to the consideration of Senate 
Joint Resolution 114, which the clerk 
will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 114) disapprov

ing the recommendations of the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
joint resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be a period for debate on Sen
ate Joint Resolution 114 to 3:30 p.m. 
The time will be equally divided and 
controlled by Senator FEINSTEIN and 
Senator NUNN or their designees. 

Who yields time? 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I rise today to urge 

my colleagues to support the joint res
olution-No. 114-disapproving the rec
ommendations of the 1993 Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission. 

The base closure process was estab
lished by Public Law 101-510 with the 
intent to "provide a fair process that 
will result in the timely closure and re
alignment of military installations in
side the United States." The purpose 
was to lower Government expenditures 
and save taxpayer money in the after
math of the cold war. I do not believe 
that we achieved that purpose, and I 
urge the Senate to reject the base clo
sure list. 

This round of base closures has 
turned out to be, as Defense Secretary 
Aspin noted, "the mother of all base 
closures." In total, the Commission has 
recommended that 32 major bases be 
closed or realigned in 20 States. This 
will affect over 115,000 direct and indi
rect jobs nationwide. 

In California alone, eight major bases 
have been recommended for closure or 
realignment1-double any other State. 
No State is hit harder than California, 
with over 100,000 direct and indirect 
jobs and nearly $4 billion in economic 
activity wiped out in one fell swoop. 

I have fought this round of base clo
sures from the beginning. In January I 

1 Alameda Naval Air Station, Alameda Naval Avia
tion Depot, Oakland Naval Hospital, Treasure Island 
Naval Station, Mare Island Naval Shipyard, El Toro 
Marine Corps Air Station, San Diego Naval Training 
Center, March Air Force Base. 

urged the President to defer this round 
because it would only serve, particu
larly in California, to weaken an econ
omy that is still in a recession. 

Though we won some battles during 
the process, California is still doing far 
more than its fair share. The San Fran
cisco bay area is especially hard hit, 
accounting for the vast majority of 
jobs and economic activity lost in the 
State-over 70,000 direct and indirect 
jobs and $2 billion in economic activ
ity. 

ALAMEDA NAVAL AIR STATION 

I am particularly baffled by the Base 
Closure Commission's recommendation 
to close the Alameda Naval Air Sta
tion. Unfortunately, this decision trig
gered the closure of nearly all the 
other facilities in the San Francisco 
bay area, resulting in an almost com
plete naval withdrawal from an area 
that has been home to the Navy for 
over 50 years. 

This includes closing a historic ship
yard which services both nuclear and 
conventional ships, a major naval air 
station capable of berthing three nu
clear powered aircraft carriers, the 
only military hospital in the region, 
and the 12th Naval District on Treasure 
Island. And, this comes on top of the 
closure of the Presidio of San Fran
cisco, slated for closure in 1998. 

By narrowly voting to close the Ala
meda Naval Air Station, the Commis
sion decided to build-out an unfinished 
naval station in Everett, WA that is 
only partially complete and will re
quire $190 million in additional mili
tary construction. In addition, the 
Commission overlooked its own cri
teria stating that military value must 
be given priority consideration. Based 
on the Navy's data, Alameda had the 
high~st military value of any west 
coast naval station-58.2 points com
pared with only 42.8 points for the Ev
erett facility. 

When finally constructed, Everett 
will have just 196 units of military 
housing compared with over 7,000 at Al
ameda. It will have no military hos
pital, compared with the Oak Knoll 
Hospital in the bay area. It will have 
no airfield or aviation maintenance 
depot, compared with Alameda's adja
cent air station and aviation depot. 

Unbelievably, the additional $190 mil
lion in military construction costs 
were not taken into consideration by 
the Commission nor the Navy when 
calculating base closure costs. This 
created a false impression that it is 
cost-effective to close Alameda, when 
in fact it is not. 

I recently wrote to the President urg
ing him to reject the Base Closure 
Commission's recommendations and 
used Alameda Na val Air Sta ti on as an 
example of how, I believe, the rec
ommendations don' t make military or 
fiscal sense and are clearly unjustified. 

COST EFFECTIVENESS 

If Alameda is any example of how 
numbers are added, then these base clo-

sures truly don't make sense. Though 
the whole point of base closures is to 
save money, it actually costs billions 
of dollars to close military bases and 
the costs are not recouped until years 
down the road, if ever. 

As this chart illustrates, the 1988 
base closure round will have cost an es
timated $2.3 billion to implement by 
fiscal year 1995. The total savings from 
those base closures will be less than 
$2.5 billion. Therefore, the total net 
savings from the entire 1988 base clo
sure round is only $159 million by fiscal 
year 1995. Only $159 million will have 
been recouped from the 1988 base clo
sure round, and at the expense of over 
20,000 jobs and billions of dollars in eco
nomic activity nationally. 

In reality, these savings from the 
1988 base closures may never be re
couped. Congress is anticipated to ap
propriate nearly $900 million for envi
ronmental cleanup by fiscal year 1995. 
If this expense is considered, it will ac
tually cost hundreds of millions of dol
lars to clean up and shut down the 
bases slated for closure in just 1988 
alone. 

I ask unanimous consent that table 2 
be printed .in the RECORD at this time. 

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

BASE CLOSURE FUNDING BRAC 1988 ANTICIPATED 
BUDGET 

[In millions of dollars] 

Fiscal year-
Total 

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 

Costs ........... ......... ......... 462 747 423 492 165 46 2,335 
Savings ......................... 36 123 296 454 766 819 2,494 
Net cost ...................... 426 624 127 38 (601) (773) (159) 
Environment ............. ..... 38 251 257 135 130 87 898 

Total net cost ...... 464 875 384 173 (471) (686) 739 

Source: Senate Armed Services Committee Hearing Report 102-833 part 
3. 

ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. We are told that 
the cost of environmental cleanup is 
not taken into consideration when cal
culating the costs of base closures, but 
these monumental costs are a reality 
never the less. I do not believe this is 
acceptable. 

During this base closure round, the 
official estimated cost for toxic clean
up at California military bases is more 
than $800 million. But local estimates 
for cleanup costs at El Toro Marine 
Corps Air Station alone exceed $1 bil
lion. As a rule, cleanup costs are gross
ly underestimated. 

For example, as this chart clearly il
lustrates [chart 3], the cleanup costs 
for Mather Air Force Base have been 
revised upward by 360 percent in just 3 
years. The Sacramento Army Depot's 
costs have grown by 350 percent, Castle · 
Air Force Base's costs have grown by 
over 300 percent, and the story is simi
lar for George and Norton Air Force 
Bases. 

If we abide by what history taught 
us, environmental cleanup costs will 
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skyrocket. As this chart shows [chart 
4], California's cleanup cost for this 
round of base closures alone could total 
more than $2.4 billion. And the costs of 
cleanup nationwide could reach $9.6 bil
lion. When the staggering environ
mental costs are calculated, it becomes 
less and less cost effective to close 
these bases. 

At a time when everyone is focusing 
on reducing the deficit as quickly as 
possible, it does not seem to make 
sense to close bases that will cost bil
lions of dollars up front, with potential 
savings far off in the future. 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 
All the cost and strategic arguments 

against base closures, though, cannot 
tell the personal tragedy that results 
when a base is closed. This round of 
base closures will cause real economic 
hardship for individuals, families, and 
entire communities across the country. 

In total, California's net direct job 
loss will exceed 33,000. That is out of a 
total net personnel reduction of 38,000 
jobs nationwide---33,000 jobs out of a 
total of 38,000. California will, once 
again, bear a disproportionate hit. This 
is clearly not fair. 

These base closures couldn't have 
come at a worse time economically for 
the country and my State. As the Na
tion's economy continues to drag, Cali
fornia remains in the depths of a reces
sion. My State's unemployment rate is 
9.8 percent-more than three points 
higher than the national average. 

Currently, nearly 1.4 million Califor
nians are seeking employment-that is 
more than the population of 13 dif
ferent States. Let me put that into per
spective. There are more unemployed 
workers in California then there are 
residents in 13 different states.2 

The 100,000 direct and indirect Cali
fornia jobs lost due to this round of 
base closures alone do not tell the 
whole story. These base closures are 
piled on top of two previous base clo
sure rounds that have claimed 110,000 
direct and indirect jobs and defense 
downsizing which has claimed another 
250,000 jobs. In total, the cumulative 
economic impact on California will 
near 500,000 jobs lost. 

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 
With all the jobs lost in California in 

just the last few years, one has to won
der what the real cost of base closures 
is to the Federal Government. In addi
tion to the actual closure and environ
mental cleanup cost, the Federal Gov
ernment will spend billions of addi
tional dollars on community assist
ance, defense conversion, job retraining 
programs, and unemployment insur
ance. 

In just the last 5 years, the Federal 
Government has spent over $100 billion 
on unemployment compensation, with 

2 Alaska, Delaware, Hawaii, Idaho, Maine, Mon
tana, Nevada, New Hampshire, North Dakota, Rhode 
Island, South Dakota, Vermont, and Wyoming. 

$15 billion going to California alone. 
With the possibility of an additional 
115,000 people unemployed as a result of 
this round of base closures, there will 
be a substantial cost to the Federal 
Government in unemployment com
pensation. 

Assuming that all of the people who 
lose their job will receive unemploy
ment compensation, the cost could 
near $20 million per week. Even if you 
assume that half of the people who lose 
their job will receive unemployment 
compensation, the cost could near $10 
million per week. 

While we are trying to save money on 
one hand, we are spending money on 
the other. And, all the money comes 
from the same pot: the U.S. Treasury. 

Is this round of base closures actu
ally cost-effective? Well, as this chart 
indicates [chart 5], maybe not. For fis
cal year 1994 through fiscal year 1999: 

Billions 

The one-time closure cost ................. $7.4 
Environmental clean-up costs ........... 9.6 
Unemployment compensation 3 •• •• • •• •• • 1.5 

Total actual costs . .. . .. ....... ... .. ... .. ... . 18.5 
Total projected savings ..................... 11.2 

Total net cost ....... .......................... $7.3 
3 Assumes that half the people who lose their jobs 

(57.500) receive the average unemployment com
pensation of $172 per week for 3 years. 

Even after 10 years, the savings are 
minimal. Assuming that the long-term 
savings are projected at $2.3 billion an
nually, this round of base closures will 
have only saved the Federal Govern
ment $1.9 billion by fiscal year 2003. A 
savings of only $1.9 billion at a cost of 
115,000 lost jobs. So, if you total all the 
real costs up, these base closures are 
not really cost-effective. 

SUMMARY 

As I have stated, I believe it will be 
a grave mistake to move forward with 
this round of base closures at this 
time, especially when the Nation's 
economy is at a standstill. 

With the end of the cold war, I under
stand that our military needs to be re
duced. But, when should reductions 
take place and how fast do we want to 
downsize our Armed Forces? And, was 
the intent of the original base closure 
law achieved? For military, fiscal, and 
economic reasons, I believe that this 
round of base closures should be post
poned. 

The California economy and the Na
tion's economy can not afford another 
100,000 lost jobs and billions of dollars 
in lost economic activity. 

Block this round of base closures. 
Support Senate Joint Resolution 114. I 
ask unanimous consent that my letter 
to the President be entered into the 
RECORD. 

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

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, June 28, 1993. 

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 

_ Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT, I urge you not to ac

cept the Defense Base Closure and Realign
ment Commission's recommendation to close 
the Alameda Naval Air Station (NAS) and its 
essential support facilities. The Commis
sion's four to three vote to close Alameda 
NAS does not make military or fiscal sense, 
and was not justified based on the statutory 
criteria. 

By voting to close Alameda NAS, the Com
mission decided to keep open an unfinished 
naval station in Everett, Washington that is 
only 60 percent complete and will require 
$190 million in additional military construc
tion. I am baffled by the logic of the Depart
ment of Defense's recommendation and the 
Commission's final decision to close an ex
isting naval facility and keep open a base 
that does not yet exist. 

ALAMEDA HAS THE HIGHEST MILITARY VALUE 
By law, military value must be given prior

ity consideration. This criteria includes cur
rent and future mission requirements, the 
impact of operational readiness, and avail
ability of land, the ability to accommodate 
contingency and mobilization requirements, 
and cost and manpower implications. How
ever, based on the Navy's own data and the 
facts that were presented, the Commission 
clearly deviated from its own criteria in de
ciding to close Alameda NAS. 

The military value of Alameda NAS is 58.2 
(the highest of any west coast naval station). 
By comparison, the military value of the Ev
erett facility is only 42.8-more than 15 
points less than Alameda NAS. 

Alameda NAS has many significant advan
tages over the Everett facility. Most impor
tant is the fact that Alameda NAS is an 
operational, full service base with all the re
quired support facilities nearby. The Everett 
facility, on the other hand, is not yet com
plete and, as I stated, will require $190 mil
lion in additional military construction just 
to bring the base up to initial operating ca
pacity. 

In addition, Alameda NAS has an adjacent 
airfield and aviation maintenance depot; the 
Everett facility does not. At Alameda NAS, 
aircraft can be off-loaded directly onto the 
adjoining airfield and easily transported to 
the aviation maintenance depot for repair. 
At Everett, the nearest naval airfield is more 
than 100 miles away by road and there is no 
naval aviation maintenance depot anywhere 
in the region. At Everett, for example, the 
entire air squadron would need to be trans
ported from the airfield at Whidbey Island to 
the aircraft carrier homeported at Everett. 

The naval base at Alameda is also closer to 
naval fleet concentrations and training fa
cilities near San Diego, California. In con
trast, ships homeported at Everett will re
quire at least three days of steaming time to 
reach naval facilities in southern California. 
Additionally, Alameda's proximity to open 
ocean gives it a clear advantage over the Ev
erett facility. A ship based at Alameda NAS 
requires less than one hour of steaming time 
to reach open ocean. A ship based at Everett, 
however, requires up to twelve hours to 
reach open ocean. 

Finally, the Alameda area has the highest 
percentage of military housing nationwide
over 7,300 units of housing for both enlisted 
and commissioned personnel. Everett cur
rently has no military housing and even 
after all construction is completed, the base 
will have only 195 units of housing. With 
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5,000 personnel assigned to one aircraft car
rier, affordable and available housing be
comes extremely important in the quality of 
life of military personnel. 

CLOSING ALAMEDA DOES NOT MAKE FISCAL 
SENSE 

Though the Navy's original estimate for 
the one-time closure cost of Alameda NAS 
was only $194 million, a new Navy report es
timates that the cost is actually three times 
more. The Regional Coordination Plan, con
ducted by the Commander of Naval Base San 
Francisco, estimates that the cost to close 
Alameda NAS is $591 million. In comparison, 
the one-time closure cost of the Everett fa
cility is only $95 million. Unfortunately, the 
Commission staff, though given the updated 
Navy report weeks before the final hearing, 
presented only the original, inaccurate clo
sure costs during the Commission's final de
liberations. 

The total cost savings from closing Ala
meda NAS is estimated at a net present 
value of only $168 million by the year 2013. 
The additional military construction cost 
that is immediately necessary at the Everett 
facility just to achieve initial operating ca
pacity is $190 million. Therefore, even after 
20 years, closing Alameda NAS and keeping 
open the Everett facility will actually cost 
the Navy $22 million. In addition, it would 
take 10 years to recoup any savings from 
closing Alameda NAS, whereas the enormous 
savings from closing the Everett facility are 
immediate. 

I understand that the annual operating 
costs of Alameda NAS are higher than those 
costs for the Everett facility, but Alameda 
NAS is a substantially larger facility and is 
a full service naval installation. In addition 
to being nuclear certified and fully licensed, 
Alameda NAS can berth three nuclear air
craft carriers and 19 cruiser equivalent ships. 
The Everett facility, when it is finally com
pleted, will only be able to berth one nuclear 
aircraft carrier and eight cruiser equivalent 
ships. 
THE ECONOMIC IMPACT OF CLOSING ALAMEDA IS 

SUBSTANTIAL 

Economic impact, including the cumu
lative economic impact from previous base 
closures, must be taken into consideration 
by the Commission. Over 31,000 direct and in
direct jobs will be affected by the closure of 
Alameda NAS compared with only 1,102 at 
the Everett facility. The economic impact of 
the closure of Alameda NAS on the local 
community is as high as 4.9 percent, com
pared with only 0.1 percent for the Everett 
facility. 

As you know, California has been hit hard 
as a result of previous base closures and de
fense down-sizing. More than 68,000 jobs were 
adversely affected as a result of the 1988 and 
1991 base closure rounds when 17 military in
stallations were slated for closure in Califor
nia. In addition, in just the last two years, 
approximately 250,000 jobs have been lost in 
California due to reductions in defense 
spending. 

California is still in the depths of a reces
sion from which most of the country has al
ready recovered. Currently, California's un
employment rate is 8.7 percent (well above 
the national average of 6.9 percent) and 1.3 
million Californians are still out of work. 
The additional loss of over 90,000 jobs 
throughout the State as a result of this 
round of base closures will only sink Califor
nia deeper into its recession and cause severe 
economic hardship for individuals, families 
and entire communities. 

CONCLUSION 

I believe the decision to close Alameda 
NAS and its support facilities is flawed and 

not in the national interest. Based on all the 
criteria-military value, return on invest
ment, and economic impact-the Depart
ment of Defense's recommendation and the 
Commission's final decision do not make 
sense. Closing Alameda NAS is strategically 
incorrect, is not cost-effective, and will have 
a severe economic impact on the San Fran
cisco Bay Area and the entire State of Cali
fornia. 

I urge you not to accept the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission's rec
ommendation with regard to the Alameda 
Naval Air Station and its essential support 
facilities. 

Sincerely, 
DIANNE FEINSTEIN. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 
in summary, I would like to speak for 
10 to 15 minutes and then yield to Sen
ator HOLLINGS, who will take 5 to 10 
minutes. I also believe that Senator 
THURMOND and Sena tor BOXER would 
like to speak on this resolution. There 
may be others joining us on the floor, 
as well. So if you have no objection, I 
will begin at this time. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
resolution. I know that this is a last
ditch plea. But if I have learned one 
thing, Madam President, in the short 
time I have been in this esteemed body, 
it is that we should not abdicate our 
authority to another body. And as I 
have watched the Base Closure and Re
alignment Commission proceed, what I 
have noticed is that it does so regard
less of any distress that it perpetuates 
on a given area, and it does so on rules 
that are not necessarily those which 
are going to produce the biggest cost 
savings. 

Madam President, this is Saturday's 
San Francisco Chronicle, in which the 
lead story says "State Losing Defense 
Jobs at Alarming Rate; 17-Percent De
cline Worse Than Expected; Economic 
Recovery Threatened." And it goes on 
to point out how deep the defense cuts 
have been in the State of California. 
Then it says, quoting one expert: 

I think it is probably the single most im
portant factor in explaining the length and 
depth of California's decline compared to 
other States. 

And yet, there is no way to stop it; 
and yet, there is no way to say, "Give 
us a respite." 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
San Francisco Chronicle article be 
printed in the RECORD at this time. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the San Francisco Chronicle, July 18, 

1993) 
STATE LOSING DEFENSE JOBS AT ALARMING 

RATE 

(By Jonathan Marshall) 
Confounding economists who had expected 

layoffs to slow, jobs in California's defense 
industries are disappearing at a record pace, 
threatening a longer and deeper recession in 
the state. 

New figures compiled by the state Depart
ment of Finance indicate that employment 
will fall a record 17 percent this year in 

major defense-related industries, including 
aircraft, missiles, space vehicles and search 
and navigation instruments. 

The pace of job losses has increased every 
year since 1989, when employment in those 
industries first dipped 3.8 percent. Total 
aerospace employment has plummeted to 
220,000 from 374,000 in early 1988. 

"These defense cuts are far deeper than 
anything we've witnessed before, except 
after World War II," said Ted Gibson, a sen
ior economist at the Department of Finance. 

In November, the department projected 
that California would hold job losses in de
fense industries to 10 percent. In May, it re
vised that estimate to 14 percent. "Now it's 
looking almost certain, unless a miracle 
happens, that we will be down more than 17 
percent," Gibson said. 

The Commission on State Finance, which 
publishes an independent economic and reve
nue forecast, also was taken aback. "We ex
pected the number of defense jobs to fall this 
year, but the rate of decline has been pretty 
dramatic and has accelerated over the last 
year," said Brad Williams, the commission's 
executive director. 

The reasons for this trend are unknown, 
Williams said, but the "disturbing possibil
ity is that the whole defense infrastructure 
(in California) is unraveling, and the net
work of prime contractors and subcontrac
tors are taking this opportunity to re-evalu
ate where they do business. We may be see
ing much more consolidation and movement 
out of California than we would have ex
pected." 

Companies such as Hughes Aircraft have 
relocated entire divisions out of the state, 
citing the high cost of doing business in Cali
fornia. 

Gibson said the new job numbers suggest 
that California's economy will not stabilize 
by the end of this year and start growing 
early next year, as hoped. "It's increasingly 
clear we aren't going to get a recovery" any
time soon, he said. 

The basic source of California's· problem is 
the state's overreliance on military indus
tries. With only 12 percent of the country's 
population, California counts on 20 percent 
of all domestic military spending. 

COLD WAR AFTERMATH 

With the end of the Cold War, defense 
spending in California has dropped from a 
peak of $63 billion in 1988 to about $50 billion 
this year. The Commission on State Finance 
estimated that the withdrawal of these dol
lars can be blamed, directly or indirectly, for 
more than a quarter of the 800,000 jobs lost in 
California since the recession began. 

After analyzing President Clinton's budget 
proposals, the commission concluded in May 
that annual defense spending in California 
will continue tumbling all the way to $33 bil
lion in 1997 and it will cost the state 125,000 
more jobs over the next four years. 

"I think it's probably the single most im
portant factor in explaining the length and 
depth of California's decline and compared to 
other states," said Williams. 

When highly paid aerospace engineers lose 
their jobs, an especially strong jolt hits busi
nesses at which those workers spend their 
paychecks, such as housing, car sales, cloth
ing and entertainment. The average em
ployee in the aircraft and missile industry 
earns $47,000 a year, compared with the aver
age pay of slightly under $30,000 for all other 
industries. 

Regions with unusual concentrations of de
fense industries have been hardest hjt during 
California's recession. Depressed Los Angeles 
County, for example, is six times as depend
ent on defense employment as the national 
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average, according to the Center for Real Es
tate and Urban Economics at the University 
of California at Berkeley. 

Prolonged defense cuts are continuing to 
punish the Los Angeles area. Job losses in 
core aerospace industries soared at a 43 per
cent annual rate from January to July of 
this year, according to data from the state 
Employment Development Department. 

"These industries still have a long way to 
go," said Jay Horowitz, a labor market ana
lyst for the department. "A hefty number of 
people are still employed in them. Every 
month, 2,500 to 3,500 jobs disappear (locally) 
in the high-tech and aerospace sectors." 

Santa Clara County, too, has felt the 
pinch, although its job losses are running at 
an annual rate of only about 7 percent. 
"Overall, the cuts have been roughly equiva
lent in the two areas," said Jeff Koller, the 
department's San Jose regional analyst, 
"but because Southern California has so 
much more defense employment, the bite 
there has been much harder." 

BLEAK JOBS PROSPEcTS 
For workers displaced by the cuts, pros

pects are bleak. Despite being well educated, 
they often have highly specialized skills un
sui.ted to civilian industries. And the shat
tering of so many companies has left work
ers with much less chance of "networking" 
their way into another job in the same in
dustry, said Kathy Masera, publisher of the 
California Jobs Journal. 

A 1992 report by the Los Angeles County 
Aerospace Task Force said that 38 percent of 
laid-off workers will need substantial re
training of up to 18 months. Few programs 
serve their needs. 

The Federal Government has earmarked 
$3.1 billion over two years for defense conver
sion projects, including job training and 
community adjustment assistance, but Cali
fornia's share has yet to be determined. A 
bill recently passed by the Legislature would 
establish a State Defense Conversion Coun
cil, with six associated industry councils, to 
coordinate planning for federal, state and 
local conversion efforts, but it contained no 
appropriations. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I was on this floor 
last week, and I urged people to take a 
respite; postpone the 1995 round; let us 
evaluate what has happened thus far, 
and then decide if, in fact, it is cost ef
fective to proceed in the way in which 
we will proceed. 

This round has turned out to be, as 
Secretary Aspin noted, "the mother of 
all base closures." In total, the Com
mission has recommended 32 major 
bases be closed or realigned in 20 
States, and this will affect over 115,000 
direct and indirect jobs nationwide. 

As you can see from this chart, in 
California alone, there is a pincushion 
of base closures. We have eight major 
bases that are recommended for closure 
or realignment, double any other 
State, and it is a complete wipeout of 
nearly all bases and military hospitals 
in the San Francisco Bay area, a 6-mil
lion-person metropolitan area. 

So no State is hit harder than my 
State, with over 100,000 direct and indi
rect jobs and nearly $4 billion in eco
nomic activity wiped out in one fell 
swoop. I have fought this round. I 
fought it in California at base closure 
hearings in the bay area, and in south-

ern California. I fought it here on the 
floor. 

I am hoping that some of them might 
be listening today, and if I am wrong 
on some of these cost figures, I hope 
someone will let me know, because the 
cost figures as I see them indicate that 
there will be very little profit to the 
Federal Government for a long, long 
time. 

I am particularly baffled by the Base 
Closure Commission's recommendation 
to close Alameda Naval Air Station. 
The Alameda Naval Air Station is a 
major air station. It has a permit to 
berth four nuclear carriers. It has 7,000 
units of housing. It has an old naval 
hospital. It has a supply depot. It has 
an airstrip. 

And to change it for Everett, where, 
at the present time, there is no air
strip, nor will be there be one ever, 
there is no hospital, there are only 190 
units of housing, and there is a base 
not fully completed that will take $190 
million in additional military con
struction, and the Base Closure Com
mission, under the wonderful rules 
they operate, do not consider it a cost. 
In other words, they do not consider it 
a cost if military construction is an
other $190 million where they want to 
go. 

We had testimony from the former 
head commander of the Pacific Fleet, 
Adm. Bob Foley. 

He pointed out: 
The problem is geography. It's a long way 

across the Pacific and all of these factors 
work toward proven home ports with air 
field access and air depot capability. 

And he goes on in this and po in ts out 
the length of time to leave Everett, 
and he says: 

Sailors assigned to a carrier battle group 
at Everett are going to find themselves at 
sea for an extra 18 to 24 days a year. Just 
going back to the southern California oper
a ting areas, just getting from Everett out to 
the open sea is a voyage through a lengthy, 
difficult maze. And then you've got to turn a 
hard left and run down south for several days 
to get to the operating area. You can't do 
carrier qualification landings up in that area 
because the sea is too rough. You've got to 
go south. There is no naval air station at Ev
erett. The nearby off-base infrastructure 
needed to accommodate the requirements of 
the fleet are not there. Our hard-pressed Fed
eral Treasury is going to have to dole out 
about half a billion just to provide a bare
bones on-base support system for the ships 
at Everett. 

I ask unanimous consent that Admi
ral Foley's entire statement be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

STATEMENT BY ADM. BOB FOLEY, FORMER 
COMMANDER, PACIFIC FLEET 

BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION HEARING, OAKLAND, 
CA, APRIL 25, 1993 

Admiral FOLEY. Governor Wilson, Senator 
Feinstein, Chairman Courter and members of 
the Commission. Both Governor Wilson and 
Senator Feinstein have given you a good 

overview of the Pacific Region and the need 
for the economic stability backed up by a 
strong U.S. maritime presence. My personal 
experience certainly supports their overview 
and I am-I guess I am reminded again of the 
phrase used by the former U.S. Ambassador 
to Japan, Mike Mansfield, who continually 
said, "This is the decade of the Pacific". 

I'm here today as the former carrier com
manding officer, based in Alameda; a carrier 
group commander based in Alameda; and a 
fleet commander overseeing the Alameda 
and the entire Pacific area. I'm not a Califor
nia resident, I have no ax to grind at all in 
that regard. As a former Pacific fleet com
mander, I would like to point out to the 
Committee what the single greatest problem 
is for an operational commander here in the 
Pacific theater. The problem, quite simply, 
is the geography. It's a long way across the 
Pacific, much more so than it is the Atlan
tic. Logistic support and training bases 
achieve a greater importance; time away 
from homeport is longer; there are fewer 
port visits, longer cruises, greater wear and 
tear, and higher maintenance requirements. 
All of these factors militate toward proven 
home ports with airfield access and depot ca
pability. For example, when the U.S. chose a 
carrier homeport in Japan for the USS Mid
way, they chose Yokosuka over Seabo pri
marily because of the nearby airfield at 
Atsugi. Now, I was the Chief-of-staff of the 
Seventh Fleet at that time and actively in
volved in discussions on that and that was 
the driving overriding consideration why we 
picked Yokosuka-you had a nearby airfield. 

Now, in the brief time that I've got, I'm 
going to focus on one issue and that's closure 
of Alameda, and then we can expand on dia
logue and a question and answer session if 
you want. 

When the strategic homeporting initiative 
of the early 80's identified Everett, Washing
ton as a potential battle group homeport, I 
visited the city to look at the facilities, talk 
to the major, spent a lot of time. There was 
absolutely nothing there, and years later, 
after the expenditures of hundreds of . mil
lions of dollars, Everett, Washington is still 
not an operational homeport. Never mind 
one for a nuclear carrier, with the proper 
permits, the radiation clearances and the 
operational bugs all worked out. You just 
don't have it. 

Now, Chairman Courter, your Committee 
will be asked to weigh the validity of closing 
bases in what may be an ill-advised effort to 
continue the goals of a strategic homeport
ing policy that's been overtaken by events in 
the former Soviet Union. 

Now, let me hasten to add at this time 
that, I've got absolutely nothing against Ev
erett Washington-the late Senator Scoop 
Jackson's home town. The people there are 
wonderful, but the Navy's decision to dis
mantle the superb infrastructure here in the 
San Francisco Bay Area in favor of a move 
up to Everett doesn't make sense when you 
look at today's operational and fiscai" reali
ties. 

Sailors assigned to a carrier battle group 
at Everett are going to find themselves at 
sea for an extra 18 to 24 days a year, just 
going back to the Southern California oper
ating areas. Just getting from Everett out to 
the open sea is a voyage through a lengthy 
difficult maze, and then you've got to turn a 
hard left and run down South for several 
days to get to the operating area. You can't 
do carrier qualification landings up in that 
area because the sea is too rough. You've got 
to go South. There is no naval air station at 
E)verett, the nearby off-base infrastructure 
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needed to accommodate the requirements of 
the fleet are not there, our hard-pressed Fed
eral Treasury is going to have to dole out 
about a half a billion dollars just to provide 
a bare bones on-base support system for the 
ships at Everett. I also believe that sailor 
proficiency, morale and retention would be 
degraded. And since my eldest son is a Ma
rine Major in charge of recruiting in the 
Eastern New England area, I speak with 
some credibility on the difficulties of reten
tion and recruiting these days. 

Now, all of these formidable barriers that I 
mentioned might very well have been worth 
broaching when we were going to berth a 600-
ship Navy, that's not the case today. Everett 
was justified on the basis of protecting the 
Aleutian Islands and the Alaskan oil lanes 
from a well-equipped, well-financed Soviet 
Pacific Navy. That's not the case now. It's a 
different world today. And you know, better 
than I, that new starts and new money will 
be very hard to come by. 

The Pacific fleet of the foreseeable future 
is going to have four or five nuclear carriers 
as the basis for the battle groups. Where are 
you going to homeport them? San Diego, 
which you're going to visit next, can take 
one. Maybe you can get it to two by puting 
a lot more money in and getting permission 
to do it. But you don't have those permits 
now. Those capabilities need to exist not 
"pie in the sky," but there now. Nuclear 
homeporting capability does not exist at Ev
erett and only one nuc carrier can be accom
modated at Bremerton. So, there's a couple-
maybe three. Don't trade in Alameda with 
its proven capability to support three nu
clear carriers without taking a careful 
relook at all the issues. Whether or not you 
can get the permits for these other ports is 
an open issue. I was Assistant Secretary of 
Energy for a couple of years, responsible for 
the defense programs, open hearings and all 
the acronym associated with getting permits 
for nuclear operations are very tough to 
come by. I'm not sure you'll ever get them. 
You've already got them here in Alameda. 

So, I urge you to ask why it's been pro
posed to set off a domino chain of base clo
sures in the San Francisco Bay Area in an 
apparent trade for a Washington State home
port that isn't operationally capable yet. 
This one just doesn't make sense to me, as a 
former Pacific fleet commander, and it cries 
out for a side-by-side comparison between 
Alameda and Everett. Such a comparison 
was not done by the Navy, nor was a return 
on investment analysis performed by pro
jecting closure of the yet-to-be constructed 
Everett base. I highly recommend that you 
require each service to report to you the fi
nancial consequences not only of proposed 
closings, but also of proposed realignments. I 
believe that when the costs of preparing ade
quate facilities at Everett, plus the addi
tional operation and maintenance costs, are 
tabulated, shifting from Alameda to Everett 
just doesn't make much sense. Now, my com
ments in no way are meant to reflect ad
versely on the Navy's efforts to support the 
Base Realignment and Closure Committee. I 
think they've done a great job in providing 
you with statistics and information, It's just 
that I believe common sense may have fallen 
victim to a hasty number crunch. Please, 
take another relook at this whole issue. 

Now, let me just very quickly summarize 
strategic arguments against further 
downsizing of your West Coast base struc
ture. A credible American military presence 
in the Western Pacific is the major reason 
that the Asian democracies, many of whom 
are becoming prosperous enough to build 

substantial military machines, have not 
done so because they rely on America to 
maintain the peace. American withdrawal 
from Asia, already well underway with the 
closing of the Philippine facilities and troop 
reductions in Korea, risks both the peace and 
the Asian economic miracle. 

America, as the world's superpower, has re
sponsibilities that we just can't afford to 
shirk. No one else can fill our shoes, and if 
we dodge our obligations, the impact won't 
be just on the Pacific, but on the entire 
world. 

Thank you very much for the opportunity 
to appear before you and I look forward, 
along with the other panel members, to an
swer your questions. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. And yet, by one 
vote, Alameda Air Station, with the 
permits, with the hospital, with the 
housing, and with all the Milcon, is 
going to be closed and a new base is 
going to be built up way out of the 
steaming area, way out of the oper
ation area, and we are going to finance 
it, and we are going to say we saved 
money. 

To that I say, "Baloney." It just can
not be done on a cost-cutting basis. 
Maybe there are other bases. If there 
are, then someone should say what 
they are, but they are not, in my opin
ion, cost-cutting. 

Let me just tell you what we have 
added up. We pointed out earlier on 
this floor where environmental cleanup 
costs are anywhere from 360 percent 
higher than estimated to 200 percent 
higher than estimated in every major 
base in a prior round-Mather AFB, 
Castle AFB, Sacramento Army Depot, 
George AFB, and Norton AFB. Here are 
the estimated costs, and here are the 
actual costs. 

Here are the BRAC 1993 estimated 
cleanup costs for California bases, what 
they estimate and what they will real
ly cost; nationwide what they esti
mate, $3.2 billion, and what they will 
really cost, $9.6 billion. 

So let us take the projected BRAC 
1993 costs. If what we are here to do is 
to save money, then let us look care
fully. One-time closure cost, $7.4 bil
lion; environmental cleanup, true fig
ures, $9.6 billion; unemployment com
pensation, $1.5 billion. Total actual 
cost, $18.5 billion, with the projected 
savings, leaves a total net cost of $7.3 
billion for this round of base closures. 

Again, if this is wrong, will someone 
please pick up the phone and call me 
and say, "Senator, you are way off," 
and show me where these are not the 
actual costs we are going to encounter? 

Because at this point, I have to con
cur that, for the next 5 years, we are 
going to work at a negative of $7.3 bil
lion and then, after that period of time, 
we may realize $1 billion. And to that 
$1 billion, you must say to everybody 
who is a proponent, "Is it going to be 
worth the many people who are going 
to go on the unemployment line?" 

And we have not figured into this the 
Federal costs of putting these bases 
into some other operation. For exam-

ple, the Presidio now needs $45 million 
a year just to maintain it. Fort Ord is 
coming in with $137 million just to re
store buildings on the post, and none of 
that is figured into any of this. 

So, my conclusion is, one: Congress 
of the United States, never abdicate 
your duty. Never go for fast track on a 
trade agreement. Never agree to abdi
cate your duty to an unelected com
mission that can just go on pell-mell 
and make these reductions regardless 
of economic hardship, regardless of 
jobs lost, regardless of the number of 
people thrown out of work, and regard
less of what it does to unemployment 
compensation. 

Madam President, unemployment 
compensation will expire on October 2, 
and I will predict that we are going to 
be asked to extend it for another 6-
month period of time. 

Since base closure first began, we 
have spent over $100 billion in unem
ployment insurance. In this chart, un
employment compensation is attrib
uted at one-half of the people who lose 
their jobs go on unemployment insur
ance for 3 years. 

But all I can conclude, based on the 
research that we have done, is, at least 
for the next half-decade and possibly 
more, that the base closures in this 
round are not going to be cost effective 
to the Federal Treasury which, after 
all, is what we are looking for. We are 
trying to cut down costs overall, not 
just defense, but overall, and particu
larly in view of the enormous jobs that 
will . be lost in this round. 

I would like to stop now and yield 
time, if I may, to Senator HOLLINGS. 

Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 

Senator from California indicate how 
much time she yields to the Senator 
from South Carolina? 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Ten minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from South Carolina. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, 

the distinguished Senator from Califor
nia reflects my thinking in so many re
spects. I, too, will vote against the 
Base Closure Commission list. I do so 
out of loyalty to the . fine men and 
women of the Charleston Naval Station 
and Shipyard. And I do so for reasons 
of common sense and cost effective
ness. 

Let me first emphasize the special 
qualities of the work force at Charles
ton Naval Complex. Time and again, 
these men and women have been cited 
for their superior productivity, com
petitiveness and dedication to duty. 
The fact is, it took a willful act of de
nial for the Base Realignment and Clo
sure Commission to ignore the unique 
qualities of Charleston's work force. 

Last June, when the BRAC Commis
sion visited Charleston, they witnessed 
the destroyer O'Bannon-the largest in 
the fleet-being refurbished in dry dock 
at the Navy Yard-a project that was 
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subsequently finished $21 million under 
budget and months ahead of schedule. 
The Commission witnessed work teams 
from Pearl Harbor, Norfolk, Ports
mouth, and Mare Island who were visit
ing the Charleston Yard for the express 
purpose of studying the superior team
work and methods employed on the 
O'Bannon project. Likewise, the BRAC 
Commission was fully aware of the ex
traordinarily distinguished record of 
the Charleston shipyard stretching 
back nearly a century. 

In recent years, Charleston has been 
recognized with Presidential citations, 
Navy "E Awards" for excellence, and 
other top honors. Repeatedly, the 
Charleston Navy Yard has won con
tracts in competition with private 
shipyards. This is a record of excel
lence that stretches back decades. For 
example, after World War II, the West 
German Government insisted that 
Charleston do the retrofitting and re
habilitation work on ships destined to 
the Federal Republic fleet. 

So the Navy is closing down its very 
best. In this case, the Navy's motto 
should be "no good deed goes 
unpunished.'' • 

Madam President, quite aside from 
the issue of loyalty and good faith to 
the outstanding people in the Charles
ton Navy work force, there is the col
lateral issue of the waste involved in 
shutting down Charleston at the same 
time the Navy plans to spend hundreds 
of millions expanding bases at 
Pascagoula, Ingleside, and Everett to 
accomplish the same mission. 

Bear in mind, in the case of Charles
ton Naval Station, we have a mature, 
up-and-running base that is fully 
equipped with the most modern facili
ties and equipment. In contrast, the 
bases as Pascagoula, Ingleside, and Ev
erett are bare-bones facilities that will 
require huge investments if they are to 
aspire to Charleston's stature. Given 
the practical demands of keeping a vol
unteer Navy happy, each of these fa
cilities will have to be equipped with 
commissaries, PX's, clinics, snack 
bars, recreation facilities, day care 
centers, bachelor officers quarters, and 
so on. 

As a member of the Defense Appro
priations Subcommittee for over 20 
years, I have seen how this wasteful 
game is played. Today, Ingleside will 
require $41 million to build small-boat 
piers and a degaussing station. Charles
ton Naval Station already has these fa
cilities, but Charleston is to be closed. 

Today, Everett Naval Station re
quires millions to build a commissary 
and child care center. Charleston al
ready has these facilities, but Charles
ton is to be closed. 

In the name of saving taxpayers dol
lars, the BRAC Commission opted to 
close the time-tested, fully equipped 
Charleston Naval Station and to spend 
hundreds of millions expanding new 
bases at Pascagoula, Ingleside, and Ev-

erett. This simply defies rational anal
ysis, and can only be explained by a 
distorted and biased base closure proc
ess. 

On that score, I place no small meas
ure of blame on the incestuous nature 
of the BRAC proceedings. The Navy as
signed personnel to staff the BRAC 
Commission. Those uniformed staff 
members were not there to do an objec
tive job; they were there to justify the 
Navy's predetermined choices. For ex
ample, Naval staff officers attempted 
to justify moving the Mine Warfare 
Center from Charleston to Ingleside 
partly on the grounds that an Air 
Force Base was located only some 40 
miles away at Corpus Christi. They 
failed to note that Charleston Air 
Force Base-home to the C-17 
Globemaster-is only 4.5 miles from 
the existing Mine Warfare Center in 
Charleston. 

Madam President, it is not in the 
best interest of the Navy to lose its 
best equipped, best staffed facility. And 
it is not in the interest of taxpayers for 
use to sanction the tremendous waste 
involved in closing Charleston at the 
same time was are building up three 
other naval bases with a directly com
parable mission. 

Madam President, the Senator from 
California has spoken not just as rep
resenting California, but as a U.S. Sen
ator representing the interests of the 
entire Nation. 

As the Sena tor from California has 
pointed out, when you leave these deci
sions to the Pentagon, you are asking 
for trouble. If there is anything worse 
than congressional politics it is Penta
gon politics. The fact of the matter is 
that this base closure list was made up 
last year under President Bush. We 
could see it coming. We heard the 
leaks, we heard stories, and we could 
observe changes at the Charleston 
Na val Base. Whereas in 1989 we had 89 
vessels homeported at Charleston, by 
the time the BRAC Commission came 
around we were down to 39 and we now 
are down to even less. So the Navy was 
moving out regardless of any BRAC 
Commission finding or any legal pro
ceedings. 

The Navy had made up its mind to 
close Charleston and not Portsmouth 
because they did not want President 
Bush going up to Portsmouth, NH, in 
the first primary saying he was against 
unemployment at the same time he 
was putting New Hampshire workers 
out on the street by closing Ports
mouth yard. 

Again, I point out the incestuous na
ture of the BRAC Commission. The 
Navy assigns their staff to the BRAC 
Commission, and these staffers know 
they are going back to the Navy. They 
are not going to have a permanent job 
with the BRAC Commission. They are 
only on assignment. So, in order to in
gratiate themselves and go along, they 
put in any sort of fanciful finding in 

order to suit the wishes of the Navy 
brass. 

So I commend the Sena tor from Cali
fornia on the position she has taken. It 
is not just a question of jobs in South 
Carolina and California. It is fun
damental policy and the BRAC Com
mission process that are flawed. I will 
vote against this base closure list. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Sen
ator from South Carolina and ask Sen
ator STROM THuRMOND from South 
Carolina be recognized for up to 5 min
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Madam President, I 
rise in support of the resolution of dis
approval. At the same time, however, I 
want to go on record for supporting the 
base closure process. 

I support the base closure process as 
a reasonable way to undertake the de
fense drawdown, but I do not believe 
the process should affect communities 
in the drastic manner that this year's 
report has affected Charleston, SC. The 
Base Closure and Realignment Com
mission's recommendations to close 
both the Charleston Naval Shipyard 
and the Charleston Navy Base were un
reasonable and will have a devastating 
impact on that community. It means 
the loss of approximately 50,000 jobs, 
millions of dollars in economic losses 
and hardship to thousands of families 
in the tri-county area-Charleston, 
Berkeley, and Dorchester. 

I cannot support a base closure rec
ommendation that will destroy the 
lives of so many of my people and one 
that I still believe was based on flawed 
reasoning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, if the 
Senator from California does not need 
any time at this point, I yield to the 
Senator from Ohio, 10 minutes. 

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

Mr. GLENN. Madam President, I rise 
today regretfully to speak against this 
resolution that would disapprove the 
1993 round of base closures. I hate to do 
that because I know the trauma and 
difficulties that base closures are caus
ing in some parts of the country, and 
particularly those addressed by people 
on the floor today-by the good Sen
ator from California [Mrs. FEINSTEIN], 
and those from South Carolina, who 
are being impacted so heavily. Base 
closure continues to be a very painful 
process but I think it is a necessary 
process. 

I sympathize with Members of this 
body who have been hard hit by base 
closures. I had closures recommended 
in Ohio. But I also must urge Senators 
to look beyond the immediate hardship 
of base closure and reflect back a little 
bit on why we started this base closure 
process in the first place. 
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We just cannot afford to keep every

thing open throughout the country. 
The cold war has passed us. We are in 
a time of military drawdown, and do 
not need all these bases and we cannot 
continue to pay for them. 

We have to work from that assump
tion and recognize that local economic 
disruption can occur when a base is 
closed. It certainly does and Congress 
recognized that when it established a 
process for closing these bases. 

I may not always agree with particu
lar recommendations that result from 
the process, but I believe that base clo
sure as a process is generally perceived 
to be fair and has taken most of the 
economic disruption considerations 
into account. 

This resolution is not aimed at chal
lenging the work of the Base Closure 
Commission. We are not here to argue 
about whether the process has some
how gone wrong. Rather, Madam Presi
dent, the resolution, as I understand it, 
challenges whether we need to close 
the bases on the 1993 base closure list. 
I believe that we do, for the same rea
sons that I argued just the other day in 
opposition to an amendment to the de
fense authorization bill which would 
have delayed the 1995 base closure 
round by 2 years. 

The issue, in my view, is whether we 
are truly committed to maintaining a 
high state of readiness or whether we 
are willing to sacrifice the readiness of 
our Armed Forces because it is too dif
ficult to close bases. If we do not close 
the bases on the 1993 list and for that 
matter do not close bases in 1995, we 
will be spending a larger percentage of 
our defense funds on unneeded bases 
which cannot help but contribute to 
what we call the hollow force. In other 
words, we will be wasting money we 
would like to spend on operations and 
maintenance, O&M accounts, that tra
ditionally get shortchanged, because 
every year when we try to find ways to 
balance a particular budget, we take 
dollars out of O&M accounts. O&M ac
counts are the fast-spending accounts, 
and pay out most of the money in a 
particular year. 

This hollowing trend concerns me 
very, very much. I serve as chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Military Readi
ness, and I am keenly interested in 
avoiding the problems of a hollow force 
which we have experienced in the past. 
We had testimony before my sub
committee about how the Army is now 
putting off some of their depot mainte
nance activities by 42 percent. The 
Navy and Air Force were respectively 
off by 27 percent and 25 percent; the 
Marine Corps is now off by 10 percent. 
We are hollowing out our forces by not 
directing the money for O&M and for 
depot maintenance, leaving equipment 
in less than best repair. 

Due to hollowing these accounts, the 
Army has 564 M-lAl tanks that they 
are not going to overhaul. We cannot 

go on like that for very long. The more 
we spend with regard to keeping bases 
open that the Base Closure Commission 
has said we do not need anymore, or 
combining them with other bases, the 
less we are going to have to spend on 
the rest of the military, which means 
we endanger ourselves through hollow 
forces. 

There is a basic and direct tradeoff 
involved in hollowing forces. Instead of 
funding flying hours and steaming 
time, instead of keeping the armed 
services well trained, fully equipped, 
approval of this resolution, as I see it, 
would have us spend money on 
unneeded bases that should close or be 
efficiently combined with other bases. 

I want to address those comments 
that have been made stating that base 
closure will not save money. It is true 
that base closure may in some cases 
cost money in the beginning, but base 
closure will generate substantial sav
ings. The 1993 round of base closures is 
expected to generate a net savings in 
fiscal years 1994 through 1999 of ap
proximately $3.8 billion. After 1999, the 
1993 round of base- closures is estimated 
to achieve an annual savings of $2.33 
million from then on. 

If we do not move ahead with base 
closure, we will not achieve these sav
ings, Madam President. 

Our personnel end strength is coming 
down by about 25 percent from cold war 
levels. Yet, our base structure will only 
be reduced by about 15 percent after 
this round of base closure is included. 
There is not a direct correlation in 
these figures. 

Different amounts are saved when 
bases are closed in comparison to per
sonnel drawdowns but, by and large, we 
are cutting back 25 percent in person
nel and only 15 percent on the base clo
sures. 

Madam President, I think we must 
carefully reshape our Armed Forces 
and our defense infrastructure if the 
reductions we are making in defense 
are to have any meaning at all. Other
wise, we will have a military that is 
not capable of carrying out its primary 
function: To fight and win wars. Every
thing else comes in secondary to that 
one consideration. 

So when the readiness and efficiency 
of those forces is at risk, we have to 
eliminate whatever is causing any inef
ficiency. I understand one of the imme
diate consequences of base closure is 
that people will lose jobs and local 
economies will be disrupted. But I do 
not believe that keeping open unneeded 
bases is the solution. This year, Con
gress has again included defense con
version funds to help individuals and 
communities affected by base closure. 
The administration is committed to 
easing the pain of base closure and 
they have sent transition teams to im
pacted communities; I strongly support 
these efforts. 

Madam President, in closing, I ask 
my colleagues to keep their commit-

men t to making these needed cu ts. I 
urge opposition to this resolution. I re
gret that I have to take that stance be
cause I wish I could help our distin
guished colleague from California more 
than we are able to do. I think the base 
closure process must move ahead. 

Thank you, Madam President. I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I yield 
myself such time as I may require. I 
ask to be notified by the Chair after 10 
minutes. 

Madam President, like the Senator 
from Ohio, I have deep feelings of sym
pathy for the significant adverse eco
nomic impact to those communities 
that are basically going to suffer from 
the base closings that are on this 1993 
BRAC closure proposal. However, I 
have to rise in opposition to this reso
lution which would reject the base 
closing recommendations for 1993. That 
is what this resolution does. It does not 
take one base or another base and say 
you have made an error here because 
the procedure does not allow that. This 
will reject all the bases that are being 
closed for 1993 if the Senate passes this 
resolution. 

The process of identifying and ap
proving military bases in the United 
States for closure or realignment is 
embodied in the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Act of 1990. The 
Armed Services Committee, in a bipar
tisan initiative, was instrumental in 
developing this legislation. Actually, 
the process started in a different form, 
a similar form back when Secretary 
Carlucci was the Secretary of Defense. 
I remember the first conversation he 
and I had about the subject back in the 
1980's. 

This process has been exercised now 
on two occasions, and our committee 
has given oversight to this process 
through hearings regarding the con
firmation of nominees for the Base Clo
sure Commission and also receiving 
and reviewing the work of these com
missions, as well as offering amend
ments to this act to improve the over
all equity and visibility of the closure 
review process. 

Of course, this is an evolving process. 
We will have another commission in 
1995. The Senate decisively rejected an 
amendment to the defense authoriza
tion bill last week that would have 
postponed that 1995 commission to 1997. 
The Senate made that decision rather 
decisively after a rather thorough de
bate on the subject. 

The committee will be receiving tes
timony from the 1993 commissioners-
the ones who have been in office-next 
week so that the conference on the na
tional defense authorization bill for fis
cal 1994 can address any further legisla
tive changes based upon the lessons 
learned in the 1993 closure round. 
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Madam President, I believe that the 

President's 1993 base closure and re
alignment recommendations represent 
a positive step toward bringing our 
base structure in line with our force 
structure. The Senator from Ohio made 
a very telling point when he said ·we 
have brought down our force structure 
by about one-third, or will have by 
about 1995 or 1996, and yet we brought 
down the infrastructure, the bases by 
about 15 percent. 

In spite of the fact that there is a lot 
of pain here, the pain is not commensu
rate with the overall reduction in force 
structure. That is hard to accept for 
those who are indeed suffering. I under
stand that very well. If we continue to 
lag behind, and that is we take more of 
our military readiness, when you have 
a declining defense budget and you 
have a cap on how much that can go 
up, and we have voted on that in the 
Senate, one way or the other people are 
going to lose jobs and people are going 
to get hurt. 

If you do not do it through base clo
sures, you do it through more infra
structure cuts. If you do not do it 
through more infrastructure cuts, you 
do it through more restricted research 
and development. If you do not do it 
through R&D, you do it through less 
procurement which has a negative ef
fect on plants. As the Senator from 
California knows well, California and 
other States are suffering not just from 
base closure but because of the tremen
dous drawdown in the aerospace indus
try as well as other parts of the defense 
industry. 

If you do not make some combina
tion of savings in regard to all of those 
elements of the budget, what you do is 
you take it out of readiness. And when 
you take it out of readiness, which is 
largely what happened in the 1970's, 
you make a colossal mistake in terms 
of what you do to the ability of our 
military forces to fight. As the Senator 
from Ohio said, that is why we keep 
military forces, to be able to fight 
where necessary and hopefully, by 
their presence and their ability to 
fight, to avoid war through deterrence. 

So, Madam President, I believe the 
President's base closure and realign
ment recommendations need to be put 
into effect even though they are pain
ful to given areas of the country and 
even though I have deep sympathy 
with those communities that are in ef
fect going to have to make some sig
nificant adjustments. 

Having been personally involved in 
the Commission's deliberations to the 
extent that our committee gave over
sight in that process, I believe the 
Commission's recommendations were 
arrived at in a fair and impartial man
ner. But fairness does not mean per
fect. We will never achieve perfection 
in this difficult process of handing out 
pain to local areas. We are never going 
to have a process that satisfies most or 

many people, and certainly in some 
cases we will not be able to satisfy very 
many people at all. The base closure 
process for 1993 has met all the legal 
require men ts. 

On January 5 of this year, former 
President Bush, in consultation with 
the leadership of the Senate and House 
of Representatives, nominated eight in
dividuals to serve on the 1993 Commis
sion. These were Bush appointments 
that were agreed to by Clinton. That is 
what it amounts to. 

So it is about as bipartisan as you 
get in terms of President Bush making 
the appointments and President Clin
ton agreeing with those appointees im
plicitly by not submitting others. 

The Armed Services Committee held 
a confirmation hearing for these indi
viduals on February 16. We reported 
them favorably to the Senate. They 
were confirmed on February 23. On 
March 12, Secretary of Defense Aspin 
forwarded his base closure and realign
ment recommendations to the Commis
sion. These initiatives were based upon 
selected criteria that had been pre
viously published in the Federal Reg
ister and a long-term force structure 
plan which the Department provided to 
the committee on January 19. 

Following the receipt of Secretary 
Aspin's recommendations, the Commis
sion under the leadership of Chairman 
Jim Courter, a former Member of the 
House, held 17 regional hearings and 
conducted over 125 field visits before it 
made its independent . recommenda
tions to the President on July 1. This 
was a thankless and exhausting task 
for which we should be grateful to the 
Commission and its hardworking staff. 

On July 2, President Clinton exer
cised his all-or-nothing prerogative and 
he agreed with the entirety of the Com
mission's report. His decision was re
ceived in the Senate on July 13 of this 
year. With the receipt of the Presi
dent's decision, Congress entered into a 
period during which it could overturn 
the President's decision and the Com
mission's recommendations on the 
same all-or-nothing basis through en
actment of a joint resolution of dis
approval. Our window for taking such 
action will close by the end of this 
Monday. 

So that is the background. That is 
how we are here today. 

Senate Joint Resolution 114, which 
proposes to disapprove the President's 
package of recommendations, was filed 
in a timely manner and referred to the 
Armed Services Committee. There was 
no similar provision in traduced in the 
House of Representatives. On July 30, 
our committee, our Armed Services 
Committee, by a voice vote, reported 
the resolution unfavorably to the Sen
ate. 

Madam President, the process used 
by the Defense Department and the 
Base Closure and Realignment Com
mission to compare bases with similar 

missions and for estimating the pro
jected costs or complex closure actions 
is certainly not exact and, as I said, it 
is not perfect. It represents a 
compounding of a multitude of judg
ments and estimates. However, the 
General Accounting Office has found 
the Defense Department's approach to 
be generally sound despite the escalat
ing cost of environmental restoration, 
and the Senator from California points 
out some of those costs. 

Despite claims to the contrary, how
ever, Madam President, base closures 
do save money even during their 6-year 
implementation phase, and they con
tinue to accrue annual savings once 
the closures have been completed. 

Taking the 1988, 1991 and 1993 clo
sures together, the Department of De
fense estimates a net savings of $13 bil
lion through 1999. That is from 1988 
through 1999, three different Commis
sions. And thereafter, after 1999, they 
estimate an annual savings each year 
of about $4 billion. 

So, Madam President, if you take 
from 1988 through 200~that is a 20-
year period-you have a total of $13 bil
lion plus $36 billion-the 36 represents 
the cumulative effect of $4 billion sav
ings a year for 9 years after 1999-that 
is a total of $49 billion, $49 billion saved 
over 20 years. So we are talking about 
a very large amount of money-admit
tedly, not very much to begin with, but 
then it grows and it grows and it accu
mulates and accumulates. 

I have been convinced for the last 7 
or 8 years, after looking at the Federal 
budget for a long period of time and 
after watching us go through tremen
dous strains to try to save money in 1 
year or 2 years and watching the futil
ity of that often, this is the only way 
we are going to save big money, not 
only in defense but in entitlement pro
grams and other programs. The only 
way we are going to save big money 
and ever get the budget under control 
is to look at it in 10-year periods and 
20-year periods. 

Madam President, I ask for 5 more 
minutes for myself. 

So we are talking about $49 billion 
over 20 years. And it is true, you pick 
out 3 or 4 years, and you can say on one 
base we do not save very much money 
over that period of time. But it accu
mulates, and it gets to be big money. 
And even if they are wrong-and these 
are estimates. No one can tell you pre
cisely this is absolutely going to hap
pen in terms of savings-but even if 
they are 50 percent wrong-and I do not 
believe it will be that much even if it 
is wrong-over a 20-year period, from 
1988 to 2008, you still are going to save 
almost $25 billion. 

Is $25 billion worth saving? I think it 
has to be. I think it has to be. And if 
we do not save that $25 billion, it will 
come out of somewhere else in defense. 
It may not be measurable. We may not 
be able to say this community has been 
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hurt, this community has been hurt, caused in various communities around 
but if you look at the whole United the country. 
States, the cumulative effect of saving A vote for this resolution is to void 
that money is going to be a whole lot and terminate the 1993 base closure 
of jobs. It is going to be a whole lot of process, and to delay at least until 1995 
jobs. That is the only way you are the opportunity to close unneeded mili
going to be able to save the money. tary bases in the United States. 
One way or the other, you have to Madam President, a vote for this reso
spend less in the Department of De- lution is a vote against an estimated 
fense. And those who do not think we savings of $3.8 million over the next 5 
ought to spend as little as we are going years, and an annual savings of $2.3 bil
to be spending in defense, the time for lion thereafter. That is just this pack
that debate is in the spring of the year age, the 1993 package. 
on the budget resolution. What I was dealing with before were 

I am one of those people who believes the numbers relating to all three of the 
we are bringing down the defense budg- packages, 1988, 1991, and 1993. This 
et too rapidly because of the economic package, a $3.8 million net savings over 
effect but also because of the dangers, 5 years and an annual savings o( $2.3 
if we do not do it right, of harming our billion thereafter, again, if you take · 
military readiness and the morale of this all the way out from 1994 over a 15-
our military. But that decision is made year period, going to 2009, you are talk
in the spring of the year on the budget ing about saving approximately $26 bil
debate. And then we have to figure out lion. So just this package is approxi
how to implement it and how to do it mately $27 billion over 15 years. 
in a way that preserves as much as pos- Again, if you are off half, if it is 50 
sible of our national defense capability. percent wrong, you are still talking 

Madam President, this package is not about $13 billion over a 15-year period. 
perfect. I know my colleague from A vote for this resolution would 
North Dakota, Senator DORGAN, who mean that the long-term defense sav
has certainly no vested interest in this ings will have to be offset from other 
particular set of actions, earlier today areas: From research and development, 
raised concerns about the economics of from personnel, from force readiness, 
one element of the package, and those from procurement, or from a combina-

tion. 
concerns certainly need to be aired. De- Madam President, in light of the 
spite this and other specific concerns budget squeeze facing the Department 
and despite the fact that we are con- of Defense, we cannot afford to delay 
tinuing to try to make the process bet- these economies. On July 2, President 
ter, I submit that the President1s rec- Clinton outlined a five-point plan to 
ommendations for base closures and re- assist communities whose economies 
alignment is the best the executive have been adversely affected and im
branch and the Commission have been 
able to do under a process that tries to pacted by base closures and realign-

ments. The National Defense Act, 
reduce defense spending as well as take which we passed last week, provides 
into concern the economic stability of the legislative authority for the Presi
the communities which these bases represent. dent's program to streamline Federal 

Madam President, 10 days ago, the assistance for economic redevelopment 
Senate had a very, I· thought, healthy to communities affected by base and 

defense plant closures. 
debate regarding the base closure proc- These communities and these people 
ess when it voted 79 to 18 against de- who work on these bases, who have 
laying the 1995 closure round until 1997. helped win the cold war, deserve every 
One of the most telling arguments in bit of help we can give them. we are 
favor of proceeding with these closures . particularly grateful in the Senate for 
was that if we did not achieve the sav- the work Senator PRYOR has done in 
ings from the drawdown of our excess this defense conversion package. 
base infrastructure, we will have to While the President's plan of commu
take the money to run the bases from nity assistance does not, will not, can
the readiness accounts. That was the mistake of the 1970 de- not eliminate the trauma of base clo-

sures, it does provide these commu-
fense drawdown, the seventies nities a way to help reshape their eco-
drawdown. We kept the bases and we nomic future. 
eroded force readiness. We eroded the Today, we are asked to affirm the 
ability of the American forces to fight, commission's work and the President's 
and we had to have a very expensive re- base closure decisions. 
building process in the late seventies I urge a vote against this resolution. 
and the early eighties, particularly as I believe that this resolution, in spite 
to the quality of our military person- of the well meaning of the authors-I 
nel. The quality deteriorated very sub- certainly understand their position
stantially in the 1970's, to the point must be defeated from the point of 
that many of us were alarmed and took view of our Nation's security. 
some really serious action in the late I thank the Chair. 
seventies. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

At this time, I hope we are wise yields time? 
enough not to repeat this error, despite Mrs. FEINSTEIN addressed the 
the painful economic -dislocation Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. How much time 
does our side have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from California has 19 minutes 
and 13 seconds; the Sena tor from Geor
gia has 17 minutes and 42 seconds. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank you very 
much. I would like to yield 5 minutes 
to Senator BOXER, and more if she re
quires it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I 
thank my friend and colleague, who 
has been such a fighter for California 
on this issue. She said to me as I came 
on the- floor: "Senator, we may go 
down, but we are going to go down 
fighting." And we are. We are fighting 
for our State. We are fighting for fair
ness in this resolution. 

I think it is very clear that this en
tire round of base closures was ex
tremely unfair to our State, which can 
ill afford unfairness at this time, be
cause of our very tenuous economic sit
uation. 

I want to make it very clear that I 
am not opposed to base closures. I sup
port them. But I believe that no State 
should be disproportionately hit, and 
that the cost savings should be real. 
That is my criteria: Are the savings 
·real? And is the list fair? 

I think Senator FEINSTEIN has laid 
out the argument on both of these 
questions. If you just take the question 
of Alameda versus Everett, you can 
plainly see the unfairness of this list. I 
am not going to drag up all of the sta
tistics; you have heard them over and 
over again. Quite simply, this makes 
no sense. 

We know how difficult it is going to 
be to operate from Everett, WA, given 
the weather, given the problems. But 
that was the debate of another day. We 
made the case; we made the argument. 
And as Senator FEINSTEIN pointed out, 
we did not get that particular base off 
the list, although we were successful in 
getting some others off the list, like 
McClellan Air Base, which is vital in 
the Sacramento area, the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard, and the Monterey De
fense Language Institute. So we did 
manage to get the hit down from where 
it started, which was about a 50-per
cent hit. But California is still being 
asked to shoulder more than our fair 
share of the burden. 

So I am going to support this resolu
tion because I do not think any area, 
region, or State should bear a dis
proportionate share of the burden, and 
because the savings are not meaningful 
in many of the cases. We are fooling 
ourselves; we are kidding ourselves 
when we have to invest in rebuilding 
the entire infrastructure that we are 
just closing down. If you are phasing 
out a mission, fine; I am there 'if you 
want to phase out a mission. But when 
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you tell me you have to rebuild the en
tire infrastructure somewhere else, at 
great cost to the taxpayers, I say: Who 
are we kidding here? What is the real 
agenda here? 

We went through this at the Presidio. 
We made the case that it was ridicu
lous to remove the 6th Army from the 
Presidio. Guess what? Years later, they 
found out we were right and they de
cided to keep the Army at the Presidio. 

Let me talk a little bit about what I 
see as the good news. It does involve 
the chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee. I want to address this 
thank you to him before he leaves the 
floor. 

The chairman was very helpful to 
Senator FEINSTEIN and myself when we 
worked on the defense authorization 
bill in helping us to target some 
amendments to the needs of all of Cali
fornia. 

For example, he accepted an amend
ment which would retrain the civilian 
workers at closing bases so that they 
could be trained in environmental 
cleanup. If we can retrain these work
ers, it gives them a chance. I want to 
thank the chairman for that. He also 
was very helpful in our amendment to 
set up a one-stop shop information 
clearinghouse. 

Madam President, the chairman was 
very helpful in a number of other 
amendments that the senior Senator 
from California offered. 

So as I stand here, I do not want to 
be completely negative, because I do 
feel that Senators understand the hit 
California took, and people are reach
ing out to us. I say thank you to that. 

We have about 20 percent of the mili
tary personnel stationed in California. 
But we took far more than 20 percent 
of the hit. So by any measure, this was 
not fair. It was the same way in 
BRAC's 1 and 2. We took a heavier hit 
than was justified. 

Today, I say to my colleagues, no 
matter how they vote on this resolu
tion, that we need their help. As I say, 
I am very heartened with the help that 
we have received. 

President Clinton has put out what I 
think to be a very good plan for the re
lease and cleanup of these bases. 

He has talked about beefing up 
ARPA, the Advanced Research Projects 
Agency, the Office of Economic Adjust
ment, and numerous other agencies. 
This is really going to be the future for 
us. 

So, in closing, let me just say that I 
support my colleague's resolution 
today. I am going to vote for it with 
pride, because I think it is a statement 
by both of us that we were treated un
fairly. We did not approve of the proc
ess. But in doing so, I want to reach 
out my hand to the chairman of the 
Armed Services Cammi ttee, to the mi
nority, and to all those who know and 
understand how much we are going to 
need them to rebound from this very 
severe blow. 

I yield back the time to my col
league. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. NUNN. In response to both of the 
Senators from California, they have 
done, I think, a splendid job of rep
resenting a State which is struggling 
now, one of the great States in our 
country and a State on the cutting 
edge-and has been for years-in con
tributing to the national security, the 
cutting edge of technology, and the 
cutting edge of leadership. 

So, the State of California has made 
immense contributions to our Nation's 
security, and all of us are deeply af
fected when we hear about the kinds of 
economic impact that is taking place 
there. I did work with both Senators in 
helping them get through their propos
als, which will begin to help ease some 
of this pain and help make more effi
cient the transition process. Those pro
visions are in our defense bill, and we 
will be taking it to conference. I can 
assure both Senators that we will be 
working with them as the conference 
proceeds in trying to retain those pro
visions and strengthen them, wherever 
appropriate. 

So I thank both Senators, and I as
sure them that we hear their pleas for 
attention and assistance. I think they 
have made the case powerfully, and I 
think the case needs to be heard here 
in the Congress and in -the administra
tion in helping those impacted commu
nities in California adjust wherever we 
can and in whatever way we can. 

I agreed with the Senators when they 
presented the amendment that says the 
defense conversion fund ought to be 
giving priority to those communities 
hardest impacted in the process. I can 
assure both of them that I will be 
working with them in that respect. 

As much as I understand the situa
tion, I have to oppose this resolution. 
But I certainly want to work with the 
Senators cooperatively in ev'ery way 
possible. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I will 
vote against the resolution (S.J. Res. 
114) which would overturn, in my judg
ment, the President's approval of the 
1993 Defense Base Closure and Realign
ment Commission's recommendations. 

The Senate Armed Services Cammi t
tee originated this legislation together 
with the House. I have worked with 
Chairman NUNN, and others, on this 
legislation for some several years. I 
feel very strongly that this legislation 
and the action pursuant thereto by the 
Commission is an absolutely essential, 
integral part of this very important 
phase our Nation is in now of drawing 
down the size of our defense structure. 

I will vote, therefore, against this 
resolution because, while I do not 
agree-nor do many Members in this 
Chamber-with every decision made by 
the 1993 Commission, I believe it is im
perative that the process of base clos-

ings must be continued as this Nation 
dramatically reduces the defense budg
et. As a nation, we cannot reduce the 
overall level of defense spending and 
continue to operate with the same 
number of installations and at the 
same level of overhead. That simply is 
not possible if we are going to keep our 
smaller force structure-which was the 
objective of President Bush and now 
President Clinton-properly equipped 
and well trained. A vote for this resolu
tion will effectively bring the base 
closing process to a halt, a decision 
which our Nation cannot afford. 

There is also a question in my mind 
as to whether or not on every Member 
of this Chamber who has experienced a 
closing pursuant to the 1993 Commis
sion report there is affirmative respon
sibility on each Senator to come for
ward in a comparable manner with the 
thrust of this resolution and advocate 
specifically on behalf of the closing in 
their respective State as to whether or 
not it is proper, and we could just go 
through this seriatim, one after an
other. 

So, therefore, Mr. President, my vote 
against this resolution should not be 
interpreted as an endorsement, as I 
said, of every decision made by the 1993 
Base Closure Commission. I actively 
argued against several closings and re
alignments recommended by the De
partment of Defense in their rec
ommendation to the Commission which 
I believed were unwise and which would 
result in, particularly in my State, the 
Commonwealth of Virginia, giving 
more than its fair share in this na
tional effort to reduce our defense 
spending. Some of those arguments 
were accepted by the Commission. 
Some that I have advocated, together 
with other Members of the Virginia 
congressional delegation, were indeed 
accepted, but most of them were re
jected. 

But in every case I believe that I and 
my colleagues were given a fair hear
ing by the Commission members and 
that the process worked as it was in
tended. Therefore, I will vote against 
the resolution. No matter how painful 
it is for me to see in my State the ex
tensive cuts as recommended by the 
Commission, I presume they will be 
confirmed by this body in a later vote 
tonight. 

However, as I said, my vote against 
the resolution does not mean that I en
dorse every decision made by the 1993 
Commission. For example, I remain 
concerned about the wisdom of the var
ious recommendations which would re
sult in a number of Navy commands 

· being relocated from Crystal City in 
Arlington, VA, to various widespread 
locations elsewhere in the country. 
Therefore, I have asked the Navy to 
evaluate a proposal not considered by 
the Commission concerning Federal 
ownership of several of the presently 
leased buildings used by the Navy in 
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Crystal City. If such a proposal is de
termined by the Navy to make eco
nomic good sense, I will seek to have 
these decisions revisited by the 1995 
Base Closure Commission. 

Now, that action by me and other 
Members of the Virginia delegation is 
really consistent with statements 
made by the chairman of the Commis
sion prior to its final report. 

Additionally, I remain concerned 
about the Commission's recommenda
tion to relocate the Norfolk Detach
ment of the Undersea Warfare Center 
to Newport, RI. The Commission itself 
found the Navy understated the costs 
associated with this location-I repeat, 
the Commission itself found that the 
Navy had understated the cost associ
ated with this relocation-and it is not 
at all clear that the Commission had 
all available data concerning those 
costs when it made its recommenda
tion. The Senator from North Dakota 
[Mr. DORGAN] has recently spoken on 
the floor of the Senate about some of 
the confusing and conflicting data pro
vided to the Commission about this 
particular proposal. 

I have commended him and I repeat 
my commendation for his very articu
late and, I think, forceful insight into 
this problem. 

I and other members of the Virginia 
congressional delegation, therefore, at
tempted to point out these conflicts 
during the deliberations of the Base 
Closure Commission, and the Commis
sion itself found that the Navy figures 
did not correctly reflect the actual cost 
of this relocation. But it still is not 
clear what information the Commis
sion was actually provided and what 
information the Commission relied 
upon in making this specific decision. 

Therefore, last Wednesday, Septem
ber 15, I asked my colleagues in the 
Virginia congressional delegation to 
join me, and, indeed, Senator ROBB and 
Congressman NORMAN SISISKY and I to
gether wrote to the Comptroller Gen
eral asking that he undertake a com
plete review of the information pro
vided to, and utilized by, the Commis
sion in making the particular decision, 
which was the subject of the Senator 
from North Dakota's [Mr. DORGAN] pe
tition to this body. A copy of that let
ter will be include in the RECORD fol
lowing my remarks. The outcome of 
that review will guide my further ac
tions with respect to this particular re
alignment. 

In short, Mr. President, while I have 
continuing concerns about several of 
the specific decisions reflected in the 
1993 Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission's recommendations, I be
lieve that the base closing process is 
generally fair and objective and that 
this process should be continued. I will, 
therefore, vote against the resolution. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
letter to which I have referred. 

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

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, September 15, 1993. 

Hon. CHARLES A. BOWSHER, 
Comptroller General, General Accounting Of

fice, Washington, DC. 
DEAR GENERAL BOWSHER: In its 1993 Report 

to the President, the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission adopted the 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense 
to disestablish the Norfolk Detachment of 
the Naval Undersea Warfare Center and relo
cate its functions, personnel, equipment and 
support to the Naval Undersea Warfare Cen
ter, Newport, Rhode Island. However, the 
Commission also found that the Navy had 
understated the costs associated with the 
proposed closure of NUWC Norfolk in two 
areas, namely "transportation costs associ
ated with the proposed relocation of activi
ties had been underestimated . . . ", and "the 
cost to the Navy of getting out of its current 
lease in Norfolk had not been adequately 
stated." 

We continue to be concerned about the 
Commission's findings regarding the Navy 
understating these costs, as well as whether 
the Commission ever actually received cor
rect information about these costs before its 
decision. 

We know that GAO prepared a report for 
the Commission concerning these costs be
fore the Commission made its final decision. 
However, we ask that your office undertake 
a review of the information concerning these 
costs that was actually provided to the Com
missioners to determine whether they had 
the correct information before they voted on 
this recommendation. Hopefully, your re
view will also identify any new information 
concerning these costs which may now be 
available. 

Please contact Grayson Winterling at 224-
6798, if there are questions about this re
quest. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES S. ROBB. 
JOHN WARNER. 
NORMAN SISISKY. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

(Mrs. BOXER assumed the chair.) 
Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Madam Presi

dent, this debate and the subsequent 
vote ends one phase of the base closure 
process and starts what I think is the 
most traumatic-the actual closing of 
the military installations. 

Although many in the Nation be
lieved that Congress would block ef
forts to close its favorite military 
bases, the 1991 Base Closure Commis
sion changed that view, and our affir
mation of the 1993 Base Closure Com
mission's recommendations should fi
nally convince everyone that the Con
gress is serious about ·eliminating ex
cess military facilities. 

Madam President, I know our affir
mation of the recommendations of the 
Base Closure Commission will have a 
severe economic impact across this Na
tion, none more so than in Charleston, 
SC, which will lose both the shipyard 
and the naval base. However, as we re
duce defense spending and our force 
structure, we must also reduce the in
frastructure that supported those 
forces. 

In addition, some say we are not 
achieving savings as a result of base 
closures. But the Department of De
fense estimates that it will save $4 bil
lion to $4.5 billion annually around the 
turn of the century as a result of the 
base closures from the 1988, 1991, and 
1993 base closure efforts. 

Madam President, throughout this 
year, our top military leaders have tes
tified before the Armed Services Com
mittee that unless we reduce overhead 
and close bases, we will have to enact 
additional cuts to troop levels, to read
iness, to training, to technology, and 
to development and procurement. If we 
do not close bases and reduce defense 
spending in these other areas, we will 
run the risk of destroying the finest 
Armed Forces in the world. I do not 
think any of us can support that. 

Madam President, I understand that 
the base closure process puts many of 
my colleagues from around the Nation 
in the affected States in an awkward 
position. I empathize with their situa
tion, and I hope the transition will be 
as smooth and as painless as possible. 

In a letter forwarding their rec
ommendations to the President, the 
members of the Base Closure Commis
sion explained the need for these tough 
decisions. I would like to quote from 
that letter: 

Every installation recommended for clo
sure or realignment enjoys a proud history 
of service to the Nation. We recognize that 
closing bases creates economic hardships for 
communities that have offered our Nation 
priceless service by hosting a military facil
ity. Nevertheless, continued budget con
straints mandated by the Congress, along 
with changing national security require
ments, compel the United States to reduce 
and realign its military forces. This report 
reflects the fiercely independent judgment of 
the Commission's seven members. While not 
one of our decisions was easy, we are con
vinced our recommendations were not only 
fair, but will strengthen this country's abil
ity to meet its domestic and international 
responsibilities with more limited resources. 

I can think of no better justification 
for these base closures than the words 
of the Commission itself. 

Madam President, I think we also 
need to thank the members of the Base 
Closure Commission and their able 
chairman, Jim Courter, for a job well 
done. The Commission handled its re
sponsibilities in a fair and open man
ner, and we owe them our thanks for 
that effort. 

As we discuss the difficult issues of 
base closures and realignment, I urge 
my colleagues to keep in mind the le
gitimate needs of the men and women 
in the affected communities that will 
be hurt by the defense downsizing. As a 
Nation, we need to remember that 
these are the men and women who won 
the cold war, and we must not turn our 
backs on these people now. 

I know something about this issue, 
because in my State of Idaho, we re
cently learned that the Navy Reactors 
Facility which has, since 1952, trained 
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sailors and officers in the safe oper
ation of nuclear propulsion systems, 
will close in the next few years. This 
closure, although .not technically a 
base closure, will result in the loss of 
hundreds of jobs in eastern Idaho and is 
the direct result of military 
downsizing. 

The Department of Defense has an 
Office of Economic Adjustment with 
the mission of helping communities, 
families, and workers affected by the 
defense downsizing. This office seeks to 
assist communities as they try to 
make the difficult transition from a 
large dependence on defense spending 
to a more diversified economy. 

Fortunately, in eastern Idaho, we 
have the Idaho National Engineering 
Laboratory, which will serve as the 
high-technology anchor for the Idaho 
Falls and Pocatello area. In addition, 
we have an Ini tia ti ve 2000 program 
which already is looking at ways to di
versify the economy of eastern Idaho. I 
plan to meet soon with the Director of 
the Office of Economic Adjustment to 
see how this Federal agency can help 
Idaho Falls and all of eastern Idaho 
deal with the loss of the Naval Reac
tors Facility. 

Madam President, as we consider the 
job loss and family pain, but also the 
opportunity, that will come from base 
closures and defense downsizing, I 
would like to pay tribute to the rank
ing member of the Armed Services 
Committee, Senator STROM THURMOND. 
I know that no Senator has fought 
harder to protect his or her constitu
ents, and no one will feel more pain 
during the closures at Charleston than 
Senator THURMOND. I want the senior 
Senator from South Carolina, and oth
ers as well, to know that I will stand 
ready to help these Senators and their 
comm uni ties to develop their econo
mies in the wake of these difficult base 
closures. 

Madam President, I finally wish to 
remind my colleagues that commu
nities such as Charleston, SC, Oakland, 
CA, and Idaho Falls, ID, will be hit 
hard by the defense downsizing now un
derway. 

I appreciate the efforts of the senior 
Senator from California, who was very 
articulate in the points that she raised 
today. I would also like to offer both 
Senators from California a partnership 
to work together in other areas such as 
in the Department of Energy labora
tories so that they can be developed to 
help us diversify and keep this country 
moving forward in innovative tech
nology development. 

While I will vote to reject the resolu
tion of disapproval, I will not forget 
the people in the communities that 
have been affected. 

Thank you, Madam President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
The Senator from California. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank you very 

much, Madam President. I would like 

to yield myself the remainder of the 
time to close. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 12 minutes remaining. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank you very 
much. 

Madam President, I thank those who 
testified. I want in particular to thank 
Senator THURMOND and Senator HOL
LINGS and to thank the Senator from 
Idaho for his most gracious comments. 
I appreciate them very much. I also 
thank the distinguished chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee. 

I have been trying to think how can 
I crystallize this and get just the point 
that I want to make, which is, the 
point I want to address is flawed and 
fair. Let me take fair. 

Whatever anybody thinks, you have 
to come to grips with this. Is it fair to 
take 48 percent of all of the net person
nel reductions from one State? If that 
is fair then someone has to say yes. I 
say no. And that has been the impact 
of the three rounds so far. Forty-eight 
percent of all of the net personnel re
ductions from BRAC are from Califor
nia. That, to me, is not fair. 

Second, let us look at where I con
sider the procedure to be so flawed be
cause the only figures that are taken 
into consideration for cost savings are 
limited figures within the base closure 
budget itself. We do not consider other 
things. For example, you do not take 
into consideration military construc
tion costs for realignment. You do not 
take into consideration the costs of 
startup and replacement on the bases. 
You do not take into consideration the 
costs of environmental cleanup, and 
yet you say that this is going to reduce 
costs. You do not take into consider
ation the cost of defense conversion, 
that is $20 billion for 5 years. 

Well, to the distinguished Senator 
from Georgia, the chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee I would 
like to make a wager: I will wager the 
most precious historical artifact I own, 
which is an original cable car bell from 
San Francisco which sits on our con
ference room table. If this saves the 
amount of money totally to the Fed
eral budget, not just defense numbers 
but totally by the year 2000, to the dis
tinguished Senator, I will polish this, I 
will submit it to you and you will have 
it for the rest of your life-it is my 
dearest historic possession-if this will 
save the amount of money he says by 
the year 2000. I would like to know if 
he will accept that wager. 

Mr. NUNN. I will say to my friend 
from California that I am not sure 
what my part of it is. It sounds like a 
pretty good deal to me because I do not 
see I have to put up anything. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Any natural treas
ure from the State of Georgia. 

Mr. NUNN. I see. I did not get that 
part of it. 

Let me tell the Senator let me think 
about that. That is what I call a long-

term wager. I will give that thought in 
the next few minutes. 

In the meantime, can we talk about 
the Bears and Giants? 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Not at the moment 
but perhaps by the end of the season. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator. 
I have to say to her in seriousness I 

do not think anybody can say these es
timates are absolutely correct. The 
military does not know how much they 
are going to get into the environ
mental impact. That is one of the rea
sons the Secretary of Defense does not 
consider that in the base closure pack
age. 

As I said on the floor in debate last 
week, the last thing we want to do in 
this process is say we are not going to 
close bases that have severe environ
mental problems, because the last 
thing we want to do is have the word 
go out that the worse the environ
mental problem the base has, the more 
likely it is to remain open. I can see all 
sorts of perverse environmental incen
tives growing out of that. I know the 
Senator shares that. 

The environmental costs are taken 
into consideration though the figures I 
cited about savings, they are not taken 
into effect in the initial analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense of which base to 
close. 

Again, one of the reasons for that is 
that the last thing we want to do envi
ronmentally in this country is the way 
you feel, to keep a military base open, 
bury all sorts of hazardous wastes on 
it, and do everything you can environ
mentally wrong so that it costs so 
much to clean it up we are not going to 
close it. That is not what we want to 
do. 

I also say to the Senator from Cali
fornia the environmental cleanup has 
to take place in any event. The ques
tion is how rapidly and what the prior
ities are. I think we are running into a 
bit of Superfund program here because 
in that program we are not doing a 
good job in terms of priorities and 
what really needs to be done first. 

There may be some priority obscured 
in the closure. It may be you clean up 
environmental areas that are less dam
aging because of base closings than 
some that are not being addressed on 
bases that remain open. I think we 
have to review that process in good 
faith. 

So this is a difficult area. It is a 
tricky area. But I can assure the Sen
ator in the numbers I gave today that 
came from the Department of Defense I 
have been assured that the environ
mental cleanup costs have been taken 
into account as best they can be esti
mated. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Sen
ator. He is predicting $3.8 billion in 
savings including environmental costs. 
Does the Senator include unemploy
ment insurance for people that are af
fected? 
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Mr. NUNN. That is not included and, 

of course, that is a very difficult thing 
to project because you do not know 
how much is going to flow out of this 
unemployment. No one can really 
project that. 

I think California is going to suffer 
probably more unemployment from the 
aerospace industry and procurement 
going out than through base closure, 
because the base closings are stretched 
out over a longer period and have a 
much more way of adjustment for peo
ple under the Federal payroll than peo
ple in the private sector. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Does the Senator 
include MilCon? 

Mr. NUNN. MilCon is included in 
that. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. In the Senator's 
figure of $3.8 billion? 

Mr. NUNN. Yes. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. The Senator is 

saying military construction like for 
Everett is included in the $3.8 billion 
cost savings that will come about by 
the end of this? 

Mr. NUNN. Yes. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Is the Senator in

cluding--
Mr. NUNN. I say to the Senator also 

on the question of these so-called 
home-porting bases, the Senator from 
Georgia opposed those bases when they 
were approved several years ago. I 
thought the Navy was wrong. I did not 
think those bases were needed. I still 
do not believe they are needed. I am 
not going to get into an argument jus
tifying the home-porting expansion 
bases for the Navy that took place in 
the 1980's. I did not think that was cor
rect. I voted against it. It was not a 
priority. It prevailed. I think we made 
mistakes in that period of time some of 
which are continuing to be perpet
uated. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. The Senator does 
not include any defense conversion dol
lars in that? 

Mr. NUNN. The defense conversion 
dollars are not included. The executive 
branch and Commission has no way of 
knowing how much Congress is going 
to use defense conversion. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I have a brass bell 
and I will be prepared to polish the 
cable car bell if it is as high as $3.8 bil
lion. 

I think we should get an independent 
think tank to track this. I would be 
prepared to deliver by the year 1999 a 
very ancient cable car bell if the Sen
ator wins the wager. 

Mr. NUNN. I would be glad, as soon 
as we define the terms, if the Senator 
defines the terms of unemployment 
compensation and all of those other 
matters that would be very subjective 
and very hard to attribute to a base 
closure as opposed to some other eco
nomic development. I will make the 
wager if I can find a suitable offset for 
the Senator's generosity in terms of 
the historic cable car. 

• 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Excellent. 
Mr. NUNN. If I do not find something 

suitable from Georgia when we define 
the terms we will know exactly what 
we are talking about in terms of an es
timate. 

Let us see if our staff can get it. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. That is what this 

figure is, 3 years. Because of the econ
omy they will not be able to get a job 
within 3 years. 

Mr. NUNN. Does that include people 
only directly on Federal payroll who 
are unemployed? 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. That is correct, ci
vilians on unemployment insurance for 
3 years. One-half of the civilians termi
nated, and I should also mention that 
the pink slips are already going out in 
Alameda so we will be able to track 
this. 

Mr. NUNN. I will get this together 
and be able to pin down the exact 
terms of this so we do not wake up in 
3 years and do not know what we are 
talking about. I am happy to work 
with the Senator. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Sen
ator very much. 

Mr. NUNN. I also pose to the Senator 
if it is a savings of $3.1 billion instead 
of $3.2 billion, or $2.6 billion or even 
$1.7 billion, even 50 percent of it as I 
said in the presentation, I do not think 
we have reached a stage in the Federal 
Government that we worry about $2 
billion if it turned out that is what we 
saved rather than $3 billion. I think we 
have to be concerned about not only 
billions of dollars but hundreds of mil
lions of dollars as we draw down this 
defense budget. 

I would say to my friend from Cali
fornia again if we do not save the 
money in infrastructure, if we do not 
begin to have the base infrastructure 
drawn down commensurate to what we 
are reducing the military forces, then 
we are going to have it taken out of 
somewhere else. 

I know the State of California is 
being hurt very bad on procurement. 

I would again submit to the Senator 
that the procurement cuts are probably 
causing more unemployment in Cali
fornia than the base closures. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. The Senator said 
from other sources. I have discussed 
this with him on prior occasions. It is 
my belief that we do not need 150,000, 
190,000 troops and their families in Eu
rope. And this comes . from a former 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
who has told me he believes we can do 
it with 50,000 and rotate them and 
avoid those costs. 

I know we have had a good discussion 
on that, and you have said, well, the 
armed services do not· agree with that 
figure, that it would save money or 
that it can be taken down any faster. 

But I will tell you, if you can take 
down bases the way they are going to 
take them down with pink slips given 
out even before the decision is made, I 

think we can rotate troops and then re
duce the commitment in Europe and 
perhaps save money. 

Mr. NUNN. I say to my friend from 
California that the number is going to 
be around 100,000. We are drawing those 
troops down from the level of 150,000 to 
200,000 now. We are taking them out as 
rapidly as we can, commensurate with 
the human beings involved and their 
families. And so we are going to have a 
much lower number. I do not antici
pate we will get down to 50,000. 

But I would also say to my friend 
from California, if you look at the 
commitments that are being made now 
in Somalia, the deployments that are 
being talked about to Bosnia if there is 
a peace agreement, the deployments 
that may be required if there is some 
kind of a peace agreement on the Golan 
Heights, you are talking about thou
sands and thousands of American 
troops that are now being talked 
about, at least, for new missions in 
other places around the world. So we 
have that to consider, also. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I appreciate that. 
But one of the things that also bothers 
me is that we are willing to commit to 
build a submarine because it helps the 
economy of another State, despite the 
fact that that submarine may not be 
necessary, and yet we just close bases 
with abandon in a State where we 
know it is going to throw tens of thou
sands, hundreds of thousands, of people 
out of work. I find that difficult. 

Mr. NUNN. I say to the Senator, that 
is difficult, and that would be very 
hard to explain in an area like Califor
nia or South Carolina. 

I feel very deeply about the people in 
Charleston, SC, as I do those in Califor
nia, that have spent so much time and 
so much sacrifice in helping us, in ef
fect, prevail in the cold war until such 
time as the Soviet Union's economy 
collapsed and they started moving to
ward a different system. So I feel very 
deeply about that, also. 

The submarine decision was made by 
the President and by the Secretary of 
Defense. It was made on the grounds 
that we need to keep an industrial base 
together because we are going to be 
building a different kind of submarine 
and there is no comparable kind of sub
contracting and contracting talent in 
the private commercial sector. 

So that is the distinction. It would be 
very hard to explain that to people who 
are losing their jobs-I would not want 
to have that task-but there is a fun
damental difference. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. And yet, we are 
closing the major nuclear submarine 
base on the Pacific coast, Mare Island 
Naval Shipyard, which does all the 
work on the nuclear submarines. 

So I just have a problem understand
ing. Perhaps someone will give me the 
courtesy of responding to some of this 
from the Pentagon. 

I hear a lot of rumors coming out of 
what is going to happen in terms of 
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changes in submarines and conven
tional warships and moving some to 
Pearl Harbor, then moving others back 
to California. I think it would be very 
helpful if the Senators from California 
were informed as to what the plans 
were. 

Mr. NUNN. I agree with that. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. But, I say to the 

Senator, along the lines of our wager, I 
am told environmental and certain 
MilCon costs are not included, again, 
in the $3.8 billion. I think that is one of 
the things that we should come to
gether on. And then I propose we get an 
independent think tank to track all of 
the costs and then abide by the deci
sion of the think tank as to whether it 
is really cost effective in the long run. 

Mr. NUNN. I think that is a good 
wager. I would be interested in that. 
But I have learned over the years not 
to bet a whole lot of money on Penta
gon figures, so I am going to proceed 
cautiously. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Thank you very 
much. 

Madam President, I thank y~u again. 
I thank the others. I had hoped that we 
would have a chance to delay closure of 
the next round. We failed in that last 
week. We are obviously going to fail in 
this week. 

But I hope we send a message that 
our State, Madam President, Califor
nia, is adversely impacted and that we 
are ready to do our share, but not a 
wipeou t. Closing every military hos
pital in the San Francisco Bay area
you and I heard a question asked by 
Congressman FARR this morning at the 
health care briefing, which brings up 
the questions that military retirees 
have being transferred into CHAMPUS, 
not having adequate care available 
Oak Knoll and Letterman Hospital~ 
and everything closing in the bay area, 
so that people do not have a place to go 
for medical care; every base closing at 
one time so that 70,000 people are 
thrown out of work, 70,000 civilians 
thrown out of work at one · time in the 
San Francisco Bay area. That indeed 
does not seem to me to be a fair pack
age. 

I do respect the fact that Senator 
NUNN and others understand, and I un
derstand, that there is no animus be
hind it. I have trust that the Pentagon 
logic is the same way, has no animus 
behind this; that there is no other 
agenda. 

But, essentially, as I look at it, the 
entire central coast of California, with 
this round of base closures, is essen
tially left undefended by any naval 
base. And, frankly, I find that unac
ceptable as a Senator from the State. 

So I put forward this resolution on 
behalf of our State, as well as others 
that feel unjustly treated and would 
urge its adoption. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time and I thank my colleagues. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator from 
California. 

Madam President, how much time do 
I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 4 minutes. 

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, I rise 
today in support of the report of the 
1993 Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission [BRAC]. To be certain, the 
task of determining which military in
stallations should be closed in the 
wake of the cold war is a most difficult 
assignment. However, it is a respon
sibility that should not be diminished 
and one that must be accepted as good 
medicine for both the economic and se
curity health of our Nation. 

In the past, my enthusiastic support 
for the workings of the Base Closure 
Commission was much more difficult 
to convey because of my dismay that 
our Federal Government was operating 
without a comprehensive plan to assist 
the loyal host communities who must 
secure the economic future of their re
gions after base closings. In my opin
ion, it was truly irresponsible and 
shortsighted for our Government to an
nounce the closing of numerous mili
tary bases without first developing a 
plan to stem the economic impact of 
such losses. 

I am pleased to say that earlier this 
summer, President Clinton displayed 
the leadership that has been missing on 
these issues since the first BRAC deci
sion in 1988. On July 2, 1993, the Presi
dent announced his bold initiative enti
tled, "Revitalizing Base Closure Com
munities." I must say that while this 
new plan is most welcomed and ur
gently needed, it is unfortunate that 
such a plan was not in place back in 
1988, when the Commission began deal
ing painful blows to base closure com
munities across America. 

With the announcement of the 1993 
BRAC report, the powerful feelings of 
anger, denial, and resistance were ex
pressed by the many citizens and elect
ed representatives who represent mili
tary bases across the United States. I 
truly feel that these unsettling emo
tions would be soothed somewhat if a 
comprehensive recovery plan was in 
place and successfully helping commu
nities. Unfortunately, our Government 
now finds itself working diligently to 
provide help and relief that should 
have been forthcoming to base closure 
communities years ago. 

Just last week, the U.S. Senate did 
its part to turn back the clocks by 
unaniJilously passing the Pryor amend
ment to the fiscal year 1994 Defense au
thorization bill. The Pryor amend
ment, entitled, "The Base Closure 
Communities Act of 1993", codified 
major portions of President Clinton's 
initiative. It also complimented the 
President's plan by incorporating a 
majority of the recommendations of 
the Senate Democratic Task Force on 
Defense Reinvestment, which I had the 
opportunity of chairing. I ask unani
mous consent that a summary of the 

Pryor amendment be printed in the 
RECORD directly following my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. (See exhibit 
1.) 

Mr. PRYOR. Aside from my experi
ences as chairman of the Defense Con
version Task Force, I also have a very 
personal history in the base closure 
arena. 

When the Commission issued its 1991 
report, Eaker Air Force Base in 
Blytheville, AR, was recommended for 
closure and Fort Chaffee in Fort 
Smith, AR, was slated for major re
alignment. The subsequent adjust
ments at these installations in Arkan
sas have severely impacted our local 
and State economies, despite the con
tinuing efforts by our local community 
leaders to attract revenues and create 
jobs on the old base properties. 

I have seen the pain of base closures 
firsthand, and therefore, I truly under
stand the emotions and motivations of 
those who are opposed to the 1993 base 
closure report. I understand and fully 
appreciate the arguments of my col
leagues, Senators FEINSTEIN, BOXER, 
and HOLLINGS and others who strongly 
believe that their States were hit un
necessarily hard by the recent report, 
and I commend them for the battle 
they are waging. . 

However, due to the end of the cold 
war and our difficult budget climate, I 
support the need for continued defense 
spending reductions, including the 
closing of obsolete military bases and 
by searching for efficiency in many 
other areas of our large defense budget. 

I believe that the base closure proc
ess is a difficult process, and one that 
appears to be successfully achieving its 
mission. The Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission and its staff are to 
be commended for their perseverance 
and guidance in issuing their 1993 re
port. But more importantly, I com
mend the President of the United 
States, Bill Clinton, for his leadership 
in recognizing that we cannot turn a 
cold shoulder to those who helped us 
win the cold war. 

Base closure communities deserve 
much more than a handshake for their 
unyielding support of their hometown 
bases, and I am pleased that our Presi
dent, the Senate Democratic Defense 
Reinvestment Task Force, and the en
tire U.S. Senate have achieved progress 
this year toward easing this difficult 
transition from swords to plowshares 
in our Nation. I look forward to seeing 
continued progress in this important 
aspect of our Nation's economic future. 

EXHIBIT 1 

SUMMARY OF THE PRYOR BASE CLOSURE 
AMENDMENT 

The Pryor amendment will make commu
nity economic redevelopment a primary goal 
of the military base closure process. The 
amendment implements provisions of Presi
dent Clinton's " Revitalizing Base Closure 
Communities" plan, as well as recommenda
tions of the 1993 Senate Democratic Defense 
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Reinvestment Task Force report, " Reinvent
ing Government to Help Defense Impacted 
Communities. " The main features of the 
amendment are as follows: 

1. Protect Community Interests in Closing 
Bases. For most bases, the amendment will 
require the military to maintain the condi
tion of the base and leave all but mission es
sential property on base for two years after 
the closure is announced to give commu
nities time to get organized the plan for base 
redevelopment. 

2. Put Property to Work Creating New 
Jobs. Make base properties available for 
reuse much earlier than before, make them 
cheaper for communities to obtain, and leave 
them fully equipped-all in the name of cre
ating jobs and restoring communities to eco
nomic health. 

Conduct the review of base properties for 
reuse by other federal agencies and homeless 
providers within six months after the closure 
is finalized to allow communities to move 
forward with redevelopment plans earlier. 

Allows the Secretary of Defense to lease or 
transfer the land and buildings on base to 
the local community at a reduced price or 
for free. 

Within the DOD, decentralize the author
ity to grant leases for base properties in 
order to speed this vital process. 

Requires the military to sit down with the 
local communities, find out what equipment 
and fixtures on base are needed for redevel
opment, and transfer all these items with 
the land and buildings. 

3. Fast-Track Cleanup. Implements the 
President's recommendations for removing 
needless delays to redevelopment while pro
tecting human health and safety. 

Identify clean base parcels and make them 
available for reuse within 18 months of the 
closure announcement, or 9 months for par
cels with an already identified reuse. 

Complete the documentation required by 
the National Environmental Protection Act 
within twelve months, and with the commu
nity reuse plan in mind. 

4. Empowering Communities. Give commu
nities the attention, the information, and 
the technical assistance they need to succeed 
at redevelopment. 

Creates the transition coordinators posi
tion proposed by the President, to cut 
through federal red tape and assist commu
nities with redevelopment. 

Requires each federal agency involved in a 
base closure or redevelopment to designate a 
contact person to provide information and 
assistance for each base. 

Creates a Community Response Board 
composed of federal decision makers that 
comm uni ties could come before annually to 
air grievances and suggest improvements to 
the closure process. 

Requires the Secretary of Defense to con
duct seminars to educate communities on 
federal programs of assistance for redevelop
ing closed bases. 

5. Speed Planning and Redevelopment 
Grants. Get money for redevelopment plan
ning and projects in the hands of commu
nities sooner. 

Makes planning grants available to base 
closure communities within seven days of re
ceipt of a completed application. 

Ensures the Economic Development Ad
ministration has adequate administrative 
funds to make redevelopment grants to com
munities. 

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I yield 
such time as the Senator from Idaho 
may desire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 3 minutes and 17 seconds remain
ing. 

The Senator from Idaho. 
Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Madam Presi

dent, I have information about the de
fense economic adjustment program, 
which I referenced in my earlier re
marks. I feel it is so important, the 
purpose, the results that we can hope 
for and how to access it, that I ask 
unanimous consent that this material 
be printed in the RECORD. 

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

DEFENSE ECONOMIC ADJUSTMENT PROGRAM 

Purpose: The program was established in 
1961 to support DoD objectives by helping 
communities resolve problems caused by sig
nificant Defense program changes: 

When bases close or major defense con
tracts end suddenly, communities usually 
can't easily adjust to the loss of jobs and 
revenues. 

When military bases are created or exist
ing ones expand significantly, communities 
often have difficulty providing additional 
public facilities and services for the popu
lation increases. 

Purpose: The Office of Economic Adjust
ment (OEA) operates the program. Technical 
and financial assistance has been provided 
since 1970 through the President's Economic 
Adjustment Committee (EAC), an organiza
tion composed of 23 Federal Departments 
and Agencies. The OEA is the staff for the 
EAC. 

To maintain or restore community stabil
ity, the program helps: 

Communities help themselves organize ap
propriate local and intergovernmental struc
tures to plan, coordinate and implement ad
justment strategies. 

Replace lost jobs through new economic 
development activities. 

Join available Federal, state, and local 
government resources with those of the pri
vate sector to achieve adjustment goals. 

Convert surplus base facilities to civilian 
job-producing uses such as airports, schools, 
and industrial parks. 

Facilitate diversification of Defense con
tractor businesses to new markets and/or 
products. 

Place and retrain affected workers. 
To address the encroachment of develop

ment around bases, the program provides for : 
Joint land use planning to assure compat

ible development near the base that will not 
constrain base operations. 

Results: The program has helped over 400 
communities in 32 years. 

On average, more than 1.5 new civilian jobs 
are created for each civilian job lost at 
closed bases. 

Major new or expanded bases operate effec
tively with neighboring communities. 

Compatible land uses are established to 
balance community growth with military 
mission requirements. 

Resistance to Defense change is reduced. 
Communities have devised and imple

mented strategies to support businesses and 
workers affected by Defense procurement 
cutbacks. 

Mr. MOYNilIAN. Madam President, I 
rise as a cosponsor of Senate Joint Res
olution 114, which disapproves of the 
findings of the Base Closure and Re
alignment Commission. The Commis
sion recommended closing three of the 
four major bases in New York. I am 
greatly disappointed in this, though I 

realize that bases must be closed as we 
reduce the size of the military. How
ever, it was the manner in which these 
decisions were reached that forced my 
opposition to the final list. I can only 
wonder how many other bases across 
the country do not belong on it. 

The Air Force proposed that Griffiss 
Air Force Base be all but closed and 
Plattsburgh Air Force Base be ex
panded. The Commission added 
Plattsburgh to its list for consider
ation. These two bases continue a tra
dition of readiness and defense in a re
gion that has been the key to protect
ing this Nation since its birth. 
Plattsburgh follows Fort Ticonderoga, 
Fort William Henry, and Fort George 
as defenders of the Northeast. Griffiss 
dominates central New York-site of 
numerous campaigns during the Revo
lutionary War and a reconstructed 
Fort Stanwix. 

Griffiss has demonstrated it can ca
pably handle increasingly larger mis
sions since it was activated in 1942 as 
the Rome Air Depot. Griffiss became a 
Strategic Air Command base when the 
first B-52's arrived in 1959, and cur
rently its host mission is the 416th 
Bombardment Wing. 

Griffiss also serves as the point of 
embarkation for the 10th Mountain Di
vision out of Fort Drum, a role no 
other base can fill. And it is home to 
Rome Labs, the Air Force's top elec
tronics and photonics research labora
tory. Yet the Air Force did not seem to 
give it much consideration in the com
petition for the new east coast air mo
bility base, and recommended it be 
closed. 

Since it opened in 1956 as host to the 
380th Bombardment Wing, Plattsburgh 
has seen B-47's, B-52's, and FB-llls on 
its ramp. Tanker squadrons have al
ways been stationed at Plattsburgh, 
and the KC-135's have been assigned 
there since the 1970's. Plattsburgh's 
base infrastructure, facilities, and air
field are in good repair. Base housing is 
well rated. Weather and airspace avail
ability are rated good for that section 
of the country. It has proven capability 
with its KC-135 tanker squadrons. 

After months of analysis the Air 
Force chose Plattsburgh for the air 
mobility base. I do not fault the Com
mission for taking a second look at 
Plattsburgh. Its job is to ensure that 
the Air Force has made wise, and not 
political, decisions. But when even the 
Commission's staff finds that 
Plattsburgh has higher military value 
than McGuire Air Force Base in New 
Jersey, and then the commission votes 
to close Plattsburgh and keep McGuire, 
based on military value then the Com
mission process has broken down. The 
issues of air traffic and cost to be in
curred at McGuire were not satisfac
torily addressed, either. No other large 
Air Force base was added by the Com
mission to the list of facilities to be 
considered for closure, and then closed. 
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At Staten Island we have the newest 

of the Navy's homeports, and it too was 
chosen for closure. Open 3 years, its fa
cilities are much more modern and effi
cient than those where Staten Island's 
ships will next be stationed. Further, 
Sta ten Island is the only Na val Reserve 
training base on the east coast north of 
Norfolk. How this will affect recruit
ment and training we do not know. 

Madam President, the Commission's 
recommendation has left the Air Force 
with a less capable air mobility base 
than it could have had, and has turned 
a city in New York upside down for no 
reason. I cannot support such an out
come in my State and I have no assur
ance that the same has not happened 
elsewhere. I therefore urge my col
leagues to disapprove the Commission's 
findings. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Madam President. I 
have been a strong and consistent sup
porter of the creation of the Base Clo
sure Commission to break the political 
juggernaut that for years prevented 
the closure of any outdated military 
bases. The Commission was designed to 
objectively review the Pentagon's 
statement of its military needs and en
sure that the process is not unduly in
fused with politics. 

But today, I feel compelled to speak 
out, because I am deeply troubled by a 
decision that was made by the Commis
sion. In reviewing the Secretary of De
fense's recommendations for base clo
sures and realignments, tha Commis
sion agreed to requests from supporters 
of Griffiss Air Force Base and McGuire 
Air Force Base that it consider closing 
Plattsburgh Air Force Base instead. In 
addition to withholding Plattsburgh 
AFB from his March closure and re
alignment list, the Secretary of De
fense had indicated that Plattsburgh 
was the Air Force's choice to be the 
new home for its 83-plane Northeast 
Air Mobility Wing, a new mission it 
could easily handle. 

In June, the Commission heard testi
mony from interested parties on all 
three bases. On June 24, the Commis
sion overruled the Secretary's rec
ommendation to close McGuire AFB 
and instead, decided that it would be
come the new East Coast Mobility 
Base, in spite of the major work that 
would be required before McGuire 
could receive the air wing. Having de
prived Plattsburgh of this new mission, 
the Commission then decided, without 
further consideration of other options 
for Plattsburgh, that the base would be 
closed. 

It is, to my knowledge, the first time 
that a major base slated for level fund
ing, much less expansion, by the Sec
retary, was subsequently closed by the 
Commission. I can understand the 
Commission's disagreeing with the de
tails of the Secretary's recommenda
tions, but I am shocked that it felt it 
had sufficient information to com
pletely reverse the considered judg-

ment of the Armed Forces. I heard 
nothing in the testimony that would 
support such a stunning deviation from 
the Secretary's judgment. 

Madam President, there is great con
cern among the 3,000 military retirees 
who live in Vermont and are eligible to 
receive their medical care at 
Plattsburgh. Closing Plattsburgh will 
also affect their eligible dependents-
bringing the number of affected people 
to over 7 ,000. Where will these people 
go? The vast majority of these retirees 
are not entitled to care at the Vermont 
Veterans Administration hospital in 
White River. Certainly none of their 
dependents are eligible for care at 
White River. It's not surprising these 
people are angry and frightened. It 
seems to them yet another example of 
broken promises and medical needs not 
being met. 

I recognize that the Commission had 
a very difficult job to do-one that by 
its very nature will impose great pain 
on many communities throughout this 
Nation. However, if this process is to 
be effective, it must be clear that mis
directed decisions, for whatever reason, 
will be corrected before the rec
ommendations become law. 

Madam President, this is a matter of 
public trust in the rational nature of 
government. If the American people 
come to see the base closure process as 
capricious and controlled by politics, 
not merit, then the whole process has 
been destroyed. We must continue to 
close unnecessary military installa
tions so that we can concentrate our 
defense spending only on those bases 
critical to our national defense. 

For the sake of confidence in the va
lidity of this process, I urge my col
leagues to support this resolution of 
disapproval. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam President, I 
rise today to oppose the Feinstein reso-
1 u tion regarding the Defense Base Clo
sure and Realignment Commission's 
Report of 1993. 

The 1993 base closure report rec
ommended that 130 bases and installa
tions be closed and that 45 bases be re
aligned. Thirty-two of those bases are 
considered to be major installations. 

I truly do understand the Senator 
from California's deep concern over the 
economic impact that these closings 
may very well have on her State. 

However, the very reason that Con
gress formulated the Base Closure 
Commission in 1988--an independent 
eight-member panel to review rec
ommendations and report to the Presi
dent regarding base closures-was be
cause Congress realized we do not have 
the collective political will to make 
these gut-wrenching, teeth-gnashing 
decisions on our own. 

The first painful round of base clo
sures was made in 1989. The second 
round was made in 1991. This is the 
third scheduled round, and by all ac
counts, the Base Closure and Realign-

ment Commission process is working 
remarkably well. To disrupt that proc
ess-as the Feinstein resolution would 
assuredly do-would be a big mistake. 

Hundreds of bases in the United 
States, as well as several hundreds 
overseas, have either been closed or 
had their operations reduced in the last 
4 years. 

Secretary Dick Cheney told us a few 
years ago that it is essential that we 
reduce the number of installations 
where a shrinking force is based, if we 
are to get the greatest value from a de
clining defense budget. That is still 
true today. The Base Closure Commis
sion follows a process that is most ob
jective and fair. We now know that 
closing bases does save taxpayer dol
lars and maintains military effective
ness. Yet, we must, and I am con
fident-we will-reinvest for growth to 
create good, new challenging jobs for 
all Americans. 

Senator FEINSTEIN was not in the 
Senate during many past debates on 
the subject, but I do find it most curi
ous that some who have aligned with 
her have always advocated less and less 
defense over the years and now find 
themselves asking for more. 

I do share all Senators' concerns that 
we must not leave anyone out in the 
cold now that the cold war is over. But, 
I also ask for some degree of prudence. 
The Base Closure Commission makes 
good common sense. We must not undo 
their work by passing this resolution. 

I thank the chair. 
Mr. BOND. Madam President, I join 

what I hope will be the majority of 
Senators in opposing this resolution. 

The ongoing round of defense 
downsizing is painful for all of our 
States. My State of Missouri, for exam
ple, has been hard hit by defense cuts. 
Contractors in my State have elimi
nated thousands of jobs as a result of 
defense spending cutbacks, and all 
three rounds of base closures have hit 
Missouri. We have seen bases des
ignated for closure and we will see ad
ditional cuts as a result of the current 
package. 

These cuts are necessary, however, if 
we are to benefit in any way from the 
end of the cold war. We simply can no 
longer afford to spend defense dollars 
on anything except the most essential 
weapons, units, and bases. Especially 
as the administration moves forward 
with what looks to be a plan to cut too 
many units out of our Active and Re
serve Forces, we must conserve wher
ever possible. 

This base closure package is not a 
perfect plan. In some places it could go 
much further than it does. For exam
ple, I believe the Commission erred in 
rejecting the Army's proposal to close 
Fort McClellan in Alabama, a move 
that would have saved taxpayers tens 
of millions of dollars. On balance, how
ever, it is a sensible plan that should 
be supported. 
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I urge all Senators to put aside paro

chial concerns and oppose this resolu
tion. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, there 
is nothing easy about what we are 
doing here tonight. The recommenda
tions of the Presidential Commission 
on Base Closures is the product of 
years of work. The Commission was es
tablished by the Congress, its members 
selected by the Congress. Tonight we 
vote on its recommendations. 

I am going to vote for these rec
ommendations. I do so not because I 
accept the contents of the entire re
port. Far from it. I have said on a num
ber of occasions that I believe 
Plattsburgh Air Force Base got a raw 
deal in this process. Originally sched
uled to have its mission expanded, 
Plattsburgh found itself in the middle 
of a political campaign between and 
among other bases in New York and 
New Jersey. The Commission's decision 
to reverse the President's recommenda
tion on Plattsburgh convinces me poli
tics weren't left outside the door when 
these decisions were made. 

My support for these recommenda
tions comes from my belief that this is 
a necessary way to reduce the size of 
our military infrastructure given the 
end of the cold war. 

Make no mistake: Beyond these lists 
and statistics are real men and real 
women, all of them hard-working, all 
of them patriots, who will now have to 
struggle with economic forces and 
changes that seem beyond their con
trol. For all of these people, little said 
here on the floor of the Senate will be 
comforting. I will just pledge that this 
is another step in making the changes 
necessary to get our economy to grow 
again. We must move from an economy 
based on the existence of a hostile So
viet Union armed to the teeth to one 
focused on investing in civilian tech
nology that will have some relevance 
to the new world we are about to enter. 

The easy vote tonight is the vote 
against these painful recommenda
tions. We are paid to make tough 
choices. Tonight I will make such a 
choice. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I have 
stated consistently that we need to 
close excess military bases, but I have 
also stressed that we need to do it fair
ly. On this last round of base closures, 
that fairness test was not met, espe
cially in the decision to close K.I. Saw
yer Air Force Base in Michigan. And so 
I am protesting that decision by voting 
for this resolution to disappro~e the 
1993 round of base closures and realign
ments. 

Less than 24 hours before the Com
mission was slated to vote on the rec
ommendation to close K.I. Sawyer, the 
Air Force presented to the Commission 
new conclusions about the costs and 
savings associated with that rec
ommendation and other alternatives. 
The Air Force significantly reduced its 

estimate of savings available from an 
alternative to closing Sawyer that the 
Commission had under active consider
ation-shutting down flying operations 
at Grand Forks Air Force Base while 
leaving missile operations there intact. 
The underlying assumptions behind 
these conclusions were not made avail
able to the Base Closure Commission or 
the public before the decision was 
made to close Sawyer. 

Since that happened at the beginning 
of July, I have repeatedly requested 
this information from the Air Force 
and it has yet to be provided. Madam 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
that my July 28, 1993, letter to Sec
retary Aspin be included in the RECORD 
at this point. I have not received a let
ter in reply from Secretary Aspin, and 
the Air Force has refused to provide 
anything except that total personnel 
numbers for each scenario that the 
BRAC Commission had under consider
ation. Those numbers have been part of 
the public record since the Commis
sion's final weekend of hearings, but I 
have not received a full explanation of 
precisely which personnel and facilities 
the Air Force assumed would be re
quired to operate Grand Forks without 
its KC-135 tankers and B-1 bombers, so 
that I may examine these assumptions 
and validate their accuracy. 

Without those details, I remain deep
ly skeptical of the Air Force's llth
hour conclusion that operating Grand 
Forks with 3,053 personnel instead of 
5,104 would result in annual savings of 
only $1 million. 

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

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, July 28, 1993. 

Hon. LES ASPIN, 
Secretary of Defense, The Pentagon, Washing

ton, DC. 
DEAR LES: I continue to be frustrated in 

my attempts to secure the information upon 
which the Air Force based its conclusions 
about the savings available from halting all 
flying operations at Grand Forks Air Force 
Base in North Dakota. The Air Force's con
clusions, presented to the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission with little notice, 
contributed directly to the Commission's de
cision to accept the Air Force's rec
ommendation for closure of K.I. Sawyer Air 
Force Base in Michigan. 

I immediately sought the background in
formation from the Air Force through the 
Base Closure Commission, and through the 
Air Force. To this date, I have only received 
a copy of the Air Force COBRA run, which I 
already had on the day of the Commission's 
action, and a summary of broad categories of 
personnel who would be retained under each 
scenario. Specifically, I am still seeking a 
full explanation of precisely which personnel 
and facilities the Air Force assumed would 
be required to operate Grand Forks AFB 
without its KC-135 tankers and B-1 bombers, 
so that I may examine these assumptions 
and validate their accuracy. 

I remain deeply skeptical of the Air 
Force's conclusion that operating Grand 
Forks with 3053 personnel instead of 5104 
would result in annual savings of only $1 

million. At my request Robert Rubin of the 
National Economic Council has also at
tempted to obtain this information, but so 
far it has not arrived. I hope you will act ex
peditiously to obtain this information for me 
from the Air Force. 

Thank you. 
Sincerely, 

CARL LEVIN. 
Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, Michi

gan has borne more than its fair share 
of base closings-Kincheloe, Wurtsmith 
and now K.I. Sawyer Air Force Bases 
are all closed or in the process of being 
closed. This means very real pain for 
the local communities around the clos
ing bases. It means a tough period of 
economic adjustment. These impacts 
are being felt all around the country, 
not just in Michigan. 

But I want the Department of De
fense to make this process fair, and I 
do not believe it has been relative to 
the closing of Sawyer. For that reason, 
I will vote for the resolution of dis
approval. 

Mr. LA UTENBERG. Madam Presi
dent, I will not be supporting the reso
lution of disapproval when the Senate 
votes today. During the 1993 base clo
sure process, the Department of De
fense recommended that three New 
Jersey bases-McGuire Air Force Base, 
Fort Monmouth, and the Trenton 
Naval Air Warfare Center-be closed or 
realigned. 

It was estimated that this action 
would cost the State of New Jersey 
over 11,800 jobs as the effects of these 
closings rippled throughout my State. 
With New Jersey unemployment at un
acceptable levels and the State still 
suffering from previous base closing de
cisions, implementation of the Penta
gon's recommendations would have 
been a substantial blow to New Jer
sey's recovery. 

Madam President, I am pleased that I 
was able to work with my colleagues in 
the New Jersey delegation, the State 
and citizens from the affected commu
nities to convince the Commission 
that, for two of the three bases, the 
Pentagon's recommendations were se
riously flawed resulting in the Com
mission overturning the Pentagon's 
recommended action. 

I accompanied the Commissioners 
when they went to McGuire Air Force 
Base and to Fort Monmouth to inves
tigate for themselves the Pentagon's 
recommendations. I testified, with my 
New Jersey congressional colleagues, 
at the regional hearings conducted by 
the commission in New Jersey. I also 
te·stified before the Commission at a 
hearing conducted in Washington, DC. 
Throughout this process, I found the 
Commission to be an open and fair in
vestigative body. 

During each hearing and base visit 
that I accompanied the Commission, I 
joined with my colleague Senator 
BRADLEY, and the other Members of the 
New Jersey delegation to present the 
facts about New Jersey's bases and to 
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urge the Commission to overturn the 
Pentagon's faulty recommendations. 

In each case, I testified that the Pen
tagon's recommendations were seri
ously flawed and would not withstand 
careful scrutiny prescribed by the Com
mission's review process. 

The Pentagon's recommendation to 
realign McGuire is a case in point. 
Credible active duty and retired mili
tary officials declared that McGuire 
performs a vital role in today's mili
tary airlift mission. It's performance 
during the gulf war amply dem
onstrated its unique value. 

During my testimony to the Commis
sion, I asserted that DOD's rec
ommendation would not save money. 
The Air Force wanted to spend $197 
million to upgrade Plattsburgh AFB 
when we can spend less than half that 
amount at McGuire to perform the 
same mission. 

It will also cost the Air Force more 
to operate out of Plattsburgh then it 
had calculated in its initial determina
tion to recommend realignment. In 
fuel costs alone, it could cost an addi
tional $11.8 million per year to supply 
Plattsburgh fuel versus the $2 million 
it will cost at McGuire. 

Madam President, the Commission 
did its job, reviewed the facts and 
found that the Pentagon's rec
ommendations were wrong. The Com
mission confirmed that the Depart
ment of Defense did not adequately 
consider the military value of McGuire 
Air Force Base in its assessment nor 
did DOD amply consider McGuire Air 
Force Base's contribution during Oper
ation Desert Shield/Storm and similar 
contingency operations. The Commis
sion further confirmed my belief that 
the Pentagon did not calculate the 
costs accurately in the DOD rec
ommendations to realign McGuire. 

Madam President, in the case of Fort 
Monmouth, the Commission also 
agreed with me, my colleagues and the 
local community that the Army was 
incorrect in recommending the realign
ment of the Headquarters, Communica
tions Electronic Command [CECOM] 
from Fort Monmouth, NJ, to Rock Is
land Arsenal, IL. 

Fortunately, for the sake of military 
readiness and the people of New Jersey, 
the Commission put the brakes on the 
base closing train at McGuire and Fort 
Monmouth. 

The Commission listened to our tes
timony during the base inspection, re
gional hearings as well as the Washing
ton, DC, hearing and found that the 
Secretary of Defense deviated substan
tially from the base closure criterion 
and that Fort Monmouth should not be 
realigned. The Commission agreed with 
our arguments that there would have 
been a potentially negative impact to 
DOD, if the technically trained work 
force at CECOM, Fort Monmouth were 
to be moved. 

The Commission also considered in
formation that we presented that 

raised doubts on the Pentagon's cost 
analysis. My colleagues and I sent a 
letter to the Commission urging a re
examination of the Pentagon's rec
ommendation based upon our belief 
that it was not cost effective to move 
CECOM when available space on the 
Fort Monmouth post was available. 

Madam President, the Commission 
listened and investigated the informa
tion we provided to them and found 
that we were right. 

Yet, I am sympathetic to those 
States that could not make the same 
claim. New Jersey has also been af
fected by defense reductions and has 
seen Fort Dix realigned. In that case, 
the system did not work because the 
Pentagon made mistakes in its analy
sis of Fort Dix's military value. Fort 
Dix never should have been on the Base 
Closure list at all. Unfortunately, the 
Commission was on autopilot and did 
not remove it from the list. The system 
did not work with the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard either, which is still 
the subject of litigation. 

Madam President, I believe that we 
must focus on defense conversion ef
forts for all areas affected by defense 
downsizing. We cannot keep bases open 
that are excess to the needs of the De
partment of Defense or expect the tax
payer to bear the burden of supporting 
bases we no longer need. We should 
close more bases overseas. For those 
that remain open, we should ask our 
allies to pay for more of the mainte
nance costs. 

We should let the process move for
ward and turn our attention to making 
the adjustments to help the affected 
workers and communities in New Jer
sey and around the Nation. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President, 
I rise in opposition to Senate Joint 
Resolution 114, but I do so in all sym
pathy with the sponsors of the resolu
tion. While I am a great believer that 
the Congress must do everything in its 
power to cut spending, I can assure the 
Members of this body that my home 
State of Texas knows full well the im
pact of base closure decisions. As we 
meet today, Air Force units at 
Carswell Air Force Base and Bergstrom 
Air Force Base are undergoing inac
tivation. The economic dislocation in 
the surrounding communities is sub
stantial, but the long-term harm to our 
national security by spending money 
on military installations that are ex
cess to our needs, is far greater. 

Senators FEINSTEIN, BOXER, HOL
LINGS, THURMOND, D'AMATO, MOYNIHAN, 
and HATCH introduced Senate Joint 
Resolution 114 on July 20, 1993. Under 
provisions of the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Act of 1990---title 
XXIX of the National Defense Author
ization Act for Fiscal Year 1991-as 
amended by the National Defense Au
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1992 
and Fiscal Year 1993, a Member of the 
Congress must introduce a resolution 

of disapproval within 10 days of the 
President's decision of the rec
ommendations of the Commission. 

On July 13, the Senate received the 
President's decision approving the rec
ommendations of the Commission, and 
Senate Joint Resolution 114 was intro
duced within 10 days, thereby meeting 
the statutory deadline. The Committee 
on Armed Services then had 20 days to 
consider the resolution, or it would 
have been automatically discharged 
from further consideration of the reso
lution. 

The committee met on July 30 and 
reported out the resolution unfavor
ably by voice vote. Madam President, I 
supported reporting Senate Joint Reso
lution 114 unfavorably to the Senate, 
and I urge my colleagues to oppose its 
passage. 

Mr. NUNN. Does the Sena tor desire 
any more time? 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. No. 
Mr. NUNN. Madam President, seeing 

no other Senators who want to speak 
on this subject, I am prepared to yield 
back the remainder of my time. I be
lieve that the order is that at 6 o'clock 
there will be a vote on this. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. NUNN. Do we have the yeas and 
nays on this vote? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. 
Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I ask 

for the yeas and nays on the resolution 
of disapproval. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

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

will be held at 6 p.m. 
Mr. NUNN. I yield back the remain

der of my time. 
Madam President, I suggest the ab

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab

sence of a quorum has been noted. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I 

ask H.R. 2491, the VA-HUD appropria
tions bill for fiscal year 1994 be called 
up and reported. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill (R.R. 2491) making appropriations 

for the Departments of Veterans Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development, and for 
sundry independent agencies, boards, com
missions, corporations, and offices for the 
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fiscal year ending September 30, 1994, and for 
other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on 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 italics.) 

R.R. 2491 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the following sums 
are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the 
Departments of Veterans Affairs and Hous
ing and Urban Development, and for sundry 
independent agencies, boards, commissions, 
corporations, and offices for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1994, and for other pur
poses, namely: 

TITLE I 
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 

VETERANS BENEFITS ADMINISTRATION 

COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For the payment of compensation benefits 
to or on behalf of veterans as authorized by 
law (38 U.S.C. 107, chapters 11, 13, 51, 53, 55, 
and 61); pension benefits to or on behalf of 
veterans as authorized by law (38 U.S.C. 
chapters 15, 51, 53, 55, and 61; 92 Stat. 2508); 
and burial benefits, emergency and other of
ficers' retirement pay, adjusted-service cred
its and certificates, payment of premiums 
due on commercial life insurance policies 
guaranteed under the provisions of Article 
IV of the Soldiers' and Sailors' Civil Relief 
Act of 1940, as amended, and for other bene
fits as authorized by law (38 U.S.C. 107, 1312, 
1977, and 2106, chapters 23, 51, 53, 55, and 61; 
50 U.S.C. App. 540-548; 43 Stat. 122, 123; 45 
Stat. 735; 76 Stat. 1198), $16,828,446,000, to re
main available until expended: Provided, 
That not less than $38,919,000 of the amount 
appropriated shall be reimbursed to "General 
operating expenses" and "Medical care" for 
necessary expenses in implementing those 
provisions authorized in the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1990, Public Law 101-
508, and in the Veterans' Benefits Act of 1992, 
Public Law 102--568, the funding source for 
which is specifically provided as the "Com
pensation and pensions" appropriation: Pro
vided further, That $6,000,000 of the amount 
appropriated shall be transferred to "Medi
cal facilities revolving fund" to augment the 
funding of individual medical facilities for 
nursing home care provided to pensioners as 
authorized by the Veterans' Benefits Act of 
1992, Public Law 102- 568. 

READJUSTMENT BENEFITS 

For the payment of readjustment and reha
bilitation benefits to or on behalf of veterans 
as authorized by law (38 U.S.C. chapters 21, 
30, 31, 35, 36, 39, 51, 53, 55, and 61), $947,400,000, 
to remain available until expended: Provided, 
That funds shall be available to pay any 
court order, court award or any compromise 
settlement arising from litigation involving 
the vocational training program authorized 
by section 18 of Public Law 98-77, as amend
ed. 

VETERANS INSURANCE AND INDEMNITIES 

For military and naval insurance, national 
service life insurance, servicemen's indem-

nities, service-disabled veterans insurance, 
and veterans mortgage life insurance as au
thorized by law (38 U.S.C. chapter 19; 70 Stat. 
887; 72 Stat. 487), $15,370,000, to remain avail
able until expended. 
GUARANTY AND INDEMNITY PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the cost of direct and guaranteed 
loans, such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the purpose of the program, as au
thorized by 38 U.S.C. chapter 37, as amended: 
Provided, That such costs, including the cost 
of modifying such loans, shall be as defined 
in section 502 of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974. 

In addition, for administrative expenses to 
carry out the direct aµd guaranteed loan 
programs, $56,231,000, which may be trans
ferred to and merged with the appropriation 
for "General operating expenses". 

LOAN GUARANTY PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the cost of direct and guaranteed 
loans, such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the purpose of the program, as au
thorized by 38 U.S.C. chapter 37, as amended: 
Provided, That such costs, including the cost 
of modifying such loans, shall be as defined 
in section 502 of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974. 

In addition, for administrative expenses to 
carry out the direct and guaranteed loan 
programs, $70,716,000, which may be trans
ferred to and merged with the appropriation 
for "General operating expenses". 

DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the cost of direct loans, such sums as 
may be necessary to carry out the purpose of 
the program, as authorized by 38 U.S.C. 
chapter 37, as amended: Provided, That such 
costs, including the cost of modifying such 
loans, shall be as defined in section 502 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974: Provided 
further, That during 1994, within the re
sources available, not to exceed $1,000,000 in 
gross obligations for direct loans are author
ized for specially adapted housing loans (38 
U.S.C. chapter 37). 

In addition, for administrative expenses to 
carry out the direct loan program, $2,863,000, 
which may be transferred to and merged 
with the appropriation for "General operat
ing expenses". 

EDUCATION LOAN FUND PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the cost of direct loans, $1,032, as au
thorized by 38 U.S.C. 3698, as amended: Pro
vided, That such costs, including the cost of 
modifying such loans, shall be as defined in 
section 502 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974: Provided further, That these funds are 
available to subsidize gross obligations for 
the principal amount of direct loans not to 
exceed $3,571. 

In addition, for administrative expenses 
necessary to carry out the direct loan pro
gram, $186,000, which may be transferred to 
and merged with the appropriation for " Gen
eral operating expenses". 
VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION LOANS PROGRAM 

ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the cost of direct loans, $53,000, as au
thorized by 38 U.S.C. chapter 31, as amended: 
Provided, That such costs, including the cost 
of modifying such loans, shall be as defined 
in section 502 of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974: Provided further, That these funds 
are available to subsidize gross obligations 
for the principal amount of direct loans not 
to exceed $2,387,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses 
necessary to carry out the direct loan pro
gram, $751,000, which may be transferred to 
and merged with the appropriation for "Gen
eral operating expenses". 

NATIVE AMERICAN VETERAN HOUSING LOAN 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For administrative expenses to carry out 
the direct loan program authorized by sec
tion 38, U.S.C. chapter 37, subchapter V, as 
amended, $156,000, which may be transferred 
to and merged with the appropriation for 
"General operating expenses". 

VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRATION 

MEDICAL CARE 

For necessary expenses for the mainte
nance and operation of hospitals, nursing 
homes, and domiciliary facilities; for fur
nishing, as authorized by law, inpatient and 
outpatient care and treatment to bene
ficiaries of the Department of Veterans Af
fairs, including care and treatment in facili
ties not under the jurisdiction of the Depart
ment of Veterans Affairs, and furnishing rec
reational facilities, supplies, and equipment; 
funeral, burial, and other expenses incidental 
thereto for beneficiaries receiving care in 
Department of Veterans Affairs facilities; 
administrative expenses in support of plan
ning, design, project management, real prop
erty acquisition and disposition, construc
tion and renovation of any facility under the 
jurisdiction or for the use of the Department 
of Veterans Affairs; oversight, engineering 
and architectural activities not charged to 
project cost; repairing, altering, improving 
or providing facilities in the several hos
pitals and homes under the jurisdiction of 
the Department of Veterans Affairs, not oth
erwise provided for, either by contract or by 
the hire of temporary employees and pur
chase of materials; uniforms or allowances 
therefor, as authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901-
5902); aid to State homes as authorized by 
law (38 U.S.C . 1741); and not to exceed 
$2,000,000 to fund cost comparison studies as 
referred to in 38 U.S.C. 8110(a)(5); 
($15,522,452,000) $15,637,452,000, plus reim
bursements: Provided, [That of the sum ap
propriated, $9,850,000,000 is available only for 
expenses in the personnel compensation and 
benefits object classifications: Provided fur
ther,] That of the funds made available under 
this heading, ($531,350,000) $651,000,000 is for 
the equipment and land and structures ob
ject classifications only, which amount shall 
not become available for obligation until Au
gust 1, 1994, and shall remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 1995(: Provided 
further, That of the sum appropriated, 
$10,000,000 is for homeless programs author
ized by sections 2, 3, and 4 of Public Law 102-
590). 

NATIONAL HEALTH CARE REFORM CONTINGENCY 
FUND 

For necessary expenses, including but not lim
ited to personnel , supplies, equipment, and con
tractual services, to undertake and carry out ac
tivities directed toward the Department of Veter
ans Affairs participation in national health care 
reform; and construct, alter, repair, or acquire 
by purchase or lease clinics or other facilities 
under the jurisdiction or for the use of the De
partment of Veterans Affairs; $500,000,000, 
which shall be available only to the extent an 
official budget request for a specific dollar 
amount, that includes designation of the entire 
amount of the request as an emergency require
ment pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con
trol Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by 
the President to Congress: Provided , That these 
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funds shall be available until expended upon 
enactment of national health care reform legis
lation: Provided further, That the entire amount 
provided under this heading is designated by 
Congress as an emergency requirement pursuant 
to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended. 

MEDICAL AND PROSTHETIC RESEARCH 

For necessary expenses in carrying out 
programs of medical and prosthetic research 
and development as authorized by law (38 
U.S.C. chapter 73), to remain available until 
September 30, 1995, $252,000,000, plus reim
bursements. 
HEALTH PROFESSIONAL SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM 

For payment of health professional schol
arship program grants, as authorized by law, 
to students who agree to a service obligation 
with the Department of Veterans Affairs at 
one of its medical facilities. $10,386,000. 

HEALTH PROFESSIONALS EDUCATION DEBT 
REDUCTION PROGRAM 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For payment of the Department of Veterans 
Affairs Health Professionals Education Debt Re
duction Program when authorized into law, 
$10,000,000, to remain available until expended, 
and, in addition, $5,000,000 to be derived by 
transfer from the Health Professional Education 
Loan Payment Program Appropriation in the 
Departments of Veterans Affairs and Housing 
and Urban Development, and Independent 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1993 (Public Law 
102-389), to be available until September 30, 
1994: Provided, That upon the day following the 
transfer of these funds, the provisions of the 
Health Professional Education Loan Payment 
Program Appropriation are repealed. 
MEDICAL ADMINISTRATION AND MISCELLANEOUS 

OPERA TING EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses in the administra
tion of the medical hospital, nursing home, 
domiciliary, construction, supply, and re
search activities, as authorized by law; ad
ministrative expenses in support of planning, 
design, project management, architectural, 
engineering, real property acquisition and 
disposition, construction and renovation of 
any facility under the jurisdiction or for the 
use of the Department of Veterans Affairs, 
including site acquisition; engineering and 
architectural activities not charged to 
project cost; and research and development 
in building construction technology; 
($68,500,000] $73,500,000, plus reimbursements. 
GRANTS TO THE REPUBLIC OF THE PHILIPPINES 

For payment to the Republic of the Phil
ippines of grants, as authorized by law (38 
U.S.C. 1732), for assisting in the replacement 
and upgrading of equipment and in rehabili
tating the physical plant and facilities of the 
Veterans Memorial Medical Center, $500,000, 
to remain available until September 30, 1995. 

TRANSITIONAL HOUSING LOAN PROGRAM 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the cost of direct loans. $7,000, as au
thorized by Public Law 102-54, section 8: Pro
vided, That such costs, including the cost of 
modifying such loans, shall be as defined in 
section 502 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974: Provided further, That these funds are 
available to subsidize gross obligations for 
the principal amount of direct loans not to 
exceed $70,000. In addition, for administra
tive expenses to carry out the direct loan 
program, $52,000, which may be transferred 
to and merged with the "General post fund", 
as authorized by Public Law 102-54, section 8. 

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION 

GENERAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

For necessary operating expenses of the 
Department of Veterans Affairs, not other-

wise provided for, including uniforms or al
lowances therefor, as authorized by law; not 
to exceed $25,000 for official reception and 
representation expenses; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; and reimbursement of the 
General Services Administration for security 
guard services, and the Department of De
fense for the cost of overseas employee mail; 
($823,249,000] $828,249,000. 

NATIONAL CEMETERY SYSTEM 

For necessary expenses for the mainte
nance and operation of the National Ceme
tery System not otherwise provided for, in
cluding uniforms or allowances therefor, as 
authorized by law; cemeterial expenses as 
authorized by law; purchase of six passenger 
motor vehicles, for use in cemeterial oper
ations; and hire of passenger motor vehicles, 
$70,507 ,000. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

For necessary expenses of the Office of In
spector General in carrying out the provi
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended, $31,436,000. 

CONSTRUCTION, MAJOR PROJECTS 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For constructing, altering, extending and 
improving any of the facilities under the ju
risdiction or for the use of the Department of 
Veterans Affairs, or for any of the purposes 
set forth in sections 316, 2404, 2406, 8102, 8103, 
8106. 8108, 8109, 8110, and 8122 of title 38, Unit
ed States Code, including planning, architec
tural and engineering services, maintenance 
or guarantee period services costs associated 
with equipment guarantees provided under 
the project, services of claims analysts, off
site utility and storm drainage system con
struction costs, and site acquisition, where 
the estimated cost of a project is $3,000,000 or 
more or where funds for a project were made 
available in a previous major project appro
priation, ($322,793,000] $369,000,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That not 
to exceed $14,000,000 shall be transferred from 
the Parking revolving fund to this account 
and the amounts transferred shall be avail
able for the same purposes and for the same 
period of time as funds appropriated to this 
account: Provided further, That except for ad
vance planning of projects funded through 
the advance planning fund and the design of 
projects funded through the design fund, 
none of these funds shall be used for any 
project which has not been considered and 
approved by the Congress in the budgetary 
process: Provided further, That funds provided 
in this appropriation for fiscal year 1994, for 
each approved project shall be obligated (1) 
by the awarding of a construction documents 
contract by September 30, 1994, and (2) by the 
awarding of a construction contract by Sep
tember 30, 1995: Provided further, That the 
Secretary shall promptly report in writing 
to the Comptroller General and to the Com
mittees on Appropriations any approved 
major construction project in which obliga
tions are not incurred within the time limi
tations established above; and the Comptrol
ler General shall review the report in accord
ance with the procedures established by sec
tion 1015 of the Impoundment Control Act of 
1974 (title X of Public Law 93-344): Provided 
further, That no funds from any other ac
count except the "Parking revolving fund", 
may be obligated for constructing, altering, 
extending, or improving a project which was 
approved in the budget process and funded in 
this account until one year after substantial 
completion and beneficial occupancy by the 
Department of Veterans Affairs of the 
project or any part thereof with respect to 
that part only[: Provided further, That prior 

to the issuance of a bidding document for 
any construction contract for a project ap
proved under this heading (excluding com
pletion items). the director of the affected 
Department of Veterans Affairs medical fa
cility must certify that the design of such 
project is acceptable from a patient care 
standpoint]. 

CONSTRUCTION, MINOR PROJECTS 

For constructing, altering, extending, and 
improving any of the facilities under the ju
risdiction or for the use of the Department of 
Veterans Affairs, including planning, archi
tectural and engineering services, mainte
nance or guarantee period services costs as
sociated with equipment guarantees pro
vided under the project, services of claims 
analysts, offsite utility and storm drainage 
system construction costs, and site acquisi
tion, or for any of the purposes set forth in 
sections 316, 2404, 2406, 8102, 8103, 8106, 8108, 
8109, 8110, and 8122 of title 38, United States 
Code, where the estimated cost of a project 
is less than $3,000,000, $153,540,000, to remain 
available until expended, along with unobli-

. gated balances of previous "Construction, 
minor projects" appropriations which are 
hereby made available for any project where 
the estimated cost is less than $3,000,000: Pro
vided, That funds in this account shall be 
available for (1) repairs to any of the non
medical facilities under the jurisdiction or 
for the use of the Department of Veterans 
Affairs which are necessary because of loss 
or damage caused by any natural disaster or 
catastrophe, and (2) temporary measures 
necessary to prevent or to minimize further 
loss by such causes. 

PARKING REVOLVING FUND 

For the parking revolving fund as author
ized by law (38 U.S.C. 8109), $1,353,000, to
gether with income from fees collected, to 
remain available until expended. Resources 
of this fund shall be available for all ex
penses authorized by 38 U.S.C. 8109 except op
erations and maintenance costs which will 
be funded from "Medical care". 

GRANTS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF STATE 
EXTENDED CARE FACILITIES 

For grants to assist the several States to 
acquire or construct State nursing home and 
domiciliary facilities and to remodel, modify 
or alter existing hospital, nursing home and 
domiciliary facilities in State homes, for fur
nishing care to veterans as authorized by law 
(38 U.S.C. 8131-8137), $41,080,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

GRANTS FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF STATE 
VETERANS CEMETERIES 

For grants to aid States in establishing, 
expanding, or improving State veteran ceme
teries as authorized by law (38 U.S.C. 2408), 
$5,242,000, to remain available until Septem
ber 30, 1996. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

Any appropriation for 1994 for "Compensa
tion and pensions", "Readjustment bene
fits", and "Veterans insurance and indem
nities" may be transferred to any other of 
the mentioned appropriations. 

Appropriations available to the Depart
ment of Veterans Affairs for 1994 for salaries 
and expenses shall be available for services 
as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109. 

No part of the appropriations in this Act 
for the Department of Veterans Affairs (ex
cept the appropriations for "Construction, 
major projects'', "Construction, minor 
projects" and the "Parking revolving fund") 
shall be available for the purchase of any 
site for or toward the construction of any 
new hospital or home. 
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No part of the foregoing appropriations 

shall be available for hospitalization or ex
amination of any persons except bene
ficiaries entitled under the laws bestowing 
such benefits to veterans, unless reimburse
ment of cost is made to the appropriation at 
such rates as may be fixed by the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs. 

Appropriations available to the Depart
ment of Veterans Affairs for fiscal year 1994 
for "Compensation and pensions'', "Read
justment benefits", and "Veterans insurance 
and indemnities" shall be available for pay
ment of prior year accrued obligations re
quired to be recorded by law against the 
aforementioned accounts within the last 
quarter of fiscal year 1993. 

Appropriations accounts available to the 
Department of Veterans Affairs for fiscal 
year 1994 shall be available to pay prior year 
obligations of corresponding prior year ap
propriations accounts resulting from title X 
of the Competitive Equality Banking Act, 
Public Law 100-86, except that if such obliga
tions are from trust fund accounts they shall 
be payable from " Compensation and pen
sions". 

TITLE II 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT 
HOUSING PROGRAMS 

HOMEOWNERSHIP AND OPPORTUNITY FOR 
PEOPLE EVERYWHERE GRANTS (HOPE GRJ\NTS) 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION OF FUNDS) 

For the homeownership and opportunity 
for people everywhere (HOPE grants) pro
gram as authorized under title III of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1437aaa et seq.) and subtitles [A, B, and CJ A, 
B, C, and D of title IV of the Cranston-Gon
zalez National Affordable Housing Act (Pub
lic Law 101-625), $109,190,000, to remain avail
able until expended, of which up to one and 
one-half percent may be made available for 
technical assistance to potential applicants, 
applicants and recipients of assistance under 
this head as authorized under subtitle E of 
title I of the Housing and Community Devel
opment Act of 1992: Provided, That of the fore
going amount, not more than $12,000,000 may be 
made available to carry out activities under sub
title D of the title IV of the Cranston-Gonzalez 
National Affordable Housing Act. 

Of the amounts provided under this head
ing in Public Law 102-389 and Public Law 
102-139, $250,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, 
That of the foregoing amount, $130,000,000 
shall be deducted from the amount ear
marked for HOPE for the Public and Indian 
Housing Homeownership Program and 
$75,000,000 shall be deducted from the amount 
earmarked for HOPE for Homeownership of 
Multifamily Units Program in Public Law 
102-389, and $45,000,000 shall be deducted from 
the amount earmarked for HOPE for the 
Public and Indian Housing Homeownership 
Program in Public Law 102-139. 

HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM 

[For the HOME investment partnerships 
program, as authorized under title II of the 
Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable 
Housing Act (Public Law 101-625), as amend
ed, Sl,250,000,000, to remain available until 
expended. 

[For additional amounts for the HOME in
vestment partnerships program, as author
ized under title II of the Cranston-Gonzalez 
National Affordable Housing Act, as amend
ed, subject to the terms provided under this 
head in the Dire Emergency Supplemental 
Appropriations Act, 1992, Public Law 102-368, 
$75,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended.] 
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For the HOME investment partnerships pro
gram, as authorized under title II of the Cran
ston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act 
(Public Law 101-625), as amended, 
$1,275,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended, of which not to exceed $1,205,045,000 
shall be for formula allocation to eligible partici
pating jurisdictions under subsection 217(a)(l) 
of the Act; not to exceed $12,750,000 shall be for 
grants to Indian tribes under subsection 
217(a)(2) of the Act; not to exceed $2,550,000 
shall be for insular areas under subsection 
217(a)(3) of the Act; not to exceed $4,655,000 
shall be for increasing allocations to States eligi
ble to receive increased allocations in fiscal year 
1994 under subsection 217(b)(2)(B) of the Act; 
not to exceed $39,000,000 shall be for community 
housing partnership activities authorized under 
section 233 of the Act; and, not to exceed 
$11 ,000,000 shall be for activities in support of 
State and local housing strategies authorized 
under subtitle C of the Act. 
ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS FOR ASSISTED HOUSING 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION OF FUNDS) 

For assistance under the United States 
Housing Act of 1937, as amended ("the Act" 
herein) (42 U.S.C. 1437), not otherwise pro
vided for, ($9,192,900,000) $9,334,900,000, to re
main available until expended: Provided, 
That to be added to and merged with the 
foregoing amounts there shall be up to 
$242,680,000 of amounts of budget authority 
(and contract authority) reserved or obli
gated in prior years for the development or 
acquisition costs of public housing (includ
ing public housing for Indian families), for 
modernization of existing public housing 
projects (including such projects for Indian 
families), and, except as herein provided, for 
programs under section 8 of the Act (42 
U.S.C. 1437f), which are recaptured during 
fiscal year 1994; and up to $203,000,000 of 
amounts of budget authority for rental assist
ance under section 8 of the Act and section 
162(h) of the Housing and Community Develop
ment Act of 1987 recaptured during fiscal year 
1992 as a result of the conversion of section 202 
direct loans to capital grants: Provided further, 
That of the total amount provided under this 
head, ($257,320,000) $268,000,000 shall be for 
the development or acquisition cost of public 
housing for Indian families, including 
amounts for housing under the mutual help 
homeownership opportunity program under 
section 202 of the Act (42 U.S.C. 1437bb); and 
($400,000,000) $598,000,000 shall be for the de
velopment or acquisition cost of public hous
ing, of which up to one-half of one percent 
shall be available for technical assistance 
and inspection of public housing agencies by 
the Secretary: Provided further, That of the 
$598,000,000 provided for the development of 
public housing in fiscal year 1994, not more than 
20 percent may be used pursuant to section 
5(j)(2) of the Act, as amended, for the substan
tial redesign, reconstruction, or redevelopment 
of existing obsolete public housing projects or 
buildings and for the cost of improving the man
agement and operation of projects undergoing 
redesign, reconstruction, or redevelopment: Pro
vided further, That of the total amount pro
vided under this head, ($3,100,000,000) 
$3,230,000,000 shall be for modernization of ex
isting public housing projects pursuant to 
section 14 of the Act (42 U.S.C. 14371), includ
ing up to two-fifths of one percent for the in
spection of modernization units and provi
sion of management and technical assistance 
by the Secretary for troubled public housing 
agencies and Indian housing authorities: Pro
vided further, That of the total amount pro
vided under this head, ($1,381 ,518,000) 
$872,239,000 shall be for rental assistance 
under the section 8 existing housing certifi-

cate program (42 U.S.C. 1437f) and the hous
ing voucher program under section 8(0) of the 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1437f(o)): Provided further, That 
of the total amount provided under this 
head, $8,400,000 shall be available for fees 
under section 23(h) for the family self-suffi
ciency program (42 U.S.C. 1437u): Provided 
further, That of the total amount provided 
under this head, ($1,228,997,000) $900 ,000,000 
shall be- for amendments to section 8 con
tracts other than contracts for projects de
veloped under section 202 of the Housing Act 
of 1959, as amended, and ($599,559,000) 
$541,000,000 shall be for assistance for State 
or local units of government, tenant and 
nonprofit organizations to purchase projects 
where owners have indicated an intent to 
prepay mortgages and for assistance to be 
used as an incentive to prevent prepayment 
or for vouchers to aid eligible tenants ad
versely affected by mortgage prepayment, as 
authorized in the Emergency Low-Income 
Housing Preservation Act of 1987, as amend
ed: [Provided further, That those portions of 
the fees for the costs incurred in administer
ing incremental units assisted in the certifi
cate and housing voucher programs under 
sections 8(b), 8(0), and 8(e)(2) shall be estab
lished or increased in accordance with the 
authorization for such fees in section 8(q) of 
the Act:] Provided further, That 50 per cen
tum of the amounts of budget authority, or 
in lieu thereof 50 per centum of the cash 
amounts associated with such budget au
thority, that are recaptured from projects 
described in section 1012(a) of the Stewart B. 
McKinney Homeless Assistance Amendments 
Act of 1988 (Public Law 100-628, 102 Stat. 3224, 
3268) shall be rescinded, or in the case of 
cash, shall be remitted to the Treasury, and 
such amounts of budget authority or cash re
captured and not rescinded or remitted to 
the Treasury shall be used by State housing 
finance agencies or local governments or 
local housing agencies with projects ap
proved by the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development for which settlement oc
curred after January 1, 1992, in accordance 
with such section: Provided further, That of 
the total amount provided under this head, 
[$125,000,000) $156,000,000 shall be for housing 
opportunities for persons with AIDS under 
title VIII, subtitle D of the Cranston-Gon
zalez National Affordable Housing Act, 
($150,000,000) $250,000,000 shall be for the lead
based paint hazard reduction program as au
thorized under sections 1011 and 1053 of the 
Residential Lead-Based Hazard Reduction 
Act of 1992, and $30,000,000 shall be for service 
coordinators in [public] public housing pur
suant to section 9(a)(l)(b)(ii) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937. 

Of the total amount provided under this 
head, ($1,023,350,000) $1,158,000,000 shall be for 
capital advances, including amendments to 
capital advance contracts, for housing for 
the elderly, as authorized by section 202 of 
the Housing Act of 1959, as amended, and for 
project rental assistance, and amendments 
to contracts for project rental assistance, for 
supportive housing for the elderly under sec
tion 202(c)(2) of the Housing Act of 1959: Pro
vided further, That $15,855,000 shall be for 
service coordinators pursuant to section 
202(q) of the Housing Act of 1959. 

Of the total amount provided under this 
head, [$445,373,000) $387,000,000 shall be for 
capital advances, including amendments to 
capital advances contracts, for supportive 
housing for persons with disabilities, as au
thorized by section 811 of the Cranston-Gon
zalez National Affordable Housing Act; and 
for project rental assistance , and amend
ments to contracts for project rental assist
ance, for supportive housing for persons with 
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disabilities as authorized by section 811 of 
the Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable 
Housing Act. 

ASSISTANCE FOR THE RENEWAL OF EXPIRING 
SE!"CJION 8 SUBSIDY CON'l;RA.CTS 

' _!INCLUDING ~ANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For assistance under the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S .C. 1437) not other
wise provided for, for use in connection with 
exp1rmg section 8 subsidy contracts, 
($5,558,106,000) $4,558,106,000, to remain avail
able until expended: Provided, [That funds 
provided under this paragraph may not be 
obligated for a contract term that is less 
than five years: Provided further,] That to 
the extent the amount in this appropriation 
is insufficient to fund all expiring section 8 
contracts, the Secretary may transfer to and 
merge with this appropriation such amounts 
from the " Annual contributions for assisted 
housing" appropriation as the Secretary 
shall determine, and amounts earmarked in 
the foregoing account may be reduced ac
cordingly, at the Secretary's discretion: Pro
vided further, That the Secretary may main
tain consolidated accounting data for funds 
disbursed at the public housing agency or In
dian housing authority or project level for 
subsidy assistance regardless of the source of 
the disbursement so as to minimize the ad
m1nistrative burden of multiple accounts. 

[Further, for the foregoing purposes, 
$800,000,000, to become available for obliga
tion on October 1, 1994,. and to remain avail
able for obligation until expended.] 

RENTAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE 

(RESCISSION) 

The limitation otherwise applicable to the 
maximum payments that may be required in 
any fiscal year by all contracts entered into 
under section 236 of the National Housing 
Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z-1) is reduced in fiscal 
year 1994 by not more than $2,000,000 in un
committed balances of authorizations pro
vided for this purpose in appropriations Acts: 
Provided, That up to $45,515,000 of recaptured 
section 236 budget authority resulting from 
the prepayment of mortgages subsidized 
under section 236 of the National Housing 
Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z-1) shall be rescinded in 
fiscal year 1994: Provided further, That to the 
extent that the recaptures and rescission 
during fiscal year 1994 are less than 
$45,515,000, the total funding provided under 
the head "Annual contributions for assisted 
housing" and the budget authority provided 
under that head for assistance in connection 
with mortgage prepayments shall be reduced 
accordingly. 

RENT SUPPLEMENT PROGRAM 

(RESCISSION) 

The limitation otherwise applicable to the 
maximum payments that may be required in 
any fiscal year by all contracts entered into 
under section 101 of the Housing and Urban 
Development Act of 1965 (12 U.S.C. 1701s), is 
reduced in fiscal year 1994 by not more than 
$1,544,646 of uncommitted balances of author
izations provided for this purpose in appro
priations Acts. 

CONGREGATE SERVICES 

[For contracts with and payments to pub
lic housing agencies and nonprofit corpora
tions for congregate services programs, 
$6,267,000, to remain available until Septem
ber 30, 1995, in accordance with the provi
sions of the Congregate Services Act of 1978, 
as amended.] 

For contracts with payments to public hous
ing agencies and nonprofit corporations for con
gregate services programs, $25,000,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 1995, of which up 

to $6,267,000 shall be for entities operating such 
programs in accordance with the provisions of 
the Congregate Services Act of 1978, as amend
ed, and the balance shall be for programs under 
section 802. of t11:e ..Cranston-Gonzale;,. NJLtiona? 
AffordafJTeHousmg Act rPublic Law UJJ--625) .· 

PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION OF LOW-INCOME 
HOUSING PROJECTS 

For payments to public housing agencies 
and Indian housing authorities for operating 
subsidies for low-income housing projects as 
authorized by section 9 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
1437g), $2,620,808,000. 

SEVERELY DISTRESSED PUBLIC HOUSING 
PROJECTS 

[For the revitalization of distressed public 
housing projects program, authorized by sec
tion 24 of the United States Housing Act of 
1937, as amended, $483,240,000, to remain 
available until expended.] 

For the urban revitalization demonstration 
program under the third paragraph under the 
head "Homeownership and Opportunity for 
People Everywhere grants (HOPE grants)" in 
the Departments of Veterans Affairs and Hous
ing and Urban Development, and Independent 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1993, Public Law 
102--389, 106 Stat .. 1571, 1 S79, $803 ,240 ,000, to re
main available until expended: Provided, That 
notwithstanding the first proviso of such third 
paragraph, the Secretary shall have discretion 
to approve funding for more than fifteen appli
cants: Provided further, That no part of the 
foregoing amount that is used for the urban re
vitalization demonstration program shall be 
made available for an application that was not 
submitted to the Secretary by May 26, 1993: Pro
vided further , That of the foregoing $803,240,000, 
the Secretary may use up to $2,500,000 for tech
nical assistance under such urban revitalization 
demonstration, to be made available directly, or 
indirectly under contracts or grants , as appro
priate: Provided further, That nothing in this 
paragraph shall prohibit the Secretary from 
conf arming the program standards and criteria 
set forth herein, with subsequent authorization 
legislation that may be enacted into law: Pro
vided further, That of the $803,240,000 made 
available under this heading, $20,000,000 shall 
be made to eligible grantees under the urban re
vitalization demonstration program, to imple
ment programs authorized under subtitle D of 
title IV, and of which, $10,000,000 shall be made 
for youth apprenticeship training activities for 
joint labor-management organizations pursuant 
to section 3(c)(2)(B) of the Housing and Urban 
Development Act of 1968, as amended. 

DRUG ELIMINATION GRANTS FOR LOW-INCOME 
HOUSING 

For grants to public housing agencies for 
use in eliminating drug-related crime in pub
lic housing projects authorized by 42 U.S.C. 
11901-11908, and for drug information clear
inghouse services authorized by 42 U.S.C. 
11921-11925, $265,000,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That not more than 
$198,750,000 shall be available for grants to 
housing authorities with greater than 1,250 pub
lic housing units: Provided further, That not 
more than $53,000,000 shall be available for 
grants to housing authorities with less than 
1,250 public housing units: Provided further, 
That not more than $13,250,000 shall be avail
able for grants for federally-assisted, low-income 
housing. 

(YOUTHBUILD PROGRAM 

[For youthbuild program activities au
thorized by subtitle D of title IV of the Cran
ston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing 
Act, $48,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That no amounts appro-

priated pursuant to the authorizations in 
sections 402(b)(l), (2), or (3) of such Act shall 
be available for the foregoing appropria
tion.] 

NATIONAL CITIES IN SCHOOLS COMMUNITY 
- DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

For the national cities in schools commu
nity development program, as authorized 
under section 930 of the Housing and Commu
nity Development Act of 1992 (Public Law 
102-550), $10,000,000, to remain available until 
expended. 

HOUSING COUNSELING ASSISTANCE 

For contracts, grants, and other assist
ance, not otherwise provided for , for provid
ing counseling and advice to tenants and 
homeowners-both current and prospective
with respect to property maintenance , finan
cial management, and such other matters as 
may be appropriate to assist them in improv
ing their housing conditions and meeting the 
responsibilities of tenancy or homeowner
ship, including provisions for training and 
for support of voluntary agencies and serv
ices as authorized by section 106(a)(l)(iii), 
section 106(a)(2), section 106(c), section 
106(d), section 106(e), and section 106(f) of the 
Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968, 
as amended, $12,000,000. 

FLEXIBLE ·suBSIDY FUND 

For assistance to owners of eligible multi
family housing projects insured, or formerly 
insured, and under the National Housing Act, 
as amended, or which are otherwise eligible 
for assistance under section 201(c) of the 
Housing and Community Development 
Amendments of 1978, as amended (12 U.S.C. 
1715z-la), in the program of assistance for 
troubled multifamily housing projects under 
the Housing and Community Development 
Amendments of 1978, as amended, 
($35,747,000) $41 ,000,000, and all uncommitted 
balances of excess rental charges as of Sep
tember 30, 1993, and any collections and 
other amounts in the fund authorized under 
section 201(j) of the Housing and Community 
Development Amendments of 1978, as amend
ed, during fiscal year 1994, to remain avail
able until expended: Provided , That assist
ance to an owner of a multifamily housing 
project assisted, but not insured, under the 
National Housing Act may be made if the 
project owner and the mortgagee have pro
vided or agreed to provide assistance to the 
project in a manner as determined by the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop
ment. 

FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION 

FHA-MUTUAL MORTGAGE INSURANCE PROGRAM 
ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

During fiscal year 1994, commitments to 
guarantee loans to carry out the purposes of 
section 203(b) of the National Housing Act, 
as amended, shall not exceed a loan principal 
of $64,564,645,000. 

For administrative expenses necessary to 
carry out the guaranteed loan program, 
$262,810,000, to be derived from the FHA-mu
tual mortgage insurance guaranteed loans 
receipt account, of which not to exceed 
$256,682,000 shall be transferred to the appro
priation for salaries and expenses; and of 
which not to exceed $6,128,000 shall be trans
ferred to the appropriation for the Office of 
Inspector General. 

FHA-GENERAL AND SPECIAL RISK PROGRAM 
ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For the cost of guaranteed loans, 
$147 ,371,000, as authorized by the National 
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Housing Act, as amended (12 U.S.C. 1715z-3(b) 
and 1735c(f)): Provided, That such costs, in
cluding the cost of modifying such loans, 
shall be as defined in section 502 of the Con
gressional Budget Act of 1974: Provided fur
ther, That these funds are available to sub
sidize total loan principal any part of which 
is to be guaranteed of not to exceed 
$13,436,205,000: Provided further, That of the 
foregoing amount provided to subsidize program 
costs, not more than $36,842,750 may be obli
gated by January 1, 1994, not more than 
$73,685,500 may be obligated by April 1, 1994, 
and not more than $110,528,250 may be obligated 
by July 1, 1994. 

In addition, for administrative expenses 
necessary to carry out the guaranteed loan 
programs, $192,252,000, of which $188,190,000 
shall be transferred to the appropriation for 
salaries and expenses; and of which $4,062,000 
shall be transferred to the appropriation for 
the Office of Inspector General. 

GOVERNMENT NATIONAL MORTGAGE 
ASSOCIATION 

GUARANTEES OF MORTGAGE-BACKED SECURITIES 
LOAN GUARANTEE PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

(INCLUDES TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
During fiscal year 1994, new commitments 

to issue guarantees to carry out the purposes 
of section 306 of the National Housing Act, as 
amended (12 U.S.C. 1721(g)), shall not exceed 
($85,000,000,000] $130,000,000,000. 

For administrative expemies necessary to 
carry out the guaranteed mortgage-backed 
securities program, $8,038,000, to be derived 
from the GNMA-guarantees of mortgage
backed securities guaranteed loan receipt ac
count, of which not to exceed $8,038,000 shall 
be transferred to the appropriation for sala
ries and expenses. 

HOMELESS ASSISTANCE 
EMERGENCY SHELTER GRANTS PROGRAM 

For the emergency shelter grants program, 
as authorized under subtitle B of title IV of 
the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assist
ance Act (Public Law 100-77), as amended, 
($151,350,000] $55,000,000, to remain available 
until expended. 

SUPPORTIVE HOUSING PROGRAM 
For the supportive housing program, as au

thorized under subtitle C of title IV of the 
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance 
Act (Public Law 100-77), as amended, 
($319,968,000] $400,000,000, to remain available 
until expended, of which not to exceed 
$50,000,000 may be used for a safe havens 
demonstration initiative, including activi
ties authorized within subtitle D of such Act, 
and not to exceed $20,000,000 may be used for 
a rural homeless demonstration initiative, 
including activities authorized within sub
title G of such Act. 

SECTION 8 MODERATE REHABILITATION 
SINGLE ROOM OCCUPANCY 

[For assistance under the United States 
Housing Act of 1937, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
1437f), for the section 8 moderate rehabilita
tion program, to be used to assist homeless 
individuals pursuant to section 441 of the 

• Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance 
Act (42 U.S.C. 11401), $107,835,000, to remain 
available until expended.] 

For assistance under the United States Hous
ing Act of 1937, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1437f), for 
the section 8 moderate rehabilitation program, 
to be used to assist homeless individuals pursu
ant to section 441 of the Stewart B. McKinney 
Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11401), 
$150,000,000, to remain available until expended. 

SHELTER PLUS CARE 
For the shelter plus care program, as au

thorized by subtitle F of title IV of the Stew-

art B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act 
(Public Law 100-77), as amended, $123,747,000, 
to remain available until expended. 

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT GRANTS 

For grants to States and units of general 
local government and for related expenses, 
not otherwise provided for, necessary for car
rying out a community development grants 
program as authorized by title I of the Hous
ing and Community Development Act of 1974, 
as amended (42 U.S.C. 5301), ($4,223,675,000] 
$4,400,000,000, to remain available until Sep
tember 30, 1996: Provided, That ($42,236,750] 
$44,000,000 shall be available for grants to In
dian tribes pursuant to section 106(a)(l) of 
the Housing and Community Development 
Act of 1974, as amended (42 U.S.C. 5301), and 
($60,000,000] $45,000,000 shall be available for 
"special purpose grants" pursuant to section 
107 of such Act: Provided further, That not to 
exceed 20 per centum of any grant made with 
funds appropriated herein (other than a 
grant using funds under section 107(b)(3) of 
such Act or funds set aside in the following 
provisos) shall be expended for "Planning 
and Management Development" and "Ad
ministration" as defined in regulations pro
mulgated by the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development: Provided further, That 
$15,000,000 shall be made available from the 
total amount provided to carry out an early 
childhood development program under sec
tion 222 of the Housing and Urban-Rural Re
covery Act of 1983, as amended (12 U.S.C. 
1701z4i note), including services for families 
that are homeless or at risk of becoming 
homeless: Provided further, That $5,000,000 
shall be made available from the total 
amount provided to carry out a neighbor
hood development program under section 123 
of said Act (42 U.S.C. 5318 note). 

[For additional amounts for "Community 
development grants" , for authorized commu
nity development activities for use only in 
areas impacted by Hurricane Andrew, Hurri
cane Iniki and Typhoon Omar, $50,000,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 1996: 
Provided, That the Secretary may waive en
tirely, or in any part, any requirement set 
forth in title I of the Housing and Commu
nity Development Act of 1974, except any re
quirement relating to fair housing and non
discrimination, the environment, and labor 
standards, if the Secretary finds that such 
waiver will further the purposes of the use of 
this appropriation.] 

During fiscal year 1994, new commitments 
to issue guarantees to carry out the purposes 
of section 108 of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1974, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 5301), shall not exceed $2,054,000,000. 

POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH 
RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY 

For contracts, grants, and necessary ex
penses of programs of research and studies 
relating to housing and urban problems, not 
otherwise provided for, as authorized by title 
V of the Housing and Urban Development 
Act of 1970, as amended (12 U.S.C. 1701z-1 et 
seq .), including carrying out the functions of 
the Secretary under section l(a)(l)(i) of Re
organization Plan No. 2 of 1968, ($83,000,000] 
$35,000,000, to remain available until Septem
ber 30, 1995. 

[INDIAN HOUSING 
(INDIAN HOUSING LOAN GUARANTEE FUND 

[For the cost (as defined in section 502 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974) of 
guaranteed loans authorized by section 184 of 
the Housing and Community Development 
Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 3739), $2,000,000. Such 

funds shall be available to subsidize guaran
tees of total loan principal in an amount not 
to exceed $50,000,000.] 

FAIR HOUSING AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY 
FAIR HOUSING ACTIVITIES 

For contracts, grants, and other assist
ance, not otherwise provided for, as author
ized by title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 
1968, as amended by the Fair Housing 
Amendments Act of 1988, and section 561 of 
the Housing and Community Development 
Act of 1987, as amended, ($25,000,000] 
$21,419,000, to remain available until Septem
ber 30, 1995(: Provided, That $20,481,000 shall 
be available to carry out activities pursuant 
to section 561 of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1987]. 

MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 
For necessary administrative and · non

administrative expenses of the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development, not oth
erwise provided for, including not to exceed 
$7 ,000 for official reception and representa
tion expenses, ($918,463,000] $910,910,000, of 
which $444,872,000 shall be provided from the 
various funds of the Federal Housing Admin
istration, and $8,038,000 shall be provided 
from funds of the Government National 
Mortgage Association. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses of the Office of In
spector General in carrying out the provi
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended, $46,305,000, of which $10,190,000 shall 
be transferred from the various funds of the 
Federal Housing Administration. 

OFFICE OF FEDERAL HOUSING ENTERPRISE 
OVERSIGHT 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FU~DS) 

For carrying out the Federal Housing En
terprise Financial Safety and Soundness Act 
of 1992, ($5, 742,000) $10, 700,000, to remain 
available until expended, from the Federal 
Housing Enterprise Oversight Fund: Pro
vided, That such amounts shall be collected 
by the Director as authorized by section 
1316(a) and [(b)(2)] (b) of such Act, and depos
ited in the Fund under section 1316(f): Pro
vided further, That notwithstanding the last 
sentence in section 1316(e) of such Act, the 
amount of this first annual assessment shall 
not be reduced by any part of the amount of 
the initial special assessment under section 
1316(e): Provided further, That that part of the 
amount of this first annual assessment collected 
from each enterprise shall be adjusted in such 
manner that the aggregate of the amounts of the 
initial and the first annua{ assessments that 
each enterprise shall pay shall be consistent 
with the requirements of section 1316(b)(l) of 
such Act. 

(REVISION OF AMOUNTS FOR HUD 
[The amounts otherwise provided by this 

title are revised by reducing the amount 
made available for "Policy Development and 
Research-Research and Technology", and 
increasing the amount made available for 
" Housing Programs-Homeownership and 
Opportunity for People Everywhere Grants 
(HOPE Grants)", by $10,000,000.] 

TITLE III 
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COMMISSION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro
vided for, of the American Battle Monu
ments Commission, including the acquisition 
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of land or interest in land in foreign coun
tries; purchases and repair of uniforms for 
caretakers of national cemeteries and monu
ments outside of the United States and its 
territories and possessions; rent of office and 
garage space in foreign countries; purchase 
(one for replacement only) and hire of pas
senger motor vehicles; and insurance of offi
cial motor vehicles in foreign countries, 
when required by law of such countries; 
($19,961,000) $20,461 ,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That where station 
allowance has been authorized by the De
partment of the Army for officers of the 
Army serving the Army at certain foreign 
stations, the same allowance shall be author
ized for officers of the Armed Forces as
signed to the Commission while serving at 
the same foreign stations, and this appro
priation is hereby made available for the 
payment of such allowance: Provided further, 
That when traveling on business of the Com
mission, officers of the Armed Forces serving 
as members or as Secretary of the Commis
sion may be reimbursed for expenses as pro
vided for civilian members of the Commis
sion: Provided further, That the Commission 
shall reimburse other Government agencies, 
including the Armed Forces, for salary, pay, 
and allowances of personnel assigned to it: 
Provided further, That section 509 of the gen
eral provisions carried in title V of this Act 
shall not apply to the funds provided under 
this heading: Provided further, That not more 
than $125,000 of the private contributions to 
the Korean War Memorial Fund may be used 
for administrative support of the Korean 
War Veterans Memorial Advisory Board in
cluding travel by members of the board au
thorized by the Commission, travel allow
ances to conform to those provided by Fed
eral travel regulations. 

(CHEMICAL SAFETY AND HAZARD 
INVESTIGATION BOARD 

(SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
[For necessary expenses in carrying out 

activities pursuant to section 112(r)(6) of the 
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, including 
hire of passenger vehicles, and for services 
authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for 
individuals not to exceed the per diem equiv
alent to the maximum rate payable for sen
ior level positions under 5 U.S.C. 5376, 
$5,000,000. 

(COMMISSION ON NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY 
SERVICE 

(SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

[For necessary salaries and expenses of the 
Commission on National and Community 
Service under subtitle G of title I of the Na
tional and Community Service Act of 1990 
(Public Law 101-610), $2,519,000. 

(PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES 

[For use in carrying out the programs, ac
tivities and initiatives under subtitles B 
through G of title I of the National and Com
munity Service Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-
610), $105,000,000.) 

CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Consumer 
Product Safety Commission, including hire 
of passenger motor vehicles, services as au
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for in
dividuals not to exceed the per diem rate 
equivalent to the rate for GS-18, purchase of 
nominal awards to recognize non-Federal of
ficials ' contributions to Commission activi
ties, and not to exceed $500 for official recep
tion and representation expenses, $42,286,000. 

COURT OF VETERANS APPEALS 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses for the operation of 
the United States Court of Veterans Appeals 
as authorized by 38 U.S.C. sections 7251- 7292, 
($9,040,000) $9,278,000, to be available without 
regard to section 509 of this Act, of which not 
to exceed $790,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 1995, shall be available for the 
purpose of providing financial assistance as 
described, and in accordance with the proc
ess and reporting procedures set forth under 
this head in Public Law 102-229. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-CIVIL 
CEMETERIAL EXPENSES, ARMY 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses, as authorized by 

law, for maintenance, operation, and im
provement of Arlington National Cemetery 
and Soldiers' and Airmen's Home National 
Cemetery, and not to exceed $1,000 for offi
cial reception and representation expenses; 
$12,738,000, to remain available until ex
pended. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

For research and development activities, 
including procurement of laboratory equip
ment and supplies; other operating expenses 
in support of research and development; and 
construction, alteration, repair, rehabilita
tion and renovation of facilities, not to ex
ceed $75,000 per project; ($353,565,000) 
$328,565,000, to remain available until Sep
tember 30, 1995: [Provided, That not more 
than $10,200,000 of these funds shall be avail
able for operating expenses in support of re
search and development] Provided, That not 
more than $50,600,000 of these funds shall be 
available for procurement of laboratory equip
ment, supplies, and other operating expenses in 
support of research and development; and con
struction, alteration, repair, rehabilitation and 
renovation of facilities, not to exceed $75,000 per 
project. 

ABATEMENT, CONTROL, AND COMPLIANCE 
For abatement, control, and compliance 

activities, including hire of passenger motor 
vehicles; hire, maintenance, and operation of 
aircraft; purchase of reprints; library mem
berships in societies or associations which 
issue publications to members only or at a 
price to members lower than to subscribers 
who are not members; construction, alter
ation, repair, rehabilitation, and renovation 
of facilities, not to exceed $75,000 per project; 
and not to exceed $6,000 for official reception 
and representation expenses; ($1,367,535,000) 
$1,352,535,000, to remain available until Sep
tember 30, 1995: Provided, That not more than 
($283,000,000) $280,000,000 of these funds shall 
be available for operating expenses: Provided 
further, That none of the funds appropriated 
under this head shall be available to the Na
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra
tion pursuant to section 118(h)(3) of the Fed
eral Water Pollution Control Act, as amend
ed: Provided further, That none of these funds 
may be expended for purposes of resource 
conservation and recovery panels established 
under section 2003 of the Resource Conserva
tion and Recovery Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
6913), or for support to State, regional, local, 
and interstate agencies in accordance with 
subtitle D of the Solid Waste Disposal Act, 
as amended, other than section 4008(a)(2) or 
4009 (42 U.S.C. 6948, 6949): Provided further, 
That from funds appropriated under this 
heading, the Administrator may make 
grants to federally recognized Indian govern
ments for the development of multimedia en
vironmental programs. 

PROGRAM AND RESEARCH OPERATIONS 
For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro

vided for, for personnel compensation and 
benefit costs and for travel expenses, includ
ing uniforms, or allowances therefor, as au
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 5901-5902; and for serv
ices as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, but at 
rates for individuals not to exceed the per 
diem rate equivalent to the rate for GS-18; 
($859,170,000) $841,000,000: Provided, That none 
of these funds may be expended for purposes 
of resource conservation and recovery panels 
established under section 2003 of the Re
source Conservation and Recovery Act, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 6913). 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses of the Office of 
Inspector General in carrying out the provi
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended, and for construction, alteration, 
repair, rehabilitation, and renovation of fa
cilities, not to exceed $75,000 per project, 
$44,595,000, of which $16,278,000 shall be de
rived from the Hazardous Substance 
Superfund trust fund and $669,100 shall be de
rived from the Leaking Underground Storage 
Tank trust fund[: Provided, That not more 
than $37,400,000 of these funds shall be avail
able for administrative expenses]. 

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 
For construction, repair, improvement, ex

tension, alteration, and purchase of fixed 
equipment for facilities of, or use by, the En
vironmental Protection Agency, ($18,000,000) 
$12,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended. 

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE SUPERFUND 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 
(CERCLA), as amended, including sections 
111 (c)(3), (c)(5), (c)(6), and (e)(4) (42 U.S.C. 
9611), and for construction, alteration, re
pair, rehabilitation, and renovation of facili
ties, not to exceed $75,000 per project; 
($1,416,100,000) $1,496,400,000, consisting of 
($1,206,100,000) $1,246,400,000 as authorized by 
section 517(a) of the Superfund Amendments 
and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), as 
amended by Public Law 101-508, and 
($210,000,000) $250,000,000 as a payment from 
general revenues to the Hazardous Substance 
Superfund as authorized by section 517(b) of 
SARA, as amended by Public Law 101-508, 
plus sums recovered on behalf of the Hazard
ous Substance Superfund in excess of 
$251,954,000 during fiscal year 1994, with all of 
such funds to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That funds appropriated 
under this heading may be allocated to other 
Federal agencies in accordance with section 
lll(a) of CERCLA: Provided further, That not
withstanding section lll(m) of CERCLA or 
any other provision of law, not to exceed 
($64,036,000) $69,036,000 of the funds appro
priated under this heading shall be available 
to the Agency for Toxic Substances and Dis
ease Registry to carry out activities de
scribed in sections 104(i), lll(c)(4), and 
lll(c)(14) of CERCLA and section 118(f) of the 
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization 
Act of 1986: Provided further , That none of the 
funds appropriated under this heading shall 
be available for the Agency for Toxic Sub
stances and Disease Registry to issue in ex
cess of 40 toxicological profiles pursuant to 
section 104(i) of CERCLA during fiscal year 
1994: Provided further, That no more than 
($280,000,000) $240,000,000 of these funds shall 
be available for administrative expenses of 
the Environmental Protection Agency: Pro
vided further, That none of the funds appro
priated in this Act may be made available 
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for program management of Alternative Re
medial Contracting Strategy (ARCS) con
tracts exceeding 11 percent of the total cost 
of such contract. 

LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK TRUST 
FUND 

For necessary expenses to carry out leak
ing underground storage tank cleanup activi
ties authorized by section 205 of the 
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization 
Act of 1986, and for construction, alteration, 
repair, rehabilitation, and renovation of fa
cilities, not to exceed $75,000 per project, 
$75,379,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That no more than 
$7,400,000 shall be available for administra
tive expenses. 

OIL SPILL RESPONSE 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
Environmental Protection Agency's respon
sibilities under the Oil Pollution Act of 1990, 
$21,239,000, to be derived from the Oil Spill 
Liability trust fund, and to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That not more than 
$7,650,000 of these funds shall be available for 
administrative expenses. 

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE/ST A TE REVOLVING 
FUNDS 

[For necessary expenses for capitalization 
grants for State revolving funds to support 
water infrastructure financing, and to carry 
out the purposes of the Federal Water Pollu
tion Control Act, as amended, and the Water 
Quality Act of 1987, $2,477,000,000, to remain 
available until expended, of which 
$500,000,000 shall not become available until 
March 31, 1994: Provided, That of the amount 
which becomes available on October 1, 1993, 
$1,817,000,000 shall be for making capitaliza
tion grants for State revolving funds; 
$25,000,000 shall be for making grants under 
section 104(b)(3) of the Federal Water Pollu
tion Control Act, as amended; $100,000,000 
shall be for making grants under section 319 
of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, 
as amended; and $35,000,000 shall be for sec
tion 510 of the Water Quality Act of 1987.) 

For necessary expenses for capitalization 
grants for State revolving funds to support 
water infrastructure financing, and to carry out 
the purposes of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act, as amended, and the Water Quality 
Act of 1987, and other related wastewater activi
ties, $2,500,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended, of which $500,000,000 shall not become 
available until May 31, 1994: Provided, That of 
the amount which becomes available on October 
1, 1993, $1,830,000,000 shall be for making cap
italization grants for State revolving funds; 
$20,000,000 shall be for making grants under sec
tion 104(b)(3) of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act, as amended; $80,000,000 shall be for 
making grants under section 319 of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended; and 
$70,000,000 shall be for section 510 of the Water 
Quality Act of 1987. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

None of the funds provided for in this Act 
may be used within the Environmental Protec
tion Agency during any period of fiscal year 
1994 to classify or conduct any activities result
ing from the classification of hops as a proc
essed commodity for the purposes of administer
ing regulations pursuant to the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 301-376) and 
the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136-136y). 

None of the funds provided for in this Act 
may be used within the Environmental Protec
tion Agency during any period of fiscal year 
1994 to promulgate, carry out, or enforce regula-

tions concerning a standard for radionuclides, 
including radon, in drinking water. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY 

For necessary expenses of the Office of 
Science and Technology Policy, in carrying 
out the purposes of the National Science and 
Technology Policy, Organization, and Prior
ities Act of 1976 (42 U.S.C. 6601 and 6671), hire 
of passenger motor vehicles, services as au
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, not to exceed $2,500 
for official reception and representation ex
penses, and rental of conference rooms in the 
District of Columbia, [$4,200,000) $4,700,000: 
Provided, [That the Office of Science and 
Technology Policy shall reimburse other 
agencies for not less than one-half of the per
sonnel compensation costs of individuals de
tailed to it] That the Office of Science and 
Technology Policy shall not employ more than 
six detailees. 

OFFICE OF NATIONAL SERVICE 

For necessary expenses of the Office of Na
tional Service, in carrying out the purposes of 
the National and Community Service Act of 
1990, as amended, $160,000: Provided , That the 
Office of National Service shall reimburse other 
agencies for not less than one-half of the per
sonnel compensation costs of individuals de
tailed to it. 

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

DISASTER RELIEF 

For necessary expenses in carrying out the 
functions of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster 
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 
U.S.C. 5121 et seq.), $292,000,000, to remain 
available until expended and in addition, 
$400,000,000, which shall be available only to the 
extent an official budget request for a specific 
dollar amount, that includes designation of the 
entire amount of the request as an emergency 
requirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted 
by the President to Congress: Provided, That the 
$400,000,000 contingency appropriation made 
available under this heading is designated by 
Congress as an emergency requirement pursuant 
to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended. 

DISASTER ASSISTANCE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM 
ACCOUNT 

Funds provided to this account are avail
able to subsidize gross obligations for the 
principal amount of direct loans not to ex
ceed $25,000,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses to 
carry out the direct loan program, $95,000. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro
vided for, including hire and purchase of 
motor vehicles (31 U.S.C. 1343); uniforms, or 
allowances therefor, as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 5901- 5902; services as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for individuals not 
to exceed the per diem rate equivalent to the 
rate for GS-18; expenses of attendance of co
operating officials and individuals at meet
ings concerned with the work of emergency 
preparedness; transportation in connection 
with the continuity of Government programs 
to the same extent and in the same manner 
as permitted the Secretary of a Military De
partment under 10 U.S.C. 2632; and not to ex
ceed $2,500 for official reception and rep
resentation expenses; [$164,239,000) 
$160,409,000. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

For necessary expenses of the Office of In
spector General in carrying out the provi-

sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended, $4,350,000. 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND 
ASSISTANCE 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro
vided for, to carry out activities under the 
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, as 
amended, and the Flood Disaster Protection 
Act of 1973, as amended (42 U.S.C. 4001 et 
seq.), the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief 
and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
5121 et seq.), the Earthquake Hazards Reduc
tion Act of 1977, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7701 et 
seq.), the Federal Fire Prevention and Con
trol Act of 1974, as amended (15 U.S.C. 2201 et 
seq.), the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, 
as amended (50 U.S.C. App. 2251 et seq .), the 
Defense Production Act of 1950, as amended 
(50 U.S.C. App. 2061 et seq.), [section 103 of 
the National Security Act (50 U.S.C. 404)) 
section 107 of the National Security Act, and 
Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1978, 
[$212,960,000) $215,000,000. 

EMERGENCY FOOD AND SHELTER PROGRAM 

There is hereby appropriated $130,000,000 to 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
to carry out an emergency food and shelter 
program pursuant to title III of Public Law 
100-77, as amended: Provided, That total ad
ministrative costs shall not exceed three and 
one-half per centum of the total appropria
tion. 

NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE FUND 

(TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

Of the funds available from the National 
Flood Insurance Fund for activities under 
the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, and 
the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, 
$14,081,000 shall be transferred as needed to 
the "Salaries and expenses" appropriation 
for administrative costs of the insurance and 
flood plain management programs and 
$48,092,000 shall be transferred as needed to 
the "Emergency management planning and 
assistance" appropriation for flood plain 
management activities, including $4,720,000 
for expenses under section 1362 of the Na
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968, as amend
ed (42 U.S.C. 4103, 4127), which amount shall 
be available until September 30, 1995. In fis
cal year 1994, no funds in excess of (1) 
$32,000,000 for operating expenses, (2) 
$252,366,000 for agents' commissions and 
taxes, and (3) $3,500,000 for interest on Treas
ury borrowings shall be available from the 
National Flood Insurance Fund without 
prior notice to the Committees on Appro
priations. 

[ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION) 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

The Director of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency shall promulgate 
through rulemaking a schedule of fees appli
cable to persons subject to the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency's radiologi
cal emergency preparedness regulations. The 
aggregate charges assessed pursuant to this 
section during fiscal year 1994 shall approxi
mate. but not be less than, 100 per centum of 
the amounts anticipated by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency to be obli
gated for its radiological emergency pre
paredness program for such fiscal year. The 
schedule of fees shall be fair and equitable, 
and shall reflect the full amount of direct 
and indirect costs incurred through the pro
vision of regulatory services. Such fees will 
be assessed in a manner that reflects the use 
of agency resources for classes of regulated 
persons and the administrative costs of col
lecting such fees. Fees received pursuant to 
this section shall be deposited in the general 
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fund of the Treasury as offsetting receipts. 
Assessment and collection of such fees are 
only authorized during fiscal year 1994. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
no funds provided in this Act or in any other 
Act for the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency may be used for the purposes of chauf
feuring employees. 

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

CONSUMER INFORMATION CENTER 

For necessary expenses of the Consumer 
Information Center, including services au
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $2,074,000, to be de
posited into the Consumer Information Cen
ter Fund: Provided, That the appropriations, 
revenues and collections deposited into the 
fund shall be available for necessary ex
penses of Consumer Information Center ac
tivities in the aggregate amount of $7,500,000. 
Administrative expenses of the Consumer In
formation Center in fiscal year 1994 shall not 
exceed $2,415,000. Appropriations, revenues, 
and collections accruing to this fund during 
fiscal year 1994 in excess of $7 ,500,000 shall re
main in the fund and shall not be available 
for expenditure except as authorized in ap
propriations Acts. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 

OFFICE OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS 

For necessary expenses of the Office of 
Consumer Affairs, including services author
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $2,159,000: Provided, 
That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, that Office may solicit, accept and de
posit to this account, during fiscal year 1994, 
gifts for the purpose of defraying its costs of 
printing, publishing, and distributing 
consumer information and educational mate
rials; may expend up to $1,100,000 of those 
gifts for those purposes, in addition to 
amounts otherwise appropriated; and the 
balance shall remain available for expendi
ture for such purposes to the extent author
ized in subsequent appropriations Acts: Pro
vided further, That none of the funds provided 
under this heading may be made available for 
any other activities within the Department of 
Health and Human Services. 

[INTERAGENCY COUNCIL ON THE HOMELESS 

(SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

[For necessary expenses of the Interagency 
Council on the Homeless, not otherwise pro
vided for. as authorized by title II of the 
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance 
Act (42 U.S.C. 11311-11319), as amended, 
$910,000, to remain available until September 
30, 1995: Provided, That the Council shall 
carry out its duties in the 10 standard Fed
eral regions under section 203(a)(4) of such 
Act only through detail, on a non-reimburs
able basis, of employees of the departments 
and agencies represented on the Council pur
suant to section 202(a) of such Act.] 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 
ADMINISTRATION 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro
vided for, including research, development, 
operations, services, minor construction, 
maintenance. repair, rehabilitation and 
modification of real and personal property; 
purchase, lease, charter, maintenance, and 
operation of mission and administrative air
craft, necessary for the conduct and support 
of aeronautical and space research and devel
opment activities of the National Aero
nautics and Space Administration; not to ex
ceed $35,000 for official reception and rep
resentation expenses; and purchase (not to 

exceed thirty-three for replacement only) 
and hire of passenger motor vehicles; 
($7,475,400,000) $7,544,400,000, to remain avail
able until September 30, 1995(. including not 
to exceed $2,100,000,000 for space station, of 
which (1) not to exceed $172,000,000 shall be 
for space station operations/utilization capa
bility development and (2) not to exceed 
$99,000,000 shall be for space station support
ing development: Provided, That none of the 
funds in this Act may be used for space sta
tion NASA headquarters level one support 
service contracts]: Provided, That of the funds 
provided under this heading, $1,946,000,000 is 
available only for the redesigned space station, 
of which (1) not to exceed $160,000,000 shall be 
for termination costs connected only with Space 
Station Freedom contracts, (2) not to exceed 
$172,000,000 shall be for space station operations 
and utilization capability development, (3) not 
to exceed $99,000,000 shall be for supporting de
velopment, and (4) not to exceed $800,000,000 
shall be for all other nonhardware related costs: 
Provided further, That not more than 
$1,000,000,000 of the amounts made available 
under this heading for the redesigned space sta
tion may be obligated before January 31, 1994: 
Provided further, That none of the funds made 
available under this heading for the redesigned 
space station shall be used for any space station 
configuration with less user capability than 
that available for the Space Station Freedom as 
outlined by NASA in March, 1991 and confirmed 
in House Report 102-226: Provided further, That 
none of the funds made available under this 
heading for the space station program may be 
used to pay, or enter into contracts with, the 
Republic of Russia: Provided further, That of 
the funds made available under this heading, 
not to exceed $100,000,000 shall be available for 
activities to support cooperative space ventures 
between the United States and the Republic of 
Russia outlined in the joint agreement of Sep
tember 2, 1993, of which (1) not to exceed 
$50,000,000 shall be only for space transpor
tation capability development activities and (2) 
not to exceed $50,000,000 shall be only for space 
science activities other than life sciences: Pro
vided further, That the funds made available in 
the immediately preceding proviso shall not be 
available until December 15, 1993: Provided fur
ther, That none of the funds made available 
under this heading may be used to pay or reim
burse the Department of Defense for any ex
penses · connected to any planetary exploration 
mission: Provided further, That none of the 
funds made available under this heading for the 
earth observing system data information system 
may be used to construct, or substantially amor
tize through payment or reimbursement the con
struction costs of, any facility of any Federal 
agency or any other non-Federal institution or 
agency. 

Of the amounts provided under this heading 
for the Consortium for International Earth 
Science Information Network in Public Law 102-
389, $10,000,000 are rescinded. 

SPACE FLIGHT, CONTROL AND DATA 
COMMUNICATIONS 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro
vided for, in support of space flight, space
craft control and communications activities 
of the National Aeronautics and Space Ad
ministration, including operations, produc
tion, services. minor construction, mainte
nance, repair, rehabilitation, and modifica
tion of real and personal property; tracking 
and data relay satellite services as author
ized by law; purchase, lease, charter, mainte
nance and operation of mission and adminis
trative aircraft; ($4,878,400,000] $4,892,900,000, 
to remain available until September 30, 1995. 

CONSTRUCTION OF F AGILITIES 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION OF FUNDS) 

For construction, repair, rehabilitation 
and modification of facilities, minor con
struction of new facilities and additions to 
existing facilities, and for facility planning 
and design not otherwise provided, for the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administra
tion, and for the acquisition or condemna
tion of real property, as authorized by law, 
($512,700,000] $550,300,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 1996: Provided, That, not
withstanding the limitation on the availabil
ity of funds appropriated under this heading 
by this appropriations Act, when any activ
ity has been initiated by the incurrence of 
obligations therefor, the amount available 
for such activity shall remain available until 
expended, except that this provision shall 
not apply to the amounts appropriated pur
suant to the authorization for repair, reha
bilitation and modification of facilities, 
minor construction of new facilities and ad
ditions to existing facilities, and facility 
planning and design: Provided further, That 
no amount appropriated pursuant to this or 
any other Act may be used for the lease or 
construction of a new contractor-funded fa
cility for exclusive use in support of a con
tract or contracts with the National Aero
nautics and Space Administration under 
which the Administration would be required 
to substantially amortize through payment 
or reimbursement such contractor invest
ment, unless an appropriations Act specifies 
the lease or contract pursuant to which such 
facilities are to be constructed or leased or 
such facility is otherwise identified in such 
Act: Provided further, That the Adminis
trator may authorize such facility lease or 
construction, if he determines, in consulta
tion with the Committees on Appropriations, 
that deferral of such action until the enact
ment of the next appropriations Act would 
be inconsistent with the interest of the Na
tion in aeronautical and space activities: 
Provided further, That, pursuant to Public Law 
102-486, an amount equal to not more than 50 
percent of all utility energy efficiency and water 
conservation cash rebates received by the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration 
may be made available for additional energy ef
ficiency and water conservation measures, in
cluding facility surveys. 

Of the amounts provided under this heading 
for the Consortium for International Earth 
Science Information Network in Public Law 102-
389, $10,000,000 are rescinded. 

RESEARCH AND PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

For necessary expenses for personnel and 
related costs, including uniforms or allow
ances therefor, as authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 
5901-5902) and travel expenses, ($1,637,500,000) 
$1,635,508,000: Provided, That contracts may 
be entered into under this appropriation for 
training, investigations, costs associated 
with personnel relocation, and for other 
services, to be provided during the next fis
cal year. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Inspector General in carrying out the provi
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended, $15,391,000. 

NATIONAL CREDIT UNION ADMINISTRATION 

CENTRAL LIQUIDITY FACILITY 

During fiscal year 1994, gross obligations of 
the Central Liquidity Facility for the prin
cipal amount of new direct loans to member 
credit unions as authorized by the National 
Credit Union Central Liquidity Facility Act 
(12 U.S.C. 1795) shall not exceed $600,000,000: 
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Provided, That administrative expenses of 
the Central Liquidity Facility in fiscal year 
1994 shall not exceed $945,000. 

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 

RJi]SEAI!PH AND RELATED ACTIVITIES· 

Fol" necessary expenses in carrying out the 
purposes of the National Science Foundation 
Act of 1950, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1861-1875), 
and the Act to establish a National Medal of 
Science (42 U.S.C. 1880-1881); services as au
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109; maintenance and 
operation of aircraft and purchase of flight 
services for research support; acquisition of 
aircraft; ($2,045,000,000) $1,940,000,000, to re
main available until September 30, 1995: Pro
vided, That receipts for scientific support 
services and materials furnished by the Na
tional Research Centers and other National 
Science Foundation supported research fa
cilities may be credited to this appropria
tion: Provided further, That to the extent 
that the amount appropriated is less than 
the total amount authorized to be appro
priated for included program activities, all 
amounts, including floors and ceilings, speci
fied in the authorizing Act for those program 
activities or their subactivities shall be re
duced proportionally: Provided further, That 
none of the funds made available under this 

~ headtng may be U.§ed to acquire through lease, 
purehase or other means an arctic research ves
sel: Provided further, That none of the funds 
made available under this heading may ~e used 
to establish any new research centers in fiscal 
year 1994. 

(ACADEMIC RESEARCH FACILITIES AND 
INSTRUMENTATION) 

ACADEMIC RESEARCH INFRASTRUCTURE 

For necessary expenses in carrying out an 
academic research facilities and instrumen
tation program pursuant to the purposes of 
the National Science Foundation Act of 1950, 
as amended (42 U.S.C. 1861-1875), including 
services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109 and 
rental of conference rooms in the District of 
Columbia, ($55,000,000) $125,000,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 1995. 

UNITED STATES POLAR RESEARCH PROGRAMS 

For necessary expenses in carrying out 
arctic and antarctic research and oper
ational support and for reimbursement to 
other Federal agencies for operational and 
science support and other related activities 
for the United States Antarctic program and 
the Arctic research program pursuant to the 
National Science Foundation Act of 1950, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 1861-1875); maintenance 
and operation of aircraft and purchase of 
flight services for research and operations 
support; improvement of environmental 
practices and enhancements of safety; serv
ices as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109; mainte
nance and operation of research ships and 
charter or lease of ships for research and op
erations support; hire of passenger motor ve
hicles; not to exceed $2,500 for official recep
tion and representation expenses; 
$158,100,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That receipts for support 
services and materials provided for non-Fed
eral activities may be credited to this appro
priation: Provided further, That none of the 
funds made available under this heading may be 
used to enter into a new charter or lease for the 
use of a research vessel not refurbished or mod
ernized in a United States shipyard, or a newly 
constructed vessel not built in a United States 
shipyard. 

UNITED STATES ANTARCTIC LOGISTICAL 
SUPPORT ACTIVITIES 

For necessary expenses in reimbursing 
Federal agencies for logistical and other re-

lated activities for the United States Ant
arctic program pursuant to the National 
Science Foundation Act of 1950, as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 1861-1875); acquisition, mainte
nance, and operation of aircraft for research 
and operations support; impro\[ement of en
vironmental practices and enhancements of 
safety; $62,600,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That receipts for support 
services and materials provided for non-Fed
eral activities may be credited to this appro
priation. 

EDUCATION AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

For necessary expenses in carrying out 
science and engineering education and 
human resources programs and activities 
pursuant to the purposes of the National 
Science Foundation Act of 1950, as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 1861-1875), including services as au
thorized by 5 . U.S.C. 3109 and rental of con
ference rooms in the District of Columbia, 
$569,600,000, to remain available until Sep
tember 30, 1995: Provided, That to the extent 
that the amount of this appropriation is less 
than the total amount authorized to be ap
propriated for included program activities, 
all amounts, including floors and ceilings, 
specified in the authorizing Act for those 
program activities or their subactivities 
shall be reduced proportionally. 

CRITICAL TECHNOLOGIES INSTITUTE 

For necessary expenses for support of the 
Critical Technologies Institute as authorized 
by section 822 of the National Defense Au
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 6686), ($1,000,000) 
$2,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary salaries and expenses in car
rying out the purposes of the National 
Science Foundation Act of 1950, as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 1861-1875); services authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 3109; hire of passenger motor vehicles; 
not to exceed $6,000 for official reception and 
representation expenses; uniforms or allow
ances therefor, as authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 
5901-5902); rental of conference rooms in the 
District of Columbia; reimbursement of the 
General Services Administration for security 
guard services; ($120,800,000) $115,500,000: Pro
vided, That contracts may be entered into 
under salaries and expenses in fiscal year 
1994 for maintenance and operation of facili
ties, and for other services, to be provided 
during the next fiscal year. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

For necessary expenses of the Office of In
spector General in carrying out the provi
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended, $3,997,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 1995. 

(NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 
HEADQUARTERS RELOCATION) 

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION HEADQUARTERS 
RELOCATION AND RELATED ACTIVITIES 

For necessary support of the relocation of 
the National Science Foundation, $5,200,000(, 
to remain available until expended]: Pro
vided, That these funds shall be used to reim
burse the General Services Administration 
for services and related acquisitions in sup
port of relocating the National Science 
Foundation, including higher annual rental 
costs. 

NATIONAL SERVICE INITIATIVE 

CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY 
SERVICE 

For necessary expenses for the Corporation 
for National and Community Service in carrying 
out the programs, activities, and initiatives 

under the National and Community Service Act 
of 1990 (Public Law 103- ), as amended ("the 
Act" herein), $391,000,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 1995: Provided , That not 
more than $25,000,000 is available for adminis
trative expenses authorized under section 
501(a)(4) of the Act, of which not more than 
$11,000 ,000 shall be for administrative expenses 
for State commissions pursuant to section 126(a) 
of subtitle C of title I of the Act: Provided fur
ther, That none of the funds made available 
under this heading shall be for subtitle E of title 
I of the Act: Provided further, That not more 
than $94,500,000 shall be for educational awards 
from the National Service Trust Fund as au
thorized under subtitle D of title I of the Act: 
Provided further, That not more than $4,725,000 
of the $94,500,000 made available for the Na
tional Service Trust Fund shall be for edu
cational awards authorized under section 129(b) 
of subtitle C of title I of the Act: Provided fur
ther, That not more than $5,000,000 is available 
for the Points of Light Foundation as author
ized under title III of the Act: Provided further, 
That not more than $211,500,000 shall be for ac
tivities authorized under subtitle C of title I of 
the Act, of which (1) not more than $3,000,000 
shall be for activities under section 129(a)(2), (2) 
not more than $3,000,000 shall be for activities 
under section 129(a)(3), (3) not more than 
$9,500,000 shall be for technical assistance ac
tivities under section 129(c), (4) not more than 
$10,000,000 shall be for disaster assistance under 
section 129(c), (5) not more than $25,000,000 shall 
be for assistance to Federal agencies under sec
tion 129(d)(2), (6) not more than $2,000,000 shall 
be for activities under section 129(d)(5), and (7) 
not more than $15,000,000 shall be for Summer of 
Service activities pursuant to section 122(a)(15): 
Provided further, That not more than 
$15,000,000 shall be for activities under subtitle 
H of title I of the Act. 

NEIGHBORHOOD REINVESTMENT CORPORATION 

PAYMENT TO THE NEIGHBORHOOD 
REINVESTMENT CORPORATION 

For payment to the Neighborhood Rein
vestment Corporation for use in neighbor
hood reinvestment activities, as authorized 
by the Neighborhood Reinvestment Corpora
tion Act (42 U.S.C. 8101-8107), ($30,476,000) 
$32,000,000. 

SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Selective 
Service System, including expenses of at
tendance at meetings and of training for uni
formed personnel assigned to the Selective 
Service System, as authorized by law (5 
U.S.C. 4101-4118) for civilian employees; and 
not to exceed $1,000 for official reception and 
representation expenses; ($5,000,000) 
$25,000,000: Provided, That during the current 
fiscal year, the President may exempt this 
appropriation from the provisions of 31 
U.S.C. 1341, whenever he deems such action 
to be necessary in the interest of national 
defense: Provided further, That none of the 
funds appropriated by this Act may be ex
pended for or in connection with the induc
tion of any person into the Armed Forces of 
the United States. 

TITLE IV 
CORPORATIONS 

Corporations and agencies of the Depart
ment of Housing and Urban Development 
which are subject to the Government Cor
poration Control Act, as amended, are here
by authorized to make such expenditures, 
within the limits of funds and borrowing au
thority available to each such corporation or 
agency and in accord with law, and to make 
such contracts and commitments without re
gard to fiscal year limitations as provided by 
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section 104 of the Act as may be necessary in 
carrying out the programs set forth in the 
budget for 1994 for such corporation or agen
cy except as hereinafter provided: Provided, 
That collections of these corporations and 
agencies may be used for new loan or mort
gage purchase commitments only to the ex
tent expressly provided for in this Act (un
less such loans are in support of other forms 
of assistance provided for in this or prior ap
propriations Acts), except that this proviso 
shall not apply to the mortgage insurance or 
guaranty operations of these corporations, 
or where loans or mortgage purchases are 
necessary to protect the financial interest of 
the United States Government. 

FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE CORPORATION 
(SAVINGS ASSOCIATION INSURANCE FUND 

[For payments of insurance losses, in fis
cal year 1994, of the Savings Association In
surance Fund as authorized by Public Law 
101-73, such sums as may be necessary.] 

FSLIC RESOLUTION FUND 
For payment of expenditures, in fiscal year 

1994, of the FSLIC Resolution Fund, for 
which other funds available to the FSLIC 
Resolution Fund as authorized by Public 
Law 101-73 are insufficient, ($1,326,000,000] 
$1,171,000 ,000. 

(FDIC AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAM 
[For the affordable housing program of the 

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation under 
section 40 of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Act (12 U.S.C. 183lq), $7,000,000 to pay for any 
losses resulting from the sale of properties 
under the program, and for all administra
tive and holding costs associated with oper
ating the program. 

[Notwithstanding any provisions of section 
40 of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act or 
any other provision of law, the Federal De
posit Insurance Corporation shall be deemed 
in compliance with such section if, in its sole 
discretion, the Corporation at any time 
modifies, amends or waives any provisions of 
such section in order to maximize the effi
cient use of the available appropriated funds. 
The Corporation shall not be subject to suit 
for its failure to comply with the require
ments of this provision or section 40 of the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Act.] 

RESOLUTION TRUST CORPORATION 
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

For necessary expenses of the Office of In
spector General in carrying out the provi
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended, ($34,046,000] $34,582,000. 

TITLE V 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SECTION 501. Where appropriations in titles 
I, II, and III of this Act are expendable for 
travel expenses and no specific limitation 
has been placed thereon, the expenditures for 
such travel expenses may not exceed the 
amounts set forth therefor in the budget es
timates submitted for the appropriations: 
Provided, That this section shall not apply to 
travel performed by uncompensated officials 
of local boards and appeal boards of the Se
lective Service System; to travel performed 
directly in connection with care and treat
ment of medical beneficiaries of the Depart
ment of Veterans Affairs; to travel per
formed in connection with major disasters or 
emergencies declared or determined by the 
President under the provisions of the Robert 
T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency 
Assistance Act; to travel performed by the 
Offices of Inspector General in connection · 
with audits and investigations; or to pay
ments to interagency motor pools where sep-

arately set forth in the budget schedules: 
Provided further, That if appropriations in ti
tles I, II, and III exceed the amounts set 
forth in budget estimates initially submitted 
for such appropriations, the expenditures for 
travel may correspondingly exceed the 
amounts therefor set forth in the estimates 
in the same proportion. 

SEC. 502. Appropriations and funds avail
able for the administrative expenses of the 
Department of Housing and Urban Develop
ment and the Selective Service System shall 
be available in the current fiscal year for 
purchase of uniforms, or allowances therefor, 
as authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901-5902); hire 
of passenger motor vehicles; and services as 
authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109. 

SEC. 503. Funds of the Department of Hous
ing and Urban Development subject to the 
Government Corporation Control Act or sec
tion 402 of the Housing Act of 1950 shall be 
available, without regard to the limitations 
on administrative expenses, for legal serv
ices on a contract or fee basis, and for utiliz
ing and making payment for services and fa
cilities of Federal National Mortgage Asso
ciation, Government National Mortgage As
sociation, Federal Home Loan Mortgage Cor
poration, Federal Financing Bank, Resolu
tion Trust Corporation, Federal Reserve 
banks or any member thereof, Federal Home 
Loan banks, and any insured bank within the 
meaning of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation Act, as amended (12 U.S.C. 1811-
1831). 

SEC. 504. 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. 505. No funds appropriated by this Act 
may be expended-

(1) pursuant to a certification of an officer 
or employee of the United States unles&-

(A) such certification is accompanied by, 
or is part of, a voucher or abstract which de
scribes the payee or payees and the items or 
services for which such expenditure is being 
made, or 

(B) the expenditure of funds pursuant to 
such certification, and without such a vouch
er or abstract, is specifically authorized by 
law; and 

(2) unless such expenditure is subject to 
audit by the General Accounting Office or is 
specifically exempt by law from such audit. 

SEC. 506. None of the funds provided in this 
Act to any department or agency may be ex
pended for the transportation of any officer 
or employee of such department or agency 
between his domicile and his place of em
ployment, with the exception of any officer 
or employee authorized such transportation 
under title 31, United States Code, section 
1344. 

SEC. 507. None of the funds provided in this 
Act may be used for payment, through 
grants or contracts, to recipients that do not 
share in the cost of conducting research re
sulting from proposals not specifically solic
ited by the Government: Provided, That the 
extent of cost sharing by the recipient shall 
reflect the mutuality of interest of the 
grantee or contractor and the Government in 
the research. 

SEC. 508. None of the funds provided in this 
Act may be used, directly or through grants, 
to pay or to provide reimbursement for pay
ment of the salary of a consultant (whether 
retained by the Federal Government or a 
grantee) at more than the daily equivalent of 
the [maximum rate paid for GS-18] rate paid 
for Level IV of the Executive Schedule, unless 
specifically authorized by law. 

SEC. 509. No part of any appropriation con
tained in this Act for personnel compensa-

tion and benefits shall be available for other 
object classifications set forth in the budget 
estimates submitted for the appropriations: 
Provided, That this section shall not apply to 
any part of the appropriations contained in 
this Act for Offices of Inspector General per
sonnel compensation and benefits. 

SEC. 510. None of the funds in this Act shall 
be used to pay the expenses of, or otherwise 
compensate, non-Federal parties intervening 
in regulatory or adjudicatory proceedings. 
Nothing herein affects the authority of the 
Consumer Product Safety Commission pur
suant to section 7 of the Consumer Product 
Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 2056 et seq.). 

SEC. 511. Except as otherwise provided 
under existing law or under an existing Exec
utive order issued pursuant to an existing 
law, the obligation or expenditure of any ap
propriation under this Act for contracts for 
any consulting service shall be limited to 
contracts which are (1) a matter of public 
record and available for public inspection, 
and (2) thereafter included in a publicly 
available list of all contracts entered into 
within twenty-four months prior to the date 
on which the list is made available to the 
public and of all contracts on which perform
ance has not been completed by such date. 
The list required by the preceding sentence 
shall be updated quarterly and shall include 
a narrative description of the work to be per
formed under each such contract. 

SEC. 512. Except as otherwise provided by 
law, no part of any appropriation contained 
in this Act shall be obligated or expended by 
any executive agency, as referred to in the 
Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 
U.S.C. 401 et seq.) for a contract for services 
unless such executive agency (1) has awarded 
and entered into such contract in full com
pliance with such Act and the regulations 
promulgated thereunder, and (2) requires any 
report prepared pursuant to such contract, 
including plans, evaluations, studies, analy
ses and manuals, and any report prepared by 
the agency which is substantially derived 
from or substantially includes any report 
prepared pursuant to such contract, to con
tain information concerning (A) the contract 
pursuant to which the report was prepared, 
and (B) the contractor who prepared the re
port pursuant to such contract. 

SEC. 513. Except as otherwise provided in 
section 506, none of the funds provided in 
this Act to any department or agency shall 
be obligated or expended to provide a per
sonal cook, chauffeur, or other personal serv
ants to any officer or employee of such de
partment or agency. 

SEC. 514. None of the funds provided in this 
Act to any department or agency shall be ob
ligated or expended to procure passenger 
automobiles as defined in 15 U.S.C. 2001 with 
an EPA estimated miles per gallon average 
of less than 22 miles per gallon. 

SEC. 515. Such sums as may be necessary 
for fiscal year 1994 pay raises for programs 
funded by this Act shall be absorbed within 
the levels appropriated in this Act. 

SEC. 516. None of the funds appropriated in 
title I of this Act shall be used to enter into 
any new lease of real property if the esti
mated annual rental is more than $300,000, 
unless the Secretary submits, in writing, a 
report to the Committees on Appropriations 
of the Congress and a period of 30 days has 
expired following the date on which the re
port is received by the Committees on Ap
propriations. 

SEC. 517. (a) The Resolution Trust Corpora
tion ("Corporation") shall report to the Con
gress at least once a month on the status of 
the review required by section 21A(b)(ll)(B) 



September 20, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 21705 
of the Federal Home Loan Bank Act and the 
actions taken with respect to the agree
ments described in such section. The report 
shall describe, for each such agreement, the 
review that has been conducted and the ac
tion that has been taken, if any, to rescind 
or to restructure, modify, or renegotiate the 
agreement. In describing the action taken, 
the Corporation is not required to provide 
detailed information regarding an ongoing 
investigation or negotiation. The Corpora
tion shall exercise any and all legal rights to 
restructure, modify, renegotiate or rescind 
such agreement, notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, where the savings would be 
realized. 

(b) To expend any appropriated funds for 
the purpose of restructuring, modifying, or 
renegotiating the agreements described in 
subsection (a), the Corporation shall certify 
to the Congress, for each such agreement, 
the following: 

(1) the Corporation has completed its re
view of the agreement, as required by section 
21A(b)(ll)(B) of the Federal Home Loan Bank 
Act; 

(2)(A) at the time of certification, in the 
opinion of the Corporation and based upon 
the information available to it, there is in
sufficient evidence or other indication of 
fraud, misrepresentation, failure to disclose 
a material fact, failure to perform under the 
terms of the agreement, improprieties in the 
bidding process, failure to comply with any 
law, rule or regulation regarding the validity 
of the agreement, or any other legal basis 
sufficient for the rescission of the agree
ment; or 

(B) at the time of certification, the Cor
poration finds that there may be sufficient 
evidence to provide a legal basis for the re
scission of the assistance agreement, but the 
Corporation determines that it may be in the 
best interest of the Government to restruc
ture, modify or renegotiate the assistance 
agreement; and 

(3) the Corporation has or will promptly 
exercise any and all legal rights to modify, 
renegotiate, or restructure the agreement 
where savings would be realized by such ac
tions. 

(SEC. 518. COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMERICAN 
ACT.-None of the funds made available in 
this Act may be expended in violation of sec
tions 2 through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1993 
(41 U.S.C. lOa- lOc; popularly known as the 
"Buy American Act"), which are applicable 
to those funds.] 

This Act may be cited as the Departments 
of Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban 
Development, and Independent Agencies Ap
propriations Act, 1994. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I 
am pleased to present to the Senate 
the recommendations of the Appropria
tions Committee for the VA, HUD, and 
Independent Agencies bill for fiscal 
1994. 

This year has been the toughest year 
I have had as the chairperson of this 
great subcommittee to craft our an
nual appropriations bill. 

First, our full committee had to face 
the severe discretionary spending caps 
imposed by the Budget Reconciliation 
Act. These restrictions meant virtually 
no growth over last year for discre
tionary spending. Many people do not 
realize this subcommittee has jurisdic
tion over 25 different Federal agencies, 
ranging from Arlington Cemetery and 
the President's Scientific Adviser, to 

the great agencies like VA, HUD, the 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
FEMA, and the National Science Foun
dation. So we have many, many de
mands on us, including the President's 
new National Service Program. 

The other challenge that we faced 
was that the VA-HUD Subcommittee 
had a 602(b) allocation, meaning the 
only pot that we could spend from, was 
$1.3 billion in budget authority and $900 
million in outlays less than what was 
requested in the President's budget. As 
a result, the VA-HUD bill will grow by 
just 2 percent over last year. 

Though we had skimpy resources, it 
did not deter my colleagues from seek
ing a large number of projects, many of 
which were worthwhile, and a great 
many of which were not authorized. 
This year we received almost 1,100 re
quests from Senators with a dollar 
value of $79 billion, $10 billion more 
than the subcommittee's entire 602(b) 
allocation. In order to meet the de
mands upon the committee, our cri
teria was whether it was authorized 
and whether there was a compelling 
need. We considered which activities 
we had to do, what we should do, and 
what we would like to do. We never got 
to the "what we would like to do." We 
did get to many of the "should do's," 
and we did fund all the "must do's." 
We categorized activities in those 
three ways. 

The imbalance between the Presi
dent's budget request and our alloca
tion forced us to cut funds for a num
ber of the administration's investment 
proposals. Reluctantly we could not 
fund the Community Investment Pro
gram, or the Community Development 
Bank Program. I know the Presiding 
Officer is a member of the Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs Committee. 
We know how important community 
banks are. We will have to wait until it 
is both authorized and appropriated 
next year. 

In addition, because of the concerns 
raised by certain authorizing commit
tees in the House that we were too fre
quently legislating on appropriations 
in the past, the House and Senate VA
HUD Subcommittees agreed not to in
clude funds for unauthorized site-spe
cific projects in our bill, nor have we 
included any report language in sup
port of unauthorized projects. We did 
that to enforce discipline on the proc
ess. As a result, the bill recommended 
by this Appropriations Committee is a 
clean bill because it contains only au
thorized projects, and I intend to work 
to keep it that way. 

Let me briefly highlight what is in 
the bill. First, this bill provides $36.4 
billion for America's veterans. This in
cludes the President's full request for 
VA medical care of $15.6 billion. That is 
$1 billion over the 1993 level. 

What is this buying? It buys health 
care, it makes sure the veterans' 
claims officers are fit for duty, and we 

also put in $252 million for VA research 
to ensure that VA can continue to 
produce outstanding work in areas like 
prosthetics, heart disease, and kidney 
failure. This research will lead to bet
ter patient care in the VA and nation
wide. 

Also in our VA medical budget we 
asked VA to recognize the special 
needs of women veterans, both the 
aging population from World War II
those wonderful women who served at 
China Beach-and in Vietnam, and in 
other areas, and of course the women 
returning from Desert Storm who seem 
to have developed a unique set of 
health issues. We provided a small in
crease in general operating expenses at 
VA. This will be used to reduce the 
claims backlog which is projected to 
grow substantially by the end of 1994. 
It is absolutely unacceptable that vets 
might have to wait 200 days or more to 
find out if their claim is to be accepted 
for disability. When they stood in line 
to serve our country they did not wait 
200 days to be called. They should not 
wait 200 days for a return phone call. 
No veteran should be put on hold when 
he or she wants an answer to their pen
sion or disability claims request. 

Let me go on to housing. The bill rec
ommends $25 billion in the HUD budget 
including our recommendation for $4.4 
billion for community development 
block grant money. Those are the 
funds that go to communities where 
they can decide how those funds can 
generate jobs and meet the compelling 
needs of that community. Nearly $1.6 
billion is for elderly and disabled hous
ing and almost $1.3 billion goes for the 
innovative HOME project, $800 million 
to tackle the troubled FHA multifam
ily housing project, $800 million to 
tackle severely distressed public hous
ing projects, and more than $725 mil
lion for homeless programs. 

We are also recommending $265 mil
lion for HUD's drug elimination grants 
to continue the fight to get drugs out 
of America's public housing. I do not 
know if we will get a crime bill this 
year, but I want to make sure that our 
communities have the money to tackle 
crime in public housing. 

Public housing should be an oppor
tunity to a better life. It should not be 
an incubator for small business drug 
dealers, and we are going to do our best 
to get it out. 

In the area of the environment, we 
maintain a strong commitment to pro
tecting our natural resources. This bill 
:r:ecommends $6.7 billion for the Envi
ronmental Protection Agency, and I 
hope soon we can call it the Depart
ment of the Environment. It includes 
the President's full request for 
Superfund in order to clean up those 
hundreds of hazardous and toxic waste 
sites nationwide. 

It also provides $2.5 billion for water 
pollution cleanup infrastructure. That 
w1ll generate jobs today and the actual 
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construction of infrastructure, and also 
clean up water pollution, a win-win for 
our country. These funds provide for 
both sewage treatment plant construc
tion and local drinking water systems. 
Our recommendations for drinking 
water are fully consistent with the 
plan that EPA Administrator Browner 
announced recently. The money we 
provided, however, would not be avail
able until the program is authorized. 

For science, the committee has asked 
for a $250 million increase for the Na
tional Science Foundation and has pro
vided nearly $3 billion for the National 
Science Foundation in 1994. That is an 
increase of over 9 percent from 1993. We 
have paid special attention to the 
needs of science education and research 
infrastructure in allocating these extra 
funds. 

To implement the President's na
tional service initiative, the commit
tee has included over $300 million. This 
is fully consistent with the authoriza
tion bill that the President will sign 
into law tomorrow. It allows a program 
to provide 20,000 national service slots, 
full or part time, for fiscal year 1994. 
This will mean a rung in the oppor
tunity ladder for 20,000 young people 
who want to earn a voucher to reduce 
their student debt and yet work with 
our communities to reduce our social 
deficit in key priorities related to 
health, education, and public safety. 

When we fashioned this new initia
tive, we did not want a large bureauc
racy that would bloat, bloat, bloat it
self up. We agreed, as we worked on 
this authorizing-and I made a special 
promise to the ranking minority mem
ber, Senator NANCY KASSEBAUM-we 
would keep a close eye on the adminis
trative costs and, sure enough, they 
came in asking for $40 million for ad
ministration. But we said, "No; we 
think you can do it in that first fiscal 
year for $25 million," and that is what 
we appropriated for administrative ex
penses. 

Of that $25 million, $14 million will 
go for headquarters, but $11 million 
will go to the States to set up the na
tional service initiatives. We want the 
resources in the States, helping kids 
and reducing the social deficit, not em
pire building in Washington. 

On to FEMA. We are providing $1.2 
billion for that agency. It has done an 
outstanding job in the first 8 months of 
this Clinton administration. Whether 
in the snows of the Northeast, the 
floods of the Midwest, or the storms of 
the Outer Banks, FEMA has been ready 
for prime time, and we want to back 
them with the resources they need for 
readiness, response, and recovery. 

Our bill includes $700 million for dis
aster relief funds; $400 million are in a 
contingency fund. That way, if another 
major disaster strikes, FEMA will not 
have to wait for a supplemental appro
priation. FEMA can respond quickly. 

We also provided $130 million for the 
popular emergency food and shelter 
program to assist the homeless. 

For the space program, we are rec
ommending $14.6 billion, a $300 million 
increase over last year. This bill in
cludes nearly $2 billion requested by 
the administration for space station 
development. The space station is a 
subject of controversy. It deserves full 
debate in the Senate. I know our col
league, the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS], will offer an amend
ment. I am going to save my remarks 
on the space station for that debate, 
and we can focus national attention 
and come to a national decision on 
that. 

So I will postpone my remarks on 
that until then. But I want my .col
leagues to know now that I continue to 
support a U.S.-led international space 
station with American core hardware 
components. The administration, 
working at the direction of the Vice 
President, supports that position as 
well. 

The President's redesign of the space 
station has made substantial progress 
in reducing the station's total cost. 
While the redesigned process gets final
ized, the committee is fencing off 
about half of the money that we are 
providing for the station until the end 
of January so we are sure we know 
what we are buying. 

Finally, the issue of the Selective 
Service Commission. This bill includes 
$25 million for the Selective Service 
Commission to continue its registra
tion and readiness activities. While the 
House called for its termination, this 
committee believes this very impor
tant issue should not be decided 
through appropriations. Rather, it 
should be made by Congress after a rec
ommendation by the President's Na
tional Security Council, the Secretary 
of Defense, and with the advice of the 
authorizing committee. 

In closing, I know that because we 
are not doing unauthorized projects 
this year, many are disappointed their 
requests were not included, but our 
policy was provided uniformly and 
without exception. On balance, I be
lieve the bill is fair and balanced, and 
tough choices were made that will help 
us meet our economic responsibilities 
as well as our social ones. 

At the same time, we hope that this 
bill will get America ready for the fu
ture in its technology advances. I urge 
my colleagues to join me in supporting 
this bill and I look forward to ample 
discussion on any elem en ts of the bill. 

I would also like to thank my rank
ing minority member, Senator PHIL 
GRAMM, of Texas. This is his first year 
as ranking minority member, but he 
and his very able staff have been full 
partners in the formulation of this bill. 
I would like to thank him for his par
ticipation, his cooperation, and the bi
partisan civility in which we have been 

able to fashion this bill. I think it is a 
model for many to follow. 

I also would like to thank my own 
staff for all the time and effort they 
put into bringing a bill to the floor 
which we are, indeed, quite proud of. 

Madam President, I now yield the 
floor. 

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

ator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, I am 

very happy to be here today with my 
dear colleague and friend, the chair
man of this Appropriations subcommit
tee, Senator BARBARA MIKULSKI. I have 
known BARBARA MIKULSKI for many 
years. I served with her on the Energy 
and Commerce Committee in the 
House, and I have always found her a 
very thoughtful person who brings to 
her tasks the kind of detailed effort 
that you would expect from someone 
who has served on a city council and 
who, even though we are dealing with 
billions of dollars and thousands of pro
grams, projects and activities, takes 
very seriously what we do and tries to 
look at every proposal and each idea. I 
think that when the appropriations 
process was established, those who con
ceived that process had exactly some
body like BARBARA MIKULSKI in mind. 

We have written a very difficult bill 
because we have a tight budget. There 
are a couple of areas that I would like 
to talk briefly about. I would like to 
first talk about the Veterans' Adminis
tration. I am proud of the fact that we, 
in a tight budget, have remembered 
those who sacrificed to preserve the 
Nation's life and freedom. 

I am very concerned, Madam Presi
dent, that we do not know what the 
President's health care reform is going 
to do to the VA. We know that veter
ans are going to have access to the gen
eral medical care system; that they are 
going to preserve their ability to use 
the VA system. What kind of choices 
they are going to make, and how that 
is going to affect the VA medical sys
tem, I do not think anybody has any 
idea. 

And as we begin the debate on heal th 
care, obviously this Appropriations 
subcommittee is going to watch very 
closely what is happening to the VA, 
because it is a very big item in this 
budget. It is a very serious responsibil
ity that we have on behalf of those who 
have sacrificed for the country. 

So in trying to write a VA heal th ap
propriations bill, we were dealing in an 
area of great uncertainty. And until we 
see the President's program, until we 
have an opportunity to hold hearings, 
and in truth, Madam President, until 
we see the health care reforms that are 
actually adopted and see them imple
mented, we are going to be, to some ex
tent, making estimates based on very 
little information as to the long-term 
effect on the VA. 

I have very real concerns about how 
the VA is going to be affected. I do not 
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think anybody knows what veterans 
are going to do when they have access 
to health care in their local commu
nities as opposed to going some dis
tance to a VA hospital. I think it is 
going to force the VA to compete. I 
think that is going to be a good thing. 
I think the quality of care can grow. 
But in terms of the final solution as to 
whether people are going to want to go 
into the mainstream medical care or 
use the VA system, I think that is 
something on which we are just going 
to have to wait and see. 

But in any case, we have a strong 
budget. We have a budget which con
tinues to try to modernize the VA and 
gives the VA the maximum oppor
tunity to provide services to our veter
ans. 

I am pleased with our appropriations 
for the National Science Foundation. 
No society in history has ever bene
fited more from science and technology 
than the United States of America. We 
have the highest living standards in 
the world because we have an economic 
system that allows ordinary people 
like us to do extraordinary things and 
because we have a scientific base that 
no other nation in history has ever 
had. Because we have been at the lead
ing edge of technology in this country 
for half a century, we have developed 
most of the world's new technologies, 
and we have been clearly the largest 
beneficiary of the growth in science 
and technology. I am proud of the fact 
that even in a tight budget we have 
found a way to increase funding for the 
National Science Foundation. 

There are many other areas in this 
budget, and I think we have done a 
good job in those areas in setting prior
ities, but I wish to conclude by talking 
about the space program. 

Probably the most difficult part in 
writing this bill has been the tremen
dous change which has occurred in 
America's space program. We have had 
a total reengineering, at least in terms 
of a downscaling, streamlining of the 
space station. We have brought on 
board a major partner in bringing Rus
sia into the space station project. 

The Russians have reassessed their 
decision to build MIR II. I think it 
would have made absolutely no sense 
for the Russians to continue an inde
pendent space station program when 
the possibility of a joint effort became 
real. I think bringing the Russians in 
as a partner is a good thing for them 
and a good thing for us. I know there 
will be debate, perhaps in this Chamber 
this year, by those who will say, well, 
by having the Russians involved, it is 
going to affect our ability to use the 
space program as a jobs program. 

But quite frankly, Madam President, 
I do not see it that way. I think by hav
ing the Russians do more, we can do 
more. By using their know-how, their 
technology, their expertise, we can 
have a better space station that will 

yield a higher rate of return to Amer
ican taxpayers and that will yield 
greater science and technology from 
which our economy will benefit. 

So I think it is a major step forward. 
Obviously, we are trying to find our 
way. The agreement that was signed by 
the Vice President came into effect 
after we were well underway with our 
bill. 

I guess what I am saying is that we 
have had tremendous changes, and 
what we have really written is a bridge 
appropriation to take us from the 
space program of the past to what is 
going to be the space program of the 
future. There are several areas where 
we do have changes underway, and we 
have provided funding and have asked 
NASA to provide us with a detailed 
statement as to what they need in var
ious areas to complete their ongoing 
program. We want NASA to assess 
what all these changes mean, giving us 
the ability to go back and reprogram 
and try to ensure that the money we 
are spending is aimed at what we are 
going to be doing in the future, not 
what we have done in the past. 

Quite frankly, Madam President, 
under the leadership of Senator MIKUL
SKI, I think we have done a relatively 
good job. I know that we are going to 
have an amendment in this Chamber 
about the space station, and we are 
going to have plenty of time to debate 
it, but I would just like, in closing, to 
say a few things about that debate and 
I would ask people to consider these 
comments. 

First of all, the space station oppo
nents are not going to propose an 
amendment to terminate the space sta
tion and use the savings to lower 
spending in the Federal budget. If they 
terminate the space station, what they 
will be doing is not lowering the deficit 
but freeing up money for another use. 

I should like our colleagues to look 
at the investment we are trying to 
make in the next generation. I know 
that some always find it tempting to 
look at programs with big constitu
encies, programs that could yield a 
rate of return in the next election and 
to fund them to the exclusion of pro
grams that are going to yield a big re
turn in the next generation. 

This is not the same space station we 
funded last year. This is a space sta
tion which has been, in dollar terms, 
dramatically reduced. I believe we have 
gone to a space station which is small
er, which is not going to cost as much 
money, but which I believe can work. I 
think it was a delicate balance. 

Both Chairman MIKULSKI and I were 
opposed to what I call a man in a can 
in space. I did not want to build a space 
station just to say we were doing it. 
Unless we were going to have a real, 
viable space station which was aimed 
at not only giving us the steppingstone 
for future exploration but giving us a 
research lab for science, I did not want 
to build it. 

So we have put together a balanced 
program that is cheaper but still meets 
our objectives. 

I know we will have an amendment 
to terminate the space station. I re
mind my colleagues that that amend
ment will not lower the spending caps, 
will not reduce the deficit, so it is a 
matter of priori ties. And I think if you 
look at this bill, if you look at the 
level of funding, you will see some
thing about which we ought to be con
cerned. 

I believe we ought to be concerned 
about the explosive growth of Govern
ment spending, but I think it is very 
instructive to look back just about 25 
years in a period when Government 
spending has exploded and look at what 
we have spent on science and tech
nology. About 25 years ago, as a per
centage of the Federal spending on 
nondefense R&D, for investment that 
we made in pure science and tech
nology to give us a technological base 
to build on, we were spending 5 percent 
of the Federal budget on science and 
technology and investment in the fu
ture. That is down now to below 2 per
cent of the budget. 

So in a period of time when we have 
had an explosion in Government spend
ing, I think it is instructive to see that 
as a percentage of the budget we are 
spending far less than half on science 
and technology research than we spent 
25 years ago. 

I believe the level of science and 
technology expenditures in the budget 
could be justified if we were spending 
half again as much money as we are 
spending. 

So as we enter this debate, I think it 
is very important that people realize 
that (a) the proposal will not lower the 
spending caps, will not reduce the defi
cit-if it were adopted, it would free re
sources for other spending-and (b), in 
terms of what we are now spending on 
science and technology, we are not 
spending as a percentage of the budget 
half of what we were 25 years ago. 

So this is a good appropriation. I am 
proud to have played a small part in it. 
I think our chairman, BARBARA MIKUL
SKI, is due the lion's share of the cred
it. I look forward to working with her, 
first in trying to defend the bill which 
I think is a good bill; second, trying to 
see as we go to conference that we pre
serve basically what we have tried to 
put together. 

Finally, I want to congratulate 
Chairman MIKULSKI for not earmarking 
projects. One of the things that we all 
get caught up in in this business is that 
part of our charge is to represent our 
States. In many ways we have two jobs, 
one the job of being a U.S. Senator, and 
trying to represent the interests of the 
country as a whole and the people as a 
whole, and the other charge is trying 
to represent our individual States. 

As I am fond of saying, if the Con
gress had a vote on whether to build a 
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cheese factory on the moon, I would 
oppose it based on what I know now, 
and I cannot imagine the circumstance 
under which I would support it. But on 
the other hand, if Congress in its lack 
of wisdom decided to start a cheese fac
tory on the Moon, I would want a 
Texas firm to do the engineering, I 
would want a Texas construction firm 
to do the construction, I would want 
the milk to come from Texas cows, and 
I would want the celestial distribution 
center to be in Dallas, TX, or College 
Station, TX, or somewhere else in my 
State. 

But what I think is the beauty of this 
bill is that we limited all earmarks. We 
are providing funds for a broad purpose 
where to the maximum extent possible 
we allow merit selection to distribute 
funds so that no Member of the Senate 
had to feel that since some other State 
had earmarking of funds that it was a 
process that we all had to get involved 
in. 

My guess is that many of our col
leagues are not happy about it. And I 
am not positive that we will be able in 
the long run to sustain this position. 
But I think it is a very good position. 
I again want to congratulate our chair
man for her leadership in making this 
happen. It would suit me just fine if we 
stayed with this procedure from now 
on. 

But in any case, I think this is a good 
bill. I commend it to my colleagues. I 
hope as amendments are offered that 
our colleagues will look at what we 
have tried to do, a bill that we have 
written within the budget that Con
gress adopted trying to set priori ties. I 
think as they look at it that they are 
going to see that this is a good strong 
effort and an effort that is deserving of 
the support of the majority of the 
Members of the U.S. Senate. 

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

MATHEWS). The Senator from Mary
land. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 
thank the ranking minority for his 
kind words. 

Mr. President, I now ask unanimous 
consent that the committee amend
ments with the exception of those on 
page 69, lines 17 through line 4 on page 
71, plus page 42, those amendments on 
page 42, lines 16 through 24, be agreed 
to en bloc and the bill as thus amended 
be regarded for the purpose of amend
ment as the original text provided that 
no point of order under rule XVI has 
been considered to have been waived if 
this request is agreed to. 

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

(The committee amendments were 
agreed to en bloc except committee 
amendment on page 69, lines 17 through 
line 4 on page 71, and committee 
amendment on page 42, lines 16 through 
line 24.) 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Lashawnda 
Leftwich be given unlimited floor 
privileges during the consideration of 
H.R. 2491, this VA appropriation bill 
and during subsequent consideration of 
the conference reporting of the bill. 

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

AMENDMENT NOS. 903 AND 904 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I send 

three amendments to the desk and ask 
unanimous consent that they be con
sidered and agreed to en bloc, and that 
the motions to reconsider the votes be 
laid upon the table en bloc. 

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

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I be
lieve one of those amendments has two 
together. Does the Parliamentarian re
gard those as two or three amend
ments? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will consider these as two 
amendments. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Therefore, Mr. Presi
dent, I refine my remarks to say that I 
send two amendments to the desk. 

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

Ms. MIKULSKI. These two amend
ments are technical in nature. They 
conform the bill and report a number 
of areas that have drafting mistakes. 
They have no effect on the bill's over
all cost, and I ask that they be agreed 
to. 

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

The amendments (Nos. 903 and 904) 
were considered and agreed to as fol
lows: 

AMENDMENT No. 903 
(Purpose: To make technical and conforming 

corrections in HUD assisted housing fund
ing; and specifying extended availability of 
amounts transferred to the National Serv
ice Trust Fund for educational awards) 
On page 21, line 3, strike " $242,680,000" and 

insert " $242,000,000". 
On page 22, line 18, strike " $872,239,000" and 

insert " $873,139,000" . 
On page 25, line 2, strike " $15,855,000" and 

insert " $22,000,000" . 
On page 69, line 24, insert after " September 

30, 1995": " , except as provided hereafter ". 
On page 70, strike the proviso which on 

line 5 through the colon on line 8 and insert 
in lieu thereof: "Provided further, That not 
more than $94,500,000, to remain available 
without fiscal year limitation, shall be 
transferred to the National Service Trust 
Fund for educational awards as authorized 
under subtitle D of title I of the Act:". 

AMENDMENT NO. 904 
(Purpose: To continue necessary functions of 

the Council on Environmental Quality) 
On page 52, after line 17, insert the follow

ing new paragraph: 
COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY AND 

OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
For necessary expenses to continue func

tions assigned to the Council on Environ
mental Quality and Office of Environmental 

Quality pursuant to the National Environ
mental Policy Act of 1969, the Environ
mental Quality Improvement Act of 1970, and 
Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1977, up to 
$375,000, to be derived by transfer from 
amounts made available by this Act under 
the heading "Environmental Protection 
Agency, Program and research operations". 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Thank you very 
much, Mr. President. 

We know that there are two Senators 
who wish to offer amendments. We 
really encourage them to come to the 
floor. 

The senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
SIMON], has an amendment on asbestos 
in schools which we are anxious to de
bate and dispose of, and the Senator 
from Arkansas has an amendment on 
the space station which we are quite 
anxious to take up this evening. We are 
prepared for unlimited debate on the 
space station. 

Having encouraged them to come to 
offer their amendments, I now note, 
Mr. President, the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. GRAMM. 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. GRAMM. Mr. President, I have a 
letter to me from the President and a 
letter to me from the Vice President 
outlining strong support for NASA, and 
strong support for the space station. I 
think these are very strong letters. I 
think they are letters that contain 
convincing evidence in support of the 
space station. And in case we do not 
vote on this until tomorrow, I thought 
it would be instructive to our col-

.leagues to have both of these letters in 
the RECORD. I would like them printed 
in the RECORD. I ask unanimous con
sent that they be so printed. 

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

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington , September 20, 1993. 

Hon. PHIL GRAMM, 
Ranking Member, Subcommittee on VA, HUD, 

and Independent Agencies, U.S. Senate , 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR GRAMM: I wanted to convey 
to you my strong support for NASA's space 
station program as an important science and 
technology investment for the United 
States, and as a symbol of peaceful inter
national cooperation. 

At a time when the long-term economic 
strength of the United States depends on our 
technological leadership, we must invest in 
technology but invest wisely, making the 
best use of every dollar. Earlier this year, I 
directed NASA to redesign the Space Station 
Freedom program to significantly reduce 
costs while preserving its critical science 
and space research capabilities and honoring 
our international commitments. This initia
tive includes r edesigning NASA itself to im
prove performance, streamline the bureauc
racy, and reduce management costs. As a re
sult, the redesigned space station program-
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Space Station Alpha-will save more than $4 
billion over the next five years and $18 bil
lion over the two-decade life of the program 
compared with the costs of funding the pre
vious Space Station Freedom program. 

Since its inception, the space station pro
gram has represented an important inter
national partnership between the United 
States, Canada, Europe , and Japan. We now 
have an historic opportunity to include Rus
sia in this endeavor, thereby achieving an 
important step in putting the Cold War be
hind us, and adding a positive new dimension 
to the development of an international space 
station. Our cooperation with Russia in 
space is the leading edge of the new relation
ship that President Yeltsin and I began in 
Vancouver-a partnership where both coun
tries can win from working together on 
projects that will shape the future . 

There is no doubt that we are facing dif
ficult budget decisions. However, we can not 
retreat from our obligation to invest in the 
future. I believe strongly that NASA and the 
space station program represent important 
investments in that future, and that these 
investments will yield benefits in medical re
search, biotechnology, advanced materials 
processing, and other critical technology 
areas that will create new jobs and improve 
the quality of life here on earth. It is an in
vestment in tens of thousands of good, high
paying U.S. jobs, an investment in marintain
ing the strong technology base essential to 
the economic and national security of this 
nation, and an opportunity to invest in 
peaceful international cooperation. 

I strongly urge the support of the Congress 
for this important program. 

Sincerely, 
BILL CLINTON. 

THE VICE PRESIDENT, 
Washington , September 20, 1993. 

Hon. PHIL GRAMM, 
Ranking Member, Subcommittee on VA, HUD, 

and Independent Agencies, Committee on 
Appropriations, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR PHIL: As the Senate prepares to con
sider the NASA Appropriations bill for Fis
cal Year 1994, I would like to express my 
strong support for NASA's space station pro
gram and for the historic opportunity it rep
resents for international cooperation in 
space. 

The redesigned space station-referred to 
as Space Station Alpha- results from 
NASA's intensive review and redesign con
ducted over the last six months with the 
help of other government agencies and over
seen by a panel of outside experts. Alpha is 
a streamlined version of the original Space 
Station Freedom. It incorporates scientific 
facilities and capabilities comparable to or 
better than Space Station Freedom but will 
cost significantly less to build and operate. 

The space station program offers an un
precedented opportunity to achieve peaceful 
international cooperation in space. In ac
cordance with longstanding international 
agreements, the space station will be built 
and operated as an international partnership 
among the United States, Japan, Europe, 
and Canada. Now, with the recent Joint 
Statement on Cooperation in Space between 
the United States and Russia, planning has 
begun to include Russia in the space station 
as well. Russian participation in this inter
national program offers the potential of re
ducing the space station's costs and increas
ing its capabilities. 

Russian Prime Minister Chernomyrdin and 
I, under the auspices of the joint commission 

that we chair, have directed NASA and the 
Russian Space Agency to continue studying 
ways to incorporate Russia's space capabili
ties into the station for the mutual benefit 
of our countries and our international part
ners. It is our goal that the space agencies of 
the United States, Canada, Japan, Europe, 
and Russia work together to produce a more 
detailed plan by November of this year for 
Russia's participation in the international 
space station. 

It is important to realize that this initia
tive on space cooperation fits into the con
text of a much larger partnership with Rus
sia, a relationship that will define the post
Cold War era. Our negotiations in prepara
tion for the first Gore-Chernomyrdin Com
mission meeting in early September also 
produced a key understanding that Russia is 
committed to adhere to the guidelines of the 
Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), 
one of the most important international re
gimes for the nonproliferation of weapons 
technology. This MTCR commitment is a 
strong signal that Russia is prepared to be a 
consistent and responsible partner, one we 
can work with over the long term. 

The President and I are committed to the 
Space Station Alpha program as a national 
science and technology priority. We are also 
enthusiastic about the opportunities that we 
see emerging in our program of space co
operation with Russia. We hope that you will 
join us in fully supporting these efforts. 

Sincerely, 
AL GORE. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. REID. 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. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that I be allowed to pro
ceed as if in morning business. 

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

The Senator may proceed. 

IMMIGRATION 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, a few years 

ago it would have been unlikely that 
the subject of immigration would have 
come up around the family dinner 
table. But today, along with such mat
ters as the economy, health care, and 
crime, immigration has become one of 
the most serious domestic issues in the 
minds of the American public, perhaps 
because immigration has had such 
enormous impact in all other domestic 
issues. It does not matter where you go 
today-any townhall meeting, any 
gathering of high school students, at a 
college class-immigration is one of 
the topics that is raised very quickly. 

The issue of immigration is some
thing that was not around just a few 
years ago with such intensity. 

I know that many of my colleagues 
in the Senate and the House have had 
the same experiences I have had. 

When I speak about immigration 
being a subject of concern, I am not 

talking about to this Senator. I think 
I can talk for the House and the Sen
ate. 

Earlier this summer, the Republican 
leader, Senator DOLE, convened a pol
icy breakfast for Republican Senators 
on the subject of immigration because, 
in his words, wherever he travels 
around the country, he is confronted 
with concern about the direction of the 
policy of immigration as ·it relates to 
the United States. 

It is clear that there is growing pub
lic dissatisfaction with our Nation's 
immigration policies. The American 
people are demanding reforms that will 
restore order to an immigration sys
tem they perceive to be out of control. 

And these are not racist people who 
are raising this issue. Everybody in 
this country-of course, except for the 
native Americans-is of immigrant 
stock. My father-in-law was born in 
Russia; my grandmother in England. If 
we understand our own family back
grounds, we understand the immigrant 
struggle. The continual flow of new 
people into our country is one of its 
strengths. 

But why, Mr. President, are the 
American people concerned? Why are 
they concerned about the present state 
of immigration laws? Here is why: 

The most recent studies show that 
the net costs of legal and illegal immi
gration to all levels of Government 
will be $45 billion over the next decade. 
And this figure takes into account the 
taxes paid by these immigrants. 

According to the Attorney General, 
26 percent of Federal prisoners are non
citizens, at a cost of $30,000 per inmate 
per year. 

When I first heard that figure, I 
thought there was a mistake, Mr. 
President-26 percent of the people 
that are in our Federal institutions are 
noncitizens. But the fact is, that figure 
was not something that I heard wrong; 
the fact is that it is true. 

The amount that it cost.s us to incar
cerate, care for, and keep those people 
from the public is the same as for 
someone that is a citizen-$30,000 a 
year. 

In 1982, 128,000 immigrants received 
Social Security benefits. In 1992, 10 
years later, the number has jumped to 
over 600,000. Mr. President, that is an 
increase of almost 400 percent. 

In 1986, we granted amnesty-and I 
voted against that provision in law-we 
granted amnesty to 3.2 million illegal 
immigrants. After being in this coun
try for 10 years, the average amnesty 
recipient had a sixth-grade education, 
earned less than $6 an hour, and pres
ently qualifies for the earned-income 
tax credit. 

Last year alone, the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service estimated 3.5 
million illegal border crossings oc
curred. Of course, INS apprehended 
only 1 million. These aliens came from 
52 different countries but, of course, 
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most of them, Mr. President, came 
from Mexico. 

The INS currently employs 3,800 Bor
der Patrol agents. Keep in mind the job 
that these people have-3,800 Border 
Patrol agents. Last year, the United 
States had over 500 million entries. 
Thirty-eight hundred people cannot 
control 500 million. This does not take 
into consideration much of the other 
paperwork that the agents have to deal 
with. 

INS has only 6,200 beds available for 
detaining 252,000 asylum applicants, 
and those awaiting deportation. 

In 1993, in Los Angeles County, at 
Los Angeles County Hospital, one of 
the largest hospitals in the country, 67 
percent of the births were to illegal 
alien mothers. 

The State of California needs to build 
a school a day to keep up with the in
coming immigrant children-a school a 
day. 

According to a recent study out of 
Dartmouth, for every seven immi
grants who enter the job market, one 
blue-collar American worker loses a 
job. 

The INS routinely issues work au
thorization without regard to the num
ber of jobs the economy is creating. 

The top five States receiving immi
grants-California, Florida, Texas, New 
York, and Illinois-have higher unem
ployment rates than the national aver
age. It is no wonder. 

In certain professions-for example, 
engineering-we have a surplus of labor 
in this country. However, the Labor 
Department allows American compa
nies to bring in foreign engineers. 

In 1990, we took in about three times 
as much legal immigration-not talk
ing about illegal-legal immigration as 
Australia, Canada, France, and Great 
Britain combined. 

All polls show Americans want lower 
levels of immigration and want the 
borders secured. This includes a major
ity of Latinos, 65 percent of whom be
lieve there are too many immigrants. 

The American people, Mr. President, 
are upset, and I think they have a right 
to be upset. But they are upset for a 
reason. Our immigration policies, regu
lating all aspects of entry to the Unit
ed States, have simply ceased to func
tion in the national interest. "Immi
gration policy" and "national inter
est" are terms that are rarely heard in 
the context of immigration. We seem 
to have lost sight of the fact that it is 
a public policy and, like all public poli
cies, our immigration policies should 
serve the public interest. But they do 
not. 

Let us talk about legal immigration. 
We now admit the equivalent of a 

major city each year, without having 
the vaguest idea of how we will educate 
all the new children, care for the sick, 
provide housing, jobs, build infrastruc
ture, or attend to any of the human 
needs of the newcomers or those al
ready here. 

Mr. President, each year, we admit-
I repeat-the equivalent of a major 
city. We admit more people each year 
than make up some of our States. We 
admit a new State with legal immi
grants every year. 

At a time of huge budget deficits and 
severe financial constraints, we have 
no idea of how these huge costs will be 
borne. We just do it. 

We admit the equivalent of a major 
city without any assessment of wheth
er these newcomers are likely to be 
contributing members of our society. 
Only a tiny fraction of those admitted 
each year enter because they have 
skills and abilities that will benefit our 
country. The rest come merely because 
they happen to be relatives of other re
cent immigrants. The result of this so
called policy is that there is now a 
backlog of almost 31/2 million people
the population of a city the size of Los 
Angeles-who have a claim to immi
grate to the United States for no other 
reason than they are somebody's rel
ative. Is this really a way to run immi
gration policy? 

Earlier this year, Congress engaged 
in a bitter and protracted debate about 
the President's job stimulus program, 
something this Senator supported. 
While there was a great deal of con
troversy about how best to put mil
lions of unemployed Americans back to 
work, no one on either side of the aisle 
disputed the need to create more jobs 
in this country. 

I did not say "put people back to 
work" because some of the programs 
we are working on are designed to give 
people a job for the first time. Yet, not 
once during the course of that debate 
during 1992-and I listened to most of 
it-did we ever stop to consider th':tt 
our Government was granting more 
work authorizations to foreign workers 
than the net number of new jobs cre
ated by our economy and certainly the 
job stimulus program would not have 
kept up with the new immigrants. Can 
anyone fathom a logic behind this pol
icy? I have thought about it a lot and 
I cannot determine the logic. 

Because a relative-based immigrant 
system is inherently unfair, Congress 
has been forced to adopt even more ab
surd measures to deal with the de
mands of people who do not have rel
atives here. Can it be any wonder that 
the American people think our immi
gration policies are a joke when we se
lect 40,000 new immigrants a year by 
lottery? Can anyone honestly tell me it 
is sound and rational to make public 
policy based on the roll of a die or the 
flip of a coin? Heads we admit you, 
tails you stay home. 

But the absurdity does not stop with 
our legal immigration policy. When it 
comes to enforcing laws against illegal 
immigration, we have a system that 
will make you recoil in disbelief. We 
now have a permanent illegal alien 
population of 4 million people-we 

think. We think that is all it is. That 
is more than 2 times larger than the 
State I represent, the State of Ne
vada-4 million people. The illegal 
alien population is growing by more 
than a quarter of a million people a 
year, we think, with the best statistics 
we have. Yet we are doing almost noth
ing to encourage these people to go 
home or even to deter them from com
ing here in the first place. In many 
parts of the country we actually make 
it easy to be an illegal alien. 

Listen to this. New York City, al
ways on the brink of financial insol
vency, guarantees-that is right, guar
antees-that every illegal alien who 
lives within the five boroughs can have 
the same access to every public service 
and benefit that an American citizen 
has access to. California, also teetering 
on the brink of bankruptcy, will spend 
$1 billion this year to provide heal th 
care to illegal aliens. We already 
talked about the schools necessary to 
be constructed. Not just emergency 
health care does Califronia provide. We 
can all understand providing emer
gency care. But routine care and elec
tive care is something they get in Cali
fornia. 

It is not just California. The public 
hospitals in Texas have become the 
equivalent of the family doctor for 
thousands of people who live on the 
other side of the border in Mexico. 

In 48 of 50 States, illegal aliens can 
get a driver's license, the de facto ID 
document in this country, without hav
ing to prove that they are legally in 
this country in the first place. If you 
think this is no big deal, think again. 
Mohammed Salameh, an illegal alien 
and the alleged driver of the bomb
laden truck that blew up the World 
Trade Center, happened to live in New 
Jersey-illegally, of course-one of the 
two States that actually bothers to re
quire proof of legal residence. 

So he crossed the Hudson River and 
got himself a driver's license in New 
York-very simple. He was not a legal 
resident of the United States. He was 
not a resident of New York legally or 
New Jersey or any State. But the State 
of New York handed him that vital 
document needed to live and work, not 
to mention rent a truck that he could 
place explosives on, with no questions 
asked and no proof required. And we 
wonder in this country why we have an 
illegal immigration problem. 

If making it easy to be an illegal 
alien is not enough, how about offering 
a reward for being an illegal immi
grant? No sane country would do that, 
right? Guess again. If you break our 
laws by entering this country without 
permission and give birth to a child, we 
reward that child with U.S. citizenship 
and guarantee full access to all public 
and social services this society pro
vides. And that is a lot of services. Is it 
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any wonder that two-thirds of the ba
bies born at taxpayer expense in coun
ty-run hospitals in Los Angeles are 
born to illegal alien mothers? 

Just when the American people think 
nothing can be more absurd than the 
way we deal-or rather ' do not deal
with illegal immigration, they discover 
we have a political asylum system that 
would qualify us for Senator Prox
mire's Golden Fleece Award 1,000 times 
over. I do not know why he did not 
make this award; he should have. Last 
year more than 100,000 people showed 
up in this country, landing at our air
ports, washing up on our shores in 
leaky boats, crossing our borders ille
gally, overstaying their visas, saying 
two magic words, "political asylum," 
and virtually assuring themselves of 
being allowed into the United States 
forever. 

Anyone, no matter how specious the 
claim, can utter those words and usu
ally within a matter of hours be re
leased on their own recognizance onto 
the streets of our country with a prom
ise that they will show up for a hearing 
18 months later. Can anyone really say 
they are surprised that the vast major
ity of asylum applicants never ever 
show up for these hearings? 

I wish the statements I have been 
making were some kind of a nightmare 
or dream, an aberration. But they are 
true. But they do not stop. Not only do 
we admit more than these 100,000 peo
ple each year without knowing who 
they are or why they came, we actually 
give them all the documents they need 
to simply disappear into our society. 

I live in a suburb of Washington. It is 
near the CIA. There, if you drive down 
Dolley Madison Boulevard, people have 
placed there a little memorial for the 
people who were gunned down earlier 
this year by a man by the name of Mir 
Amil Kanzi, a Pakistani citizen. He en
tered the United States illegally, lived 
here for a year as an illegal alien, ob
tained a new passport from the govern
ment he claimed to fear, and yet he 
was still able to show up at an INS of
fice in Virginia and file a claim of po
litical asylum. Was this guy given a 
quick hearing and sent home? No. He 
got work authorization, a social secu
rity card, a driver's license, and the 
ability to obtain an AK-47 assault rifle 
and gun down CIA workers. 

We hear from the American people 
when they appear in townhall meet
ings, or when students at universities 
and high schools all over this country 
write to us. They are not imagining 
things. They are not, as some apolo
gists for the status quo contend, trying 
to blame immigrants for their prob
lems. They are simply recognizing 
facts. America's immigration policies 
are in a shambles, and they should be 
fixed, and we can no longer ignore 
them. 
It is as important and as realistic as 

dealing with health care, as dealing 

with our defense policy, any problem range of issues covered by our immi
you want to talk about. This is right gration and refugee laws. I will explain 
up at the top. in detail why I believe it is not enough 

On August 4, I introduced the Immi- to tinker, as I said, at the margins of 
gration Stabilization Act, S. 1351, U.S. immigration law, but why the 
which calls for a comprehensive over- United States must do comprehensive 
haul of our Nation's immigration poli- reforms that conform to the realities of 
cies. For the first time in more than a the era in which we live. 
quarter of a century, S. 1351 seeks to Proponents of the status quo argue 
institute major and meaningful re- that any attempt to reform our Na
forms to a policy that lacks purpose tion's immigration policies is an af
and direction. While other legislation front to our immigration tradition. It 
has been introduced in this session of is an argument I hear over and over 
Congress to address some of the most each time we attempt to have mean
egregious abuses of our immigration ingful debate about U.S. immigration 
laws, this legislation is the only one policy. It is important, therefore, to 
that institutes comprehensive reforms begin by laying to rest some of the 
of the entire process. It does not pick myths that are routinely promulgated 
at the sides. It turns our immigration ~~su:~ifle debate on this important 
policy upside down and takes a real Upon close scrutiny immigration in 
good, hard look at it. 

I urge my colleagues to study this the United States today is anything 
bill and join me in sponsoring this leg- but traditional. From 1820 until 1965, a 

period encompassing most of the his
islation, in redesigning U.S. immigra- tory of this Nation, the United States 
tion policy for the next century. admitted an average of 300,000 immi-

In June, Jim Hoagland, of the Wash- grants a year. During that 145-year pe
ington Post, called "Immigration: riod, we settled the frontier, fought a 
Topic A." I do not know Jim Hoagland. Civil War, created an industrial revolu
To my knowledge I have never seen 
him. I looked at this article and it tion, engaged in two world wars, en-

dured a Great Depression, and ulti
looked like something worth reading. I mately emerged as the world's greatest 
agreed with him. He said that immigra- military and economic superpower. 
tion is topic A throughout the devel- There have been ebbs and flows of im
oped world. It is a complex and multi- migration over this period but, taken 
faceted issue that is likely to be with together, 300,000 immigrants a year is 
us for a long time to come. I believe it our true immigration tradition. With 
is imperative that the Congress of the the exception of one relatively short 
United States, working in conjunction period at the beginning of this century, 
with the administration, begin to treat those levels have rarely varied. 
immigration as a serious national and Contrast those levels of immigration 
international issue. with the numbers we are seeing today. 

Events of the past several months Depending on estimates of illegal im
have begun to jolt us, I hope, out of our migration, which we have trouble de
complacency about the state of U.S. termining, we are now resettling be
immigration policies. Rampant and tween 1.2 million and 1.5 million new
well-documented abuse of our asylum comers every year-about the size of 
laws, the bombing of the World Trade the State of Nevada, every year. There 
Center, and the foiled attempt to com- is nothing traditional or rational, for 
mit other acts of terrorism in New that matter, about attempting to ab
York, fiscal crises in California, and sorb the population of Nevada every 
other events will turn immigration, I year, year in and year out. When his
hope, into a high-profile issue. tory is written, the decade of the 

We would be mistaken as a body to eighties will be remembered as a dec
deceive ourselves into believing · that ade of wretched excess and, true to 
immigration is a flash-in-the-pan issue, form, immigration has been one of 
that if we wait long enough it is going those excesses. As we focus on reining 
to go away. It is not going to go away. in many of the other excesses in the 
I have given these numbers. It is only preceding decade, we must not over-
going to get worse. look immigration. 

We must have the courage and the Unless serious reforms are under-
foresight and the tenacity to deal with taken, 15 million newcomers will settle 
this complex and controversial issue in the United States during the 1990's. 
now before it becomes more complex Yet, we continue to act as though im
and more difficult. It is clear to every- migration exists in a vacuum. Not a 
one that our current laws and regula- whit of thought has been devoted as to 
tions are unworkable. I hope it is clear . how we will meet the needs of that pop
because it is to those I have discussed ulation. There has not been a single de
this with. As one colleague told me, bate in Congress about how we will 
the more you learn about our immigra- provide, not a first-class education, but 
tion process, the bigger mess you see it any education to all those new chil
is. It is time to begin cleaning up that dren, providing quality health care to 
mess. the sick, secure adequate and afford-

In the coming weeks and months I able housing, ensure that there will be 
am going to be speaking from this spot sufficient jobs, improve and expand in
on the Senate floor about the whole .frastructure, cope with environmental 
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degradation, or ensure domestic tran
quility. In short, we are admitting un
precedented numbers of new immi
grants without even a modicum of 
planning. We are simply taking a leap 
of faith that somehow everything will 
work out. 

Those who find comfort in the knowl
edge that they are not alone in dealing 
with the problem will be reassured to 
note that virtually every industrialized 
democracy is also dealing with this 
thorny issue. The problem is they are 
way ahead of us. In Europe, Canada, 
Australia, and elsewhere, this policy 
debate is probably 10 years ahead of us. 

In most of those countries, they have 
concluded that immigration policies 
must be guided by a rational assess
ment of their national interests, not by 
emotion, not by nostalgia. In a world 
that is growing at the rate of nearly a 
billion people a decade, with the bulk 
of that growth occurring in underdevel
oped and impoverished nations, most 
other developed nations have con
cluded that massive migration can no 
longer be the solution to the world's 
problems. They have come to the so
bering recognition that large-scale im
migration holds the potential to de
stroy the hopes and aspirations of their 
own citizens without really improving 
the prospects for most of the world. 

Let us look at what today's immigra
tion levels will mean to the lives of our 
children and our grandchildren. A Cen
sus Bureau report issued last December 
indicated that at our current immigra
tion pace, the population of the United 
States will increase to 383 million peo
ple by the year 2050. That constitutes a 
50-percent population increase in less 
than 60 years, and the majority of that 
growth will be directly attributable to 
immigration that takes place after 
1990. It is as though we will absorb the 
entire population of Japan within the 
lifetimes of today's children and young 
adults. 

Compare it, for example, to Japan. I 
am not defending their immigration 
policy. I do not like it. They do not 
have any immigration basically. And 
you wonder why their economy is more 
stable than ours. 

The most important question we 
need to ask is whether our children and 
grandchildren will be better off as a re
sult of this staggering increase in pop
ulation. Will our children and grand
children enjoy the same quality of life 
as we have had? Will they have the 
same opportunities, the same freedom 
of movement and mobility? Can the 
melting pot absorb and absorb and as
similate and assimilate people arriving 
at this rate? Or will we become increas
ingly isolated and alienated from one 
another? 

We must not simply leave the an
swers to these questions for fate and 
circumstance to decide. We, in Con
gress, who make the policies that fu
ture generations will have to live by, 

owe it to them to act responsibly to 
lead this debate. Under the legislation 
I have proposed, I will begin to restore 
immigration to its traditional and 
more manageable level of about 300,000 
annually. Mr. President, I do not think 
that is really being tough on people. So 
it is really a lot of people. So I suggest 
that we should have that as a begin
ning point: 300,000 annually to put the 
excesses of our current immigration 
numbers in perspective. Even if we 
were to enact this decrease of more 
than 50 percent, the United States 
would still have the most open and 
generous immigration policy in the 
world. 

More importantly, the Immigration 
Stabilization Act of 1993 would insti
tute the kinds of immigration policy 
that the American people want. Ameri
cans are generous people who are justly 
proud of our tradition of welcoming 
newcomers to our society, but all indi
cators of public opinion show that the 
vast majority of Americans of all ra
cial and ethnic groups want to see im
migration returned to the more man
ageable and traditional levels. 

The United States must, once and for 
all, adopt a comprehensive plan on im
migration. The time for ad hocracy has 
passed, and we must begin to think in 
terms of integrated policy that serves 
the needs of the Nation and the people 
who make up this Nation. 

In the coming weeks, I will spell out 
in detail the specifics of the Immigra
tion Stabilization Act. It is designed to 
reform all aspects of immigration and 
refugee policy and will provide the 
United States with a workable blue
print for dealing with current world 
and national realities. Among the key 
issues I will discuss are: First, a com
prehensive ceiling on immigration of 
300,000 annually, and the implementa
tion of a fair and nondiscriminatory 
system for selecting new immigrants 
to the United States; 

Second, a generous refugee resettle
ment policy that depoliticizes the proc
ess to ensure protection is granted 
based on individual need, not political 
considerations; 

Third, an overhaul of our political 
asylum process to eliminate the kinds 
of rampant abuse that has attracted so 
much media attention and public out
rage in recent months; 

Fourth, a plan to rid this country of 
the burden of people who are known 
criminals who prey on the American 
public and become a drain on our re
sources; 

Fifth, assuring . the people who are 
given the privilege of sponsoring new 
immigrants to our country live up to 
the financial commitments they make 
to ensure these people do not become a 
burden to the taxpayers; 

Sixth, the effective deterrence of ille
gal immigration through enforcement 
of employer sanctions, including the 
adoption of a verifiable, tamperproof 

document to ensure that only those 
people who are legally in the United 
States work and collect benefits here. 
So we do not get frightened, this sim
ply would be an enhanced Social Secu
rity card; 

Seventh, we need to regain control of 
our borders through additional border 
patrol manpower and other security 
control measures and the adoption of a 
$3 border crossing fee to provide the 
INS the resources it needs to do the 
job. Every person who comes across 
should pay; 

Eighth, an all-out crackdown against 
the practice of smuggling illegal aliens 
into the United States for profit. Our 
lax enforcement of immigration and 
asylum laws has created what can be 
termed as modern day slave trade; 

Ninth, ensuring Federal immigration 
authorities receive the full cooperation 
of State and local governments in en
forcing laws against illegal immigra
tion; 

Tenth, a clarification of the intent of 
the 14th amendment regarding who is 
entitled to U.S. citizenship. 

Mr. President, we have no choice but 
to address all these difficult issues. We 
can no longer satisfy ourselves with 
cosmetic changes that do not address 
the underlying truth that America 
lacks an immigration policy capable of 
coping with the realities we are facing. 

Webster's defines the term "policy" 
as ''prudence or wisdom in the manage
ment of affairs." By that definition, it 
is fair to say that this country does not 
have a policy but, rather, an inchoate 
and often incomprehensible hodge
podge of statutes, regulations and pro
cedures. In other words, what we have 
is a mess that is only likely to get 
worse unless we demonstrate some 
courage legislatively. 

And it is time, Mr. President, we had 
this policy. We must be prepared to ad
dress this issue maturely, without acri
mony. Just as we recognize the need to 
have reforms in our health care system 
is in no way an indictment of doctors, 
hospitals, and nurses but, rather, a 
public policy imperative, so too must 
we approach immigration. Reforming 
an immigration system that does not 
work is a public policy imperative and 
we in Congress must not shirk from 
these responsibilities. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

KOHL). The Chair recognizes the Sen
ator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I rise today to speak 

on an issue that we are going to be de
bating probably for the next 24 hours in 
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this Chamber, and it is very important 
for the future of our country to make 
sure we do have economic growth, so 
that there will be new jobs, so that our 
children will know they are going to 
have a chance to increase our economy 
as we all hope they will be able to do. 
That issue is the space station. 

Mr. President, sometime within the 
next 50 years the first human from 
Earth will walk on the planet Mars. 
She will be stronger and healthier than 
her mother and grandmother, in part 
because our generation made the deci
sion to take the next step in space ex
ploration-we decided to build the 
space station. 

The American Cancer Society fore
casts 182,000 cases of breast cancer in 
the United States this year alone: 
22,000 more women will be stricken 
with ovarian cancer. These diseases 
tear at the fabric of the American fam
ily and impose enormous burdens on 
our economy and health care system. 
Important responses to these women's 
health problems will be found in an un
likely place-outer space. Research al
ready scheduled for the space station 
will address several perplexing wom
en's diseases, from osteoporosis to 
ovarian and breast cancer to immune 
system disorders. 

The space program, and the space 
station in particular, offer hope of 
major breakthroughs to victims of 
women's diseases. In the battle against 
ovarian and breast cancer, the space 
station provides scientists with re
search conditions impossible to dupli
cate on Earth. The inability to ade
quately culture primary breast tumor 
samples has been a major impediment 
to studying these cancers. In Earth's 
gravity, these samples are difficult to 
grow and maintain. But in the low 
gravity atmosphere of the space sta
tion, scientists can readily duplicate 
the human body's environment. They 
can grow tissue samples and study 
them for much longer periods of time. 
This means better research and greater 
insight into how cancer cells invade 
the healthy cells of the body. This 
could lead to prevention, earlier detec
tion, and more effective treatment of 
breast cancer. 

Osteoporosis leads to more than 1 
million cases of bone fractures each 
year because the disease irreparably 
weakens our bones. In weightless con
ditions, astronauts suffer the same loss 
of bone matter as victims of 
osteoporosis. Studying how this bone 
loss occurs will teach us how to treat 
and even reverse this disorder. 

Mr. President, this is just one small 
area in which the space station makes 
life better-the ability to do research, 
particularly medical research, in outer 
space. 

There is another important issue 
which we must also address when we 
are talking about the space station 
over the next 24 hour&--that is our 

partners. America has foreign part
ner&--the European Space Agency 
which includes: Germany, France, Eng
land, Italy, Spain, and eight other Eu
ropean countries, plus Japan and Rus
sia. These are partners that have put 
millions of dollars into this program. 
They put millions of dollars into an 
American project that is a world 
project, and they did it in good faith. 
They did it assuming that once we said 
we were going to build the space sta
tion, we would stick with it; that we 
would be good partners. 

Mr. President, it is unthinkable that 
America would not be known as a good 
business partner. We have foreign 
countries that have put their faith in 
us that we would do what was right. 

You are going to see people standing 
in this Chamber, tonight and tomor
row, who are going to talk about tear
ing down what President Kennedy 
started when he had a vision that we 
would be able to do things beyond our 
dreams when we went into space re
search. They are going to say it does 
not matter that we have foreign part
ners, it does not matter that we have 
said we would do something, and that 
it does not matter that we are getting 
ready to go back on our word. 

Senator BUMPERS is going to want to 
take away the space station research 
money, and that money is not going to 
go, Mr. President, into deficit reduc
tion. Remember that. It is not going to 
go into deficit reduction. Instead, it is 
going to go into other proje~ts. I have 
always said that we should prioritize 
our spending just like we do in our 
homes and like we do in every business 
in America. 

Mr. President, I cannot think of a 
higher priority than investment in re
search, in making good our word with 
our foreign partners, and in taking one 
more step, a step which we cannot take 
on Earth, to help us with these wom
en's diseases we have been enduring for 
generations and now we are right on 
the cusp of having the opportunity to 
solve. It is right there for us. 

Mr. President, we cannot step back 
into the dark ages. America is a leader 
in the world, and we must act like a 
leader in the world. 

This is just the first statement I am 
going to make on a very important 
issue, and that is we must keep the 
space station. We must keep the re
search going. We must let the young 
scientists who are now in school know 
that there is going to be a place for 
them and that we are going to continue 
to push our horizons so they will have 
the opportunity with their scientific 
degrees and their engineering degrees 
to be able to help make life better for 
victims of ovarian cancer, breast can
cer, and osteoporosis. 

Mr. President, there is going to be a 
lot of debate in the next 24 hours, and 
I just hope the 100 Members of this 
body are going to do what is right for 

America, what is right for our foreign 
partners, and what is right to make life 
better for Americans of future genera
tions. I hope we will vote to keep the 
space station and to make an invest
ment in our future. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 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. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

THE SEARCH 
TERRESTRIAL 
PROGRAM 

FOR EXTRA-
INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, it is my 
intention tomorrow to offer an amend
ment to the appropriations bill that 
will delete funding for a program that 
historically has been characterized and 
known as the SETI Program. The 
Search for Extraterrestrial Intel
ligence Program has gone through a 
rather interesting but convoluted proc
ess by which the name is now changed. 

Mr. President, this appropriation, 
small in the context of the overall gen
eral budget, is good this year for $12.3 
million. It is not my purpose to suggest 
to my colleagues that this alone ad
dresses the monumental challenge that 
we face in balancing the Federal budg
et, but I think this program is illus
trative of how difficult it is to kill any 
kind of a program that once takes 
roots within the Federal bureaucracy. 

This program is one that was de
signed historically to ascertain if there 
is life in outer space and on other plan
ets. I have, since coming to the Con
gress, offered in the past 3 years an 
amendment in the Senate Commerce 
Committee, on which I am privileged 
to serve and which is the authorizing 
committee for this program, to delete 
this funding, not because of any antip
athy to scientific research, but because 
it is a matter of priorities. Nice, but 
can we afford it? 

My response to that is that we can
not afford it. We ought to be making 
some priorities, and that we have been 
singularly unsuccessful in doing. I 
think it may be instructive to share 
with my colleagues just the history in 
the last budget cycle of 1992, because in 
both the House authorizing committee 
and in the Senate authorizing commit
tee, and indeed the authorization legis
lation itself that was enacted in 1992, 
both Houses, the other body and our 
own, supported the elimination of fund
ing for this program in the authorizing 
legislation. 

Our President and Vice President 
have embarked upon a noble chal
lenge- reinventing Government, how 
to streamline the bureaucracy, how to 
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make Government work better for peo
ple, how to make it more responsive, 
how to give the managers of the Fed
eral programs the ability to discharge 
their responsibilities without being en
tangled in a bureaucracy and a web of 
redtape that threatens to strangle the 
ability of us to manage a program. 

If only that bureaucracy would show 
the same type of creativity in imple
menting programs that they do in pre
serving programs once established, Mr. 
President, I think that the challenge 
that our President and Vice President 
have undertaken, and which I support, 
would be so much easier. 

Let me cite an example of the his
tory. I have indicated to you that last 
year, fiscal year 1993, the program was 
eliminated in the authorizing legisla
tion. This program had been known for 
many, many years as the Search for 
Extraterrestrial Intelligence, the SETI 
Program. The response of the bureauc
racy is not only instructive but is in
triguing in terms of the creativity and 
tenaciousness in which programs, once 
authorized, seem to last forever-in 
perpetuity, our critics would say. 

After this legislation was enacted, 
NASA failed to carry out the mandate 
of the Congress in eliminating the pro
gram, but rather changed the charac
terization-that is, the name-of the 
program. So no longer do we have a 
search for extraterrestrial intelligence. 
Now we have a new program whose 
function is identical in all respects to 
the program that we have been seeking 
to eliminate. It is called the high reso
lution microwave survey. 

So when I address the floor tomorrow 
in additional detail in terms of my rea
sons for eliminating that program, we 
will not be talking about SETI, as we 
have historically talked about this on 
the floor of this body, as well as in the 
committee; we will be talking about 
HRMS, which is the new name by 
which this program continues to have 
life. And it will be my intention, once 
again, to offer an amendment which 
specifically deletes the funding for this 
program in an effort to make sound, re
sponsible judgments with respect to 
the priorities for Federal spending
$12 million here, $12 million there, and 
before long we will have some real 
budget savings. 

I thank the Chair. I notice the distin
guished floor manager has taken the 
floor, and I yield to him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ala
bama. 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND RE
ALIGNMENT COMMISSION DIS
APPROVAL ACT 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the joint resolution. 
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, in con

nection with the base closure resolu
tion that we will be voting on, of 

course, I have mixed feelings. I have 
feelings that the Base Closure Commis
sion made a mistake in closing the 
naval home port at Mobile, and. I think 
it made a mistake in the question per
taining to the realignment of certain 
positions and functions at Redstone 
Arsenal dealing with the Army Mate
riel Command. 

They, on the other hand, I think, 
made a wise decision not to close Fort 
McClellan where we have the only live 
agent training facility that exists in 
the free world by which soldiers, ma
rines, and sailors, all servicemen, as 
well as some eight different foreign 
countries are trained to go into cham
bers in which there are gases, mustard 
gases, nerve gases, other types of gases 
and have the feeling that their protec
tive equipment and their gas masks 
work, and they have the confidence 
then to go into the battlefield and 
know that their equipment will work. I 
think the decision was made there be
cause it would be very difficult to 
move that to some other location in 
view of the environmental problems. 
The community there has accepted it 
and is willing to allow it and to con
tinue with it. There is always some 
question of some inherent danger that 
exists from such a live agent training 
facility, and the Base Closure Commis
sion, I think, was wise in regard to 
that. 

There was a matter like the Berlin 
Air Base, which was close by my State, 
that was involved, and I think relative 
to that they did not close that. 

So I have mixed feelings in regard to 
certainly the naval home port in Mo
bile and the Redstone Arsenal, but, 
nevertheless, I will vote against this 
matter of delaying or this matter of 
preventing the Base Closure Commis
sion recommendations from being 
adopted because I think we have to 
look at it from the Nation as a whole. 

I support the process which we have 
gone through. It is a process that inde
pendently allows for evaluations. 

I think there were some mistakes. I 
think, for example, that the staff of the 
commission ought to come from out
side sources, rather than coming from 
the military sources. In regards to an 
Army base that is a proposed fore
closure, they get their staff from the 
Army. If it is a Naval facility that is 
going to be closed, they get their staff 
pertaining to that from the Navy. They 
come into those situations with less, in 
my judgment, than an objective view
point. But that is something down the 
road to be considered. 

But, overall, I think we have to sup
port the process, and the process, in 
my judgment, is important. We have to 
downsize the military. We have to con
solidate. We have to realign. I feel 
that, overall, the process is a process 
that has worked generally well, with 
some exceptions. But, overall, if you 
have to grade them somewhere between 

1and10, I would have to grade them as 
being at least above 7, which is cer
tainly a passing grade. 

So, therefore, I would like to make 
my position known relative to that 
matter. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 

THE SP ACE ST A TION 
Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, tonight we 

will have a chance to do what our con
stituents have asked us to do all year
and that is most emphatically to cut 
spending. 

Senator BUMPER'S amendment would 
eliminate the funding in the VA-HUD 
bill for the space station program. 
That bill appropriated $2.1 billion for 
the station in fiscal year 1994-approxi
mately 14 percent of NASA's total 
budget. 

For all of this you would think we 
would know quite a bit about where 
that money is intended to go. 

In fact, we do not. 
As of the beginning of this month, 

NASA officials could not tell the White 
House how they can stay in budget and 
meet their goal of a staffed, orbital sta
tion by the year 2000. In fact, the offi
cials have been given a deadline of 
today to come up with their plan for a 
streamlined station. 

In other words, if the Bumpers 
amendment fails, Congress will spend 
$2.1 billion to fund a space station for 
which no one has seen the plans-about 
which we cannot answer even the most 
basic questions. We are buying a $2.1 
billion farm, and we do not know where 
it is located, how many acres it is, or 
whether we are growing lima beans or 
raising llamas. 

The only thing we seem to know for 
sure about the space station is that it 
is going to cost us $2.1 billion next 
year. 

On the other hand, if we adopt the 
Bumpers amendment, we will know one 
thing for certain. We will know we 
have saved taxpayers $2.1 billion next 
year-and many more billions of dol
lars in the years to follow. If we adopt 
the Bumpers amendment, we will have 
cut $1 million of Government spending 
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for each working hour of every working 
day. How often does Congress accom
plish that much in one day. 

Some of the debate will focus on the 
pros and cons of building a space sta
tion. Those of us against the station 
will raise questions about the station's 
scientific merit and about its military 
necessity. Those for the station will 
talk about exploring the galaxy and 
about taking risks in order to make 
great discoveries. 

That will be an important debate. 
But not as important as the oppor
tunity that this amendment presents
the first opportunity to cut spending 
available to us since the Senate's con
tentious debate and vote on the rec
onciliation bill. 

Many of us who spoke on this floor 
during that debate made-in one way 
or another-a promise to come back 
after recess and cut more spending. 
Now here is our chance to show our 
constituents that we are doing more 
than making a political speech before 
casting a difficult political vote. 

In fiscal year 1994, total Government 
spending will be 23 percent of gro~s na
tional product, and total revenues will 
be a little over 19 percent. The Con
gressional Budget Office's 10-year fore
cast shows revenues rising to about 19.3 
percent of gross national product-and 
staying there-as total spending dips 
to 22 percent of gross national product 
and then slowly starts to rise again. 

The truth is that until those two per
centages are the same, we will con
tinue to rack up yearly deficits, and we 
will continue to add to our enormous 
debt. We cannot and should not go 
again to the revenue side of this equa
tion. We need to cut spending first. 

And, very simply, that means we 
have to cut real programs and save real 
dollars. When given the chance, we 
have to vote to bring Government 
spending down to a level that the 
American people are willing to finance 
with their hard-earned tax dollars. 

Obviously, this will not be easy. The 
space station program has benefits; it 
employs people; it keeps alive the 
dream of interplanetary travel. 

But we do not need it. And certainly 
we cannot afford it. 

This will be the first of what I hope 
will be many votes this year to cut 
spending. I talked a great deal when I 
was back in Wisconsin over recess 
about freezing spending. This is a clear 
goal that businessmen and families 
forced to live within the constraints of 
a budget understand: No more this year 
than last year. And it is a clear goal 
that can only be approached if we are 
willing to say "no." We cannot afford a 
space station right now-even one that 
is better designed, even one with more 
justification. It is time to say no. It is 
past time to cut spending. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Bumpers amendment when it comes to 
the floor. I thank my friend from Ar-

kansas for giving the Senate this op
portunity to say no. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

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

TIBET 
Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, re

cently I returned from a trip to Tibet, 
where I spent a few days trying to un
derstand some of their most pressing 
issues. I was amazed at the large num
ber of Chinese troops that are visible. 
We counted 42 trucks with Chinese 
troops in them as we traveled from the 
airport to Lhasa, the capital of Tibet. 

While I was there the Chinese as
signed about 8 or 10 security guards to 
me. I do not know what they thought I 
was going to do, but my every move 
was followed and I had a difficult time 
speaking directly to very many Tibet
ans. I do believe there should be a free 
Tibet if the people indeed want their 
country to be free. We live in an era 
when those determinations should be 
made by the people in the country. 

During our visit we did get out into 
the countryside once or twice and we 
did see several yaks working, doing fall 
plowing. We visited several mon
asteries and talked to some of the 
monks. But I had a feeling most of 
them were a little bit afraid of the 
translation, because my translators 
were Chinese people from Beijing. 

I have traveled in Cuba, and in the 
old Soviet Union and in Eastern Eu
rope, but never did I see more soldiers 
than in my visit to Tibet. I am not 
completely aware of what is transpir
ing in Tibet but the Chinese are obvi
ously afraid · of letting any activity 
occur that would produce a substantive 
dialog with a visiting Senator. 

Upon returning to Chungking, and 
Ch'eng-tu, and Beijing, I was told by 
reporters that they had had similar ex
periences when they were there. 

I hope the Chinese will ease up, and 
will allow the spirit of liberty to reign 
in Tibet. 

Let me say I hope our relationships 
with China improve. In Ch'eng-tu I had 
the pleasure of speaking at the opening 
of the first Peace Corps center in that 
region. There are several Americans in 
the Peace Corps teaching English in 
Ch'eng-tu, which is in Szechwan Prov
ince in China. They are the first Peace 

Corps volunteers to go there. It was my 
pleasure to speak at their swearing-in 
and at their inaugural ceremonies. 

We have a great friendship with the 
people of China. I found the people of 
China to be very friendly as I visited 
different parts of the country. But the 
Chinese Government is increasing the 
number of military maneuvers in the 
Spratly Islands, and the Chin.ese Navy 
is expanding in Southeast Asia. 

The Chinese are exporting more and 
more arms than they have ever ex
ported before. The Chinese Government 
is acting very militaristic toward Viet
nam and toward a number of countries 
in Southeast Asia. 

I had occasion to ask the Prime Min
ister of Australia the other day what 
his assessment of China was. He felt we 
should maintain a strong naval pres
ence in the region because, to some ex
tent, we offset the Chinese. Others in 
the region felt if the United States 
pulled out militarily there might well 
be an arms race between China and 
Japan in that region of the world. 

We cannot justify, to our taxpayers, 
keeping the 7th Fleet at full strength 
solely for that reason. However it cer
tainly is something to consider in the 
future. 

The other side of the coin is that 
China is a great trading partner of 
ours. I was amazed, in visits to Malay
sia, Singapore, Hong Kong, Szechwan 
Province, Xian, Beijing, Shanghai, at 
the amount of business activity that 
takes place. In fact you can see more 
brandnew airplanes in Shanghai air
port than you can anyplace else in the 
world. 

From Singapore to Shanghai, Asia is 
moving toward free enterprise figu
ratively at the speed of light. The point 
of the matter is the Chinese are going 
to be major economic players in the 
next few years. I hope our respective 
governments are able to work out their 
differences. 

President Clinton acted correctly in 
placing trade sanctions on the Chinese 
with r egard to the export of nuclear 
materials to Pakistan. We have to be 
very tough on nuclear proliferation. I 
say that as the author of the amend
ment that prohibits our aid to Paki
stan because of their development of a 
nuclear device. Yes, there are many 
other countries that are involved in 
the proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
and I am equally critical of any and all 
across the board who engage in this 
trade. I feel strongly people should 
know what is going on in Tibet. Visi
tors there, be they Senators or journal
ists or tourists, are assigned a large 
number of Chinese security people who 
travel in Japanese 4-wheel drive vehi
cles. There must be something the Chi
nese are very afraid to let foreigners 
see. Further, there is a reason they do 
not want foreigners to talk directly to 
Tibetans. I think this is a strong indi
cation that there is something very 
wrong in Tibet. 
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If Tibet wants to be free, I hope it 

can be free. I hope the Tibetan people, 
who live in a very remote area and are 
largely forgotten, will not be forgotten 
by the rest of the world. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish 
to commend the distinguished Senator 
for his trip. That is a very remote part 
of the world. It would not be considered 
one of the watering holes which are 
often visited by codels. I think the Sen
a tor is right on target about the impor
tance of Tibet in the overall equation, 
worldwide, of human rights and free
dom. 

For this country to sit by idly and let 
this condition continue, year after 
year, is wrong. 

I think President Bush, and I believe 
to a degree President Clinton, has been 
endeavoring to get that message across 
to China. 

Perhaps I should withdraw the word 
"idle." I think we should be doing as 
much as we can to take the message on 
behalf of the Tibetan people. 

There are a great many individuals 
in this country, indeed some distin
guished foundations, which are very ac
tively engaged on behalf of the plight 
of the people of Tibet. 

Mr. PRESSLER. If my friend would 
yield for a question under our rules, I 
might inform him I was part of codel 
COHEN for part of the trip-the very 
able Senator from Maine led our trip 
for the Malaysia and Singapore and 
Hong Kong part-and then I broke off 
and went to Tibet myself. 

We had a briefing on the 7th Fleet. I 
know that my friend from Virginia is 
our leader on military matters. There 
was much discussion on the trip as to 
whether or not we should maintain our 
military presence in the Pacific. There 
was in general a unanimous feeling 
that we should maintain our military 
presence there. The 7th Fleet has not 
been cut that much, or at all. If my 
friend can expound on that, I would 
much appreciate it. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I will 
simply say the 7th Fleet, which was 
known in the twenties and thirties as 
the Asiatic Fleet, is an integral part of 
this Nation's forward-deployed defense 
system. The 7th Fleet is there not only 
to secure the goals that this Nation has 
but most particularly our friends and 
allies throughout that region. It is the 
only significant large naval power now 
with the demise of the Soviet Union. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. llAR
KIN). The Chair does not want to inter
rupt the Senator from Virginia, but 
under the previous order, the Senate 
will now vote on the passage of Senate 
Joint Resolution 114, a joint resolution 
disapproving the recommendations of 
the Defense Base Closure and Realign
ment Commission. 

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

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I 
wanted to engage the Senator from 
Virginia for 5 minutes in a colloquy to 
finish this. 

Mr. WARNER. I ask unanimous con
sent--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays are ordered. The vote has 
been called for 6 o'clock, and the clerk 
will call the----

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the yeas and nays be amended to allow 
the Senator from South Dakota and 
myself to engage in a brief colloquy 
which should not take more than about 
8 minutes. 

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

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, there 
was much military discussion about 
the possibility of the absence of the 7th 
Fleet in the Pacific arena causing 
China and Japan to enter an arms race. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, · par
ticularly a naval race, a competition to 
go back and build a navy. How well 
this Nation recognizes the importance 
of that area of the world and the fact 
that Japan once had a mighty armada. 

Mr. PRESSLER. My friend may be 
able to explain this better than I. 
Japan is under some restrictions pres
ently. The feeling may be that Japan 
might ignore those restrictions if the 
United States 7th Fleet was not there. 
Others think China would be so mili
tarily dominant in the area that small 
countries like Malaysia, Singapore, 
Hong Kong, and the Spratly Islands 
would be in danger. 

It is my own personal feeling that 
China is trying to get her paws on 
Vietnam. This is just a personal obser
vation. That is the reason I feel we 
should move toward recognition, but I 
do not want to engage in that issue at 
this time. I strongly believe that China 
is expanding militarily in Southeast 
Asia; that China is in the process of be
coming more militaristic. I sense that 
this is the will of the Chinese Govern
ment, not the Chinese people. It is very 
difficult for me to understand why. 

I know my friend on the Armed Serv
ices Committee has perhaps analyzed 
this, and we are going to analyze it fur
ther in our trip report. The smaller 
countries in Asia are very fearful of the 
reasons behind the Chinese Govern
ment becoming so militaristic in its 
naval activities. They are carrying on 
naval activities today in the Spratly 
Islands, as well as other naval activi
ties and displays of force near Singa
pore and even as far away as Australia. 
I do not know if my friend from the 
Armed Services Committee, who has 
been to the Pacific area, has a personal 
observation of what is going on there. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague. I might add that the 
leader of your codel, the Senator from 
Maine [Mr. COHEN] for many years has 

served on the Armed Services Commit
tee and, most specifically, the sub
committees that deal with the Navy 
and sea powers. So he has indeed the 
status of one who has a great deal of 
knowledge about this subject. 

The Senator is quite correct, though 
the geographic locations oI those na
tions that you enumerated are such 
that sea power is an essential element 
of any defense system, any deterrence 
against attack. Just today I had the 
Chief of Naval Operations in my office 
visiting on a wide range of matters and 
he brought up the fact that Australia is 
going into a very intensive program to 
build diesel submarines, again, rec
ognizing their history and the fact that 
as an island surrounded by the waters, 
.naval sea power is essential for their 
defense. 

Mr. PRESSLER. I might also report 
to my friend from Virginia on the dis
turbing number of military on the 
ground in Tibet. We counted 42 trucks 
with soldiers, Chinese soldiers, going 
from the airport into the city of Lhasa. 
On the streets we saw military every
where. There must be a terrible fear of 
a rebellion in Tibet. This was a star
tling thing to see. I have not seen mili
tary power displayed so visibly on the 
streets in Cuba or the old Soviet 
Union. I hope China is not a powder 
keg that will blow up in that part of 
the world. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I might 
ask the distinguished Sena tor, having 
not been to Tibet and having read so 
much about the suppression of the cul
ture, the ancient culture, of the peo
ples of Tibet, what did the Senator wit
ness by way of the places of religion 
being, as I understand, torn down, 
many of the traditions have been sup
pressed by the Chinese people because 
those traditions stand for freedom? 

Mr. PRESSLER. There has been 
some restoration of the Dalai Lama's 
palace, Potala, in Lhasa. We did not 
get to see the Panchen Lama's palace, 
al though they are in the process of 
choosing a new Panchen Lama. He is 
the "number two" person and the Chi
nese have their fingers in that process, 
one that is supposed to be carried out 
solely by the monks. 

We visited several monasteries and 
saw some monks chanting and praying 
in one monastery. The monasteries are 
being restored and brought back, but 
much was lost during the cultural rev
olution. 

The difficulty is that a visitor is kept 
from having a real dialog. I went to one 
monk's room in Lhasa and asked him 
what he thought about a free Tibet, 
and after he gave a long answer, my 
Chinese interpreter looked at the boss, 
looked at me and said, "He's against 
it.'' Obviously, it is very hard for a vis
itor to have any real communication in 
a police state such as that. 

On the other hand, I felt that the 
Chinese people, in the Szechwan Prov
ince and other provinces, are intent on 
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being our friends. They like Americans. 
They listen to American music. They 
amaze me. The Peace Corps volunteers 
are being treated like kings and 
queens. They are teaching English. The 
Chinese people want to learn English. 

There is a great feeling of friendship 
between the American and Chinese peo
ple. As is so often the case at the gov
ernment level, there is a great deal of 
coolness. 

I am concerned that there is a new 
wave of militarism arising within the 
Chinese Government. They are export
ing arms, exporting chemicals, export
ing nuclear materials, and I am very 
concerned this will lead us into con
flict with China. That would be unfor
tunate. That will shut off one of our 
largest trading partners. We sell a 
great deal of agricultural products to 
China. We sell a great deal of manufac
tured goods. We sell a number of Boe
ing aircraft there. I saw more new 737's 
and more 757's than I have seen in most 
airports in this country. There is a real 
opportunity for new markets in China. 
I hope this conflict does not leave us in 
dire straits. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I will 
simply say to my friend that there is 
an old maxim that has been proven 
throughout history: Where there is a 
void, it will be filled. 

Should the United States cease to be
come an important factor in the na
tional security of the various nations 
that you have enumerated, that void 
will be filled, as the Senator from 
South Dakota has predicted, by China. 

Mr. PRESSLER. One final point I 
might make is Korea. I know President 
Clinton has very wisely said we will 
maintain our strength there. But there 
is also a fear that if we were to with
draw parts of the 7th Fleet, the Kore
ans, who are working toward unity, 
would be left in dire straits. My friend 
may have some comments on the situa
tion in Korea. 

Mr. WARNER. It is my understand
ing the Chair seeks recognition. I yield 
the floor. 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND RE
ALIGNMENT COMMISSION DIS
APPROVAL ACT 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the joint resolution. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will not 
vote on the passage of Senate Joint 
Resolution 114, a joint resolution dis
approving the recommendations of the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

The question is, Shall the joint reso
lution pass? The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll . 
Mr. WALLOP (after having voted in 

the negative). Mr. President, on this 
vote I have a live pair with the Senator 

from New York [Mr. D'AMATO]. If he 
were present and voting he would vote 
"aye." If I were permitted to vote, I 
would vote "nay." Therefore, I with
hold my vote. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen
ator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON] nec
essarily absent. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND], the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. COVERDELL], 
and the Senator from New York [Mr. 
D'AMATO] are necessarily absent. 

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

The result was announced-yeas 12, 
nays 83, as follows: 

Boxer 
Campbell 
Feinstein 
Hatch 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Craig 
Danforth 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 

[Rollcall Vote No. 271 Leg.] 
YEAS-12 

Hollings Moynihan 
Inouye Riegle 
Jeffords Specter 
Levin Thurmond 

NAYS-83 
Feingold McConnell 
Ford Metzenbaum 
Glenn Mikulski 
Gorton Mitchell 
Graham Moseley-Braun 
Gramm Murkowski 
Grassley Murray 
Gregg Nickles 
Harkin Nunn 
Hatfield Packwood 
Heflin Pell 
Helms Pressler 
Hutchison Pryor 
Johnston Reid 
Kassebaum Robb 
Kempthorne Rockefeller 
Kennedy Roth 
Kerrey Sarbanes 
Kerry Sasser 
Kohl Shelby 
Lau ten berg Simon 
Leahy Simpson 
Lieberman Smith 
Lott Stevens 
Lugar Warner 
Mack Wells tone 

Duren berger Mathews Wofford 
Faircloth McCain 

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS 
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-I 

Wallop, against 

Bond 
Coverdell 

NOT VOTING--4 
D'Amato 
Exon 

So the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 114) 
was rejected. 

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ate will continue with the consider
ation of H.R. 2491, making appropria
tions for the Departments of VA- HUD 
and Independent Agencies. 

The pending business is the first ex
cepted committee amendment. 

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

a tor from Arkansas is recognized. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, what 

is the parliamentary situation? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

pending business is the first excepted 
committee amendment. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the first ex
cepted committee amendment be laid 
aside for the time being so that I might 
offer an amendment, and that upon the 
completion of action on this amend
ment, we return to committee's first 
excepted amendment. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Reserving the right 
to object. What is the amendment the 
Senator intends to offer? 

Mr. BUMPERS. The one the Senator 
from Maryland has been waiting for all 
day dealing with the space station. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I just wanted to be 
sure that was the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the first excepted committee 
amendment is set aside. 

The Senator is recognized to offer his 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 905 

(Purpose: To reduce the appropriation for 
the implementation of the space station 
program by $1 ,446,000,000 for the purposes 
of reducing the deficit in the Federal Budg
et) 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMP

ERS]. for himself. Mr. WARNER, Mr. SASSER, 
Mr. COHEN, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. KOHL, Mr. 
FEINGOLD, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. EXON, Mr. DECON
CINI, Mr. SIMON, Mr. WOFFORD, Mr. CHAFEE, 
and Mr. KERRY proposes an amendment num
bered 905. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
Strike page 59, line 15 through line 17 on 

page 60 and insert in lieu therof the follow
ing: " motor vehicles; $6,098,400,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 1995: Provided, 
That of the funds provided under this head
ing, $500,000,000 shall be made available for 
termination of the contract relating to the 
space station program: Provided further , That 
(a) the Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget shall, upon enactment of the pre
ceding proviso, reduce the discretionary 
spending limits set forth in section 60l(a)(2) 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 for 
fiscal years 1994 through 1998 as follows: (1) 
for fiscal year 1994, for the discretionary cat
egory: $1,446,000,000 in new budget authority 
and $1 ,015,000,000 in outlays; (2) for fiscal 
year 1995, for the discretionary category: 
s2,ioo.ooo.ooo in new budget authority and 
$1,799,000,000 in outlays; (3) for fiscal year 
1996, for the discretionary category: 
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s2.100,ooo,ooo in new budget authority and 
Sl ,992,000,000 in outlays; (4) for fiscal year 
1997, for the discretionary category: 
s2.100.ooo.ooo in new budget authority and 
s2.100.ooo.ooo in outlays; and (5) for fiscal 
year 1998, for the discretionary category: 
S2,100,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$2,100,000,000 in outlays. (b) The allocation of 
appropriate levels of total outlays and new 
budget authority for fiscal year 1994 to the 
Committee on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on 
Appropriations of the Senate included in the 
joint explanatory statement accompanying 
the conference report on the concurrent res
olution on the budget for fiscal year 1994 (H. 
Con. Res. 64) are reduced by Sl ,446,000,000 in 
new budget authority and Sl ,015,000,000 in 
outlays: Pro- " . 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, there 
are a couple of things about this 
amendment I think all Senators should 
know about. 

First, the amendment would leave 
$500 million in the Space Station Pro
gram, which is what we have been ad
vised will be the amount necessary to 
shut the program down. 

Second, this amendment has a provi
sion that should take care of a lot of 
the concerns of Members of the Senate. 
What it does is to provide that if the 
Senate adopts this amendment, the 
money saved in the amendment may 
only go for deficit reduction. 

Mr. SASSER. Will the Senator yield 
for a question on that particular point? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Tennesee. 

Mr. SASSER. Is the Senator telling 
the Senate here this evening that if the 
Senate should vote in favor of the Sen
ator's amendment, and the space sta
tion should be terminated, the savings 
from the space station will go directly 
to deficit reduction and cannot be uti
lized for any other program? 

Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator is abso
lutely correct. It can only be used for 
deficit reduction. I think that ought to 
be a very important point not lost on 
any Members of this body, and cer
tainly should not be lost on the people 
who, 45 days ago, made all those elo
quent speeches about how we must re
duce the deficit, but we must start cut
ting more spending and we must cut 
spending first. We did not cut spending 
first, but it does not really matter so 
far as deficit reduction is concerned, as 
long as you cut it. As long as you cut 
the deficit, who cares whether it hap
pens before we voted on the deficit re
duction package or the last day we are 
in session? 

Mr. President, the bill before the 
Senate, which I seek to amend, has $2.1 
billion in it for the space station. You 
are going to find this to be one of the 
most interesting debates ever to take 
place on the floor of the Senate, and I 
do not mean that to be self serving. It 
just so happens that it will be. 

Here is what you are going to be vot
ing for if you vote for the $2.1 billion 
which is in the bill for the space sta
tion. 

Incidentally, so far, we have spent $11 
billion on the space station Freedom, 
which is out at the Montgomery Coun
ty Landfill. It has been scrapped. That 
is $11 billion, Mr. President. Back in 
Arkansas, that is substantial. 

Now, tonight, you are going to be 
asked to vote $2.1 billion for a space 
station. Why? Not one person in the 
U.S. Senate can answer that. All they 
can say is: I am going to vote for $2.1 
billion for a space station that has not 
yet been designed; or I am going to 
vote for a space station and vote for 
$2.1 billion tonight or tomorrow, with
out knowing what the final cost is 
going to be; I am going to vote for $2.1 
billion for the new space station
whatever it is-without knowing what 
science we are going to get out of it; I 
am going to vote for $2.1 billion to
night to continue the space station in 
order to accommodate the Russians. 

That is a brand new element. Every 
time on the Senate floor-and this is, I 
believe, my fifth year to try to torpedo 
this program-we come up with some
thing new, and this year it is the Rus
sians. 

If we go forward with the tentative 
agreement we have entered in to with 
the Russians, the first command and 
control will come not from Houston 
but from Kaliningrad. If we go forward 
with the Russians under the tentative 
agreement, we will have to give them 
$100 million a year to get them going 
on this program. If we enter into this 
agreement with the Russians, the first 
launch for the space station will be in 
Baikonur in Kazakhstan which I will 
show you later is in a state of shambles 
with only one launching pad. 

Mr. President, it is meritorious that 
the President and the Vice President 
trumpet the agreement with the Soviet 
Union but not on this. How reliable? 
We will have our own in-house astro
naut, Senator GLENN, speak in favor of 
this in a moment, and I would like for 
Senator GLENN, my dear friend-I am 
sorry we are on opposite sides of this-
to tell us how comfortable he will feel 
as a former astronaut with the Rus
sians building some of the most criti
cal materials that will go into the 
space station and every year when we 
come up here with this amendment you 
can always say- I can remember when 
the American Cancer Society every 
year just before the fundraiser started 
they came with all kinds of new medi
cines that were having a telling effect 
on the cure of cancer. You do not get 
that much anymore. But you still get 
it in Congress. 

NASA and the administration had a 
dog and pony show this afternoon. It 
was in S. 407-I did not go-describing 
the agreement with the Russians. I did 
not go because I cannot think of a bet
ter reason for not voting for it than the 
agreement with the Russians. 

You are going to be saying we want a 
nation that is in shambles, whose space 

program is in shambles, who cannot 
feed their people, and who jeopardize 
cooperation with some of our other al
lies who can afford to get into this pro
gram to say we want them to spend it 
on something, not food to feed their 
people, not to teach them the joys of 
the free enterprise system or democ
racy, but $100 million hopefully so the 
U.S. Senate will yet once more opt to 
embark on what is almost certain to be 
a $100 billion program. 

Mr. President, this bill says that $1 
billion of this money cannot be spent 
until January 1, 1994, until the design 
has been picked. You know what that 
means to me? You do not get a second 
shot, you do not get a second bite out 
of this apple. When you vote for this 
bill you are saying whatever design the 
President and NASA agree upon the 
billion dollars is gone. You will have no 
say so about it. You may like it or you 
may not. But you are not going to get 
a chance to vote again. The $1 billion 
of the $2.1 billion that is being fenced 
will be spent: 

Mr. President, today you saw where a 
shuttle was almost capturing a sat
ellite. You saw this dog and pony show 
up in S. 407 this afternoon. The Presi
dent is calling Members of the U.S. 
Senate. My good friend, who just hap
pens to be wrong on this issue, is call
ing people telling them how important 
it is. The story that politics makes 
strange bedfellows has never been dem
onstrated better than on this amend
ment. 

You know something else NASA has 
learned? They learned from the Penta
gon. What does that mean? That means 
47 States have a little piece of the ac
tion. Senators have come up to me and 
said: "Dale, I think it is a boondoggle. 
I would like to vote with you but so
and-so tells me it is going to cost 200 or 
300 jobs in my State." 

Let me show you a chart that I hope 
you will look at, and look at, and look 
at before you vote. 

You may learn something every time 
you look at it. You may have a dif
ferent thought. Here is where we are 
headed, Mr. President, with the so
called space station Alpha, and it is 
only an educated guess as to whether 
we are going to go with alpha or beta 
or a couple of something in between, 
option A or option B. 

What we have done is say if we go 
with option A for 10 years and that is 
they cut one other thing, bear in mind 
they got the operating years of the 
space station from 30 years to 10 years. 
If they go with option A the best guess
es are that would cost $69 billion. If 
they go with option B that is $76 bil
lion. 

So let us do what we always do, split 
the difference and just guess that the 
cost of Alpha is going to be $72 billion. 
You compound the interest on $72 bil
lion from the time it is expended until 
2013, you have $100 billion. Do not tell 
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me, do not insult me by telling me you 
are serious about the deficit and that 
you want to do something about it and 
start tonight appropriating $2.1 billion 
every year for 5 years. Then from the 
year 1998 to the year 2002, 2003, $6.3 bil
lion a year, and then $3 billion a year 
from then until the year 2013. 

Can anybody tell .me why we are ap
propriating $2.1 billion a year for 5 
years and trying to come up with a de
sign that will fit the amount of money 
they are almost certain the Congress is 
going to give them? We are not design
ing the space station to accomplish 
certain things. We are just designing a 
space station that we can live with for 
$2.1 billion a year for the next 5 years. 
That is one of the most perverse things 
I have ever seen. 

Mr. President, I want every Senator 
to hear this. If you want to get up and 
go home after I say this, fine. But I 
want to say to you, to all of the Amer
ican people and my colleagues watch
ing on television, you will not believe 
this but it is true. We are now spending 
$1 million an hour, $40 million for 40-
hour workweek at this moment, on 
blueprints, drafting, and a little em
bryonic hardware, $1 million an hour, 
and for what? The space station Free
dom which lies in the junkyard of the 
Montgomery County landfill. 

Is it any wonder that the Vice Presi
dent wants to reinvent Government? 
The wonder is that the Vice President 
is hot for the space station. 

Mr. President, I have been on this 
floor many times in my life and have 
people call the next day watching C
SPAN and say surely Senator you can
not be serious. Yes, America, I am dead 
serious. 

In 1984 when this thing was conjured 
up by Ronald Reagan the cost was $8 
billion. We have now spent $11 billion, 
as I said earlier, and we are back to the 
drawing board. The $11 billion is for 
naught. 

Mr. President, you are going to hear 
people on the other side say, well, Sen
ator BUMPERS is really exaggerating 
the cost of this program. The cost of 
this program is only going to be $38 bil
lion. The only way the opponents of 
this amendment can tell this body that 
the cost is going to be $38 billion is to 
project that each space shuttle flight 
to deploy this sucker is going to cost 
between $50 million and $100 million, 
and we have never deployed one for less 
than three times that amount. 

Mr. President, as I mentioned a mo
ment ago, and I want to say it again, 
one of the ways they got the cost down 
is to provide for a 10-year operation 
after it is completed. Every year that I 
have tried to stop this program, it has 
been designed to last 30 years. 

Mr. President, this is the biggest 
project, scientific project, in the budg
et. It is the biggest pork project in the 
budget. 

My good friend, the Senator from 
Texas, was quoted-and I am reluctant 

to quote anything that he was quoted 
as saying in the newspapers, because it 
may have been erroneous, and he can 
correct this-but he was quoted in the 
paper as saying, "They do not want 
this for deficit reduction. They want to 
take this money and put it in pork 
projects back home that will help them 
get some votes." 

I have two thoughts about that. The 
Senator from Texas will have ample 
opportunity to respond to this. 

First of all, I cannot think of any
thing that is a bigger pork project to 
get votes in a State than this thing is 
for Texas. And, No. 2, we have ad
dressed the very point that the Senator 
from Texas legitimately made to make 
sure that the savings of torpedoing the 
space station go to deficit reduction. 

You cannot have it both ways. You 
cannot, on the one hand, say they are 
trying to save this money so they can 
put it in a dam in Arkansas when we 
are specifically saying that this money 
can only be spent for deficit reduction. 

What is a pork project? Many times 
it takes many forms, but it is a project 
that provides a lot of jobs and very lit
tle benefit. That is probably as good a 
description as any. 

How many people work on the space 
station? There are 20,000. 

I do not criticize any Senator from 
any State-but principally, Florida, 
California, Texas-I do not criticize 
any Senator from any of those States 
for voting against this amendment. 

But I have a deal for you. It is a pure 
jobs thing. There is not a Senator on 
the floor of the U.S. Senate or those 
listening who do not understand how 
we go to bat to try to save a military 
base, or we go to bat to try to save a 
particular project on which so many 
people are dependent for their jobs. 

I know this will never happen, but I 
say this as honestly as I know how to 
say it, if it were left up to me and this 
is what it took to get rid of the pro
gram, I would give those 20,000 employ
ees at NASA 3 years' pay. Scrap the 
program. Give them 3 years' pay, what 
they are making right now. Give them 
3 years to find another job. I promise 
you we would save maybe $80 billion, 
$90 billion. Who knows? It would still 
be the best bargain the American tax
payer ever got. 

Mr. President, 90 percent of the fund
ing of this thing goes to five States
Alabama, California, Florida, Texas, 
and Virginia. 

My friend from Virginia, who is one 
of my chief cosponsors-maybe I will 
call him my chief cosponsor on this-in 
my opinion is the bravest man in the 
U.S. Senate. He voted with me last 
year. He is the chief cosponsor this 
year. He has more military bases, prob
ably, than anybody in the whole U.S. 
Senate, and he just voted a moment 
ago against the resolution on base clos
ing. 

I reserve the right to change my 
mind, but, as of this moment, I con-

sider him the bravest man in the U.S. 
Senate. 

Do you know what the other 45 
States get? They get the tax burden. 
They get to belly up and pay for vir
tually all of $100 billion this thing is 
going to cost. 

Mr. President, what are we after in 
the space station? Here are the eight 
original missions of the space station. 
Shortly after Ronald Reagan said we 
are going to build a space station and 
put it in orbit for $8 billion, $11 billion 
and 9 years later, we have discarded all 
but one, and that is to make it a re
search laboratory. 

What kind of research? Mr. Presi
dent, here is what the Space Studies 
Board of the National Research Council 
said about the research. "Continued de
velopment of space station Freedom 
cannot be supported on scientific 
grounds. As for microgravity," the 
Space Studies Board said-and inciden
tally, I say to Senators, you are going 
to hear a lot of conversations about 
microgravity research. 

Senator HUTCHISON has said several 
times-she is not here; I wish she were. 
She said there is a possibility we are 
going to cure breast cancer. They are 
going to have to hurry up, because I 
heard the breast cancer cure will come 
from the superconducting super 
collider. It is going to be a real test of 
who gets the breast cancer cure first, 
the space station or the super collider. 

I submit to you, as I did the other 
day, I say to Senators, you get more 
cancer cure out of a tube of Neosporin 
than you ever will out of either one of 
these projects. 

So what did the Space Studies Board 
say? Listen to this carefully. They say: 
"The human habitation of the space 
station is fundamentally incompatible 
with the requirement that the micro
gravity experience be unperturbed." 

In other words, the men on board the 
space station, or men and women just 
walking around, prohibit legitimate 
microgravity research. They went 
ahead to say: 

The board believes specifically that more 
microgravity research progress could be 
achieved in a shorter period of time and at a 
fraction of the cost through an expanded pro
gram of space lab missions and of free flier 
experiments. 

And Dr. Park, head of the American 
Physical Society, says we have been 
doing microgravity research right here 
on terra firma for years. Nothing new. 

Mr. President, I heard the Senator 
from Texas say today that the Rus
sians, who have had a space lab called 
the Mir in space for almost 8 years-I 
have said flippantly, I have said it 
many times, you could probably buy 
that from the Russians for a year's sup
ply of TV dinners. 

But the Senator from Texas said 
today that the Russians have very 
wisely decided not to build Mir II. Now, 
we all know why the Russians decided 
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not to build Mir II. They do not have 
the money. They do not have the de
sire. They got nothing out of Mir I. 

Let me submit to my colleagues that 
if you really want a bargain, the Rus
sians will sell you the results of every 
experiment they have done on Mir I for 
just a pittance-just a few things. 

Mr. President, if DALE BUMPERS were 
standing here on the floor as a Senator 
from Arkansas saying this is a bad 
project, you would have a legitimate 
reason for saying: What does he know? 

I am not going to read all of them. I 
have a long list of the scientific com
munity here. The American Physical 
Society, 40,000 physicists-when we get 
to the superconducting super collider, 
the proponents of the collider will say, 
"Look here, the American Physical So
ciety thinks this is great." 

As a matter of fact, they do not. 
They are split on it. 

But you will hear what the American 
Physical Society says about how won
derful it is for particle physicists. But 
you will not hear the American Phys
ical Society quoted on this, because 
they are opposed to the space station 
to a person. 

The American Chemical Society, the 
American Society of Cell Biology. 

Why would the American Society of 
Cell Biology be opposed to something 
that was going to cure breast cancer? 

The Institute of Food Technologists, 
the Optical Society of America, the 
Union of Concerned Scientists, Amer
ican Society of Zoologists, the Phys
ical Society of Japan, the German 
Physical Society, the German Associa
tion of Physicists, the Consortium of 
Social Sciences Associations. 

On and on the list goes; the premier 
scientists of America almost uniformly 
disagree with this program. 

The Russians have a cosmodrome 
that they call Baikonur, which I al
luded to earlier. It is pitiful. They have 
one launch site; one left. The Wall 
Street Journal wrote a lengthy story
and that is not my favorite publica
tion, incidentally. It is a great business 
paper. Editorially, I seldom agree with 
them. But they point out in the Wall 
Street Journal how dangerous it would 
be for us to tie ourselves to the Rus
sians and their space program, being in 
the shape it is in. 

I mentioned Dr. Park a while ago . 
Mr. WARNER. Will the Senator yield 

for a question? 
Mr. BUMPERS. I will be delighted to 

yield to the Senator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 

my distinguished colleague. I indeed 
take great pride in being his principal 
cosponsor on this. But my question is 
as follows. 

I did go up to that briefing this after
noon. Incidentally, I think my count is 
there were only five Senators who went 
up. The administration witnesses, all 
of whom I dealt with before, are men 
and women of good conscience. I am 

puzzled as to why they were sent down 
at the last minute, barely 1 hour and 20 
minutes before this debate was to take 
place. And now, distributed on the 
desks tonight, are a series of letters to 
various Members of the Senate, ex
pressing administration positions, in
cluding this, the thought that perhaps 
the action the Senator from Arkansas 
and I and the Senator from Tennessee 
and the Senator from Maine and others 
are seeking could jeopardize our rela
tions with Russia. 

My colleague referred to it as the 
trump card. I am concerned as to 
whether or not it is a sign of weakness, 
that they were concerned we would 
prevail tonight and they threw this-I 
would call it a joker; not a trump card, 
a joker-on the table. It is going to 
take this Senator a little time to try 
to think through the representations 
made today and the representations in 
these letters, because this Senator has 
never failed to support any President 
on an issue of national security which 
is important to this country. 

This Senator was privileged to work 
with Senator NUNN, Senator LUGAR, 
the Senator from Maine, and others at 
the time months ago when it was not 
fashionable-months ago, maybe years 
ago; I think it is a year and a half, to 
be exact-to put together this Russian 
aid package when there were very few 
of us around here. 

The point I wish to make is this 
space program in my judgment is the 
engine that can pull this Na ti on over 
the cliff in terms of economic disaster. 
The Senator mentioned the fact that 
there are a series of steps taken by this 
Senate, be it line-item veto, balancing 
the budget-I have been with all of 
those measures through the years, and 
will continue to be so. I ask the Mem
bers of this Chamber, in good con
science, how can they vote for line
i tem veto, how can they vote for a bal
anced budget, and vote for this engine 
that is going to pull us over the cliff 
economically with perhaps $100 billion 
in a time of deficit? 

The Senator pointed out with his 
chart all of the unknowns. We are fly
ing blind into space. We are being 
asked to fly blind into space on this 
amendment. 

So I ask the Senator a specific ques
tion: Whether or not this Russian 
trump card, as he referred to it, or 
joker card, as I referred to it, that at 
the last minute was dropped in the 
form of letters on the desks of various 
Senators, is a sign of great concern we 
might have prevailed? 

Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator from 
Virginia makes a very legitimate 
point, Mr. President. Everybody knows 
why the Russians were brought in at 
the last minute to try to salvage this 
program. In my opinion, it weakens the 
argument for the space station. I was 
already fixed in my opposition to it, 
but that certainly was a clincher for 
me. 

I have a lot more to say. I am not 
sure we ought to say everything we can 
think of. But I do want to just close 
with these remarks, and allow some of 
my colleagues to speak. 

It seems to me if we vote for this 
amendment, we are saying to the 
American people: You were right when 
we were debating the President's defi
cit reduction package. Congress is out 
of control. Spending is out of control. 
All those speeches you heard, all that 
rhetoric about cutting spending-we 
were just kidding. And when push 
comes to shove, we simply cannot find 
it in our hearts to do what we know we 
have to do. 

In truth, there is absolutely nothing 
wrong with this great country of ours 
that could not be cured by men and 
women of good will, concerned, with 
determination and political courage. I 
am afraid that political courage is 
what is missing. If it is, we will prob
ably know sometime tomorrow. We 
will know the American people were 
right, and that all those speeches were 
just that. 

So if we defeat this amendment, we 
are sending a message to the American 
people: All your suspicions have been 
validated. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

FEINGOLD). The Chair recognizes the 
Senator from Maine. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I want to 
open my remarks by quoting the dis
tinguished chairwoman of the sub
committee, who has done a commend
able job in this bill of balancing com
peting interests that are quite diverse, 
ranging from veterans to housing pro
grams to environmental clean up. 

Last week, she was quoted as saying 
that "every time we turn around, there 
is a new element to the space station 
* * * this is like a floating crap game." 

The only correction I would make in 
her statement is that the space station 
program is not a floating crap game, it 
is a losing crap game. The dice are 
loaded. 

The American people put more than 
$11 billion on the space station Freedom 
crap table, and we have absolutely 
nothing to show for it. Indeed, this bill 
before the Senate contains yet another 
$160 million to terminate the space sta
tion Freedom contracts, in addition to 
the $2 billion to begin a new space sta
tion design that perhaps we will call 
post-Freedom. 

Like a chronic gambler who has lost 
all his savings and then goes deeply 
into debt to keep playing a losing 
game, we would be throwing good 
money after bad to approve this pro
posal. And it is not even our money, 
the $2 billion we are being asked to lay 
on the table is borrowed money, taken 
from future generations. 

Earlier this year when the adminis
tration announced its intention to re
design the station, the Senator from 
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Texas wrote NASA Administrator 
Goldin. In his characteristic fashion 
Senator GRAMM wrote: 

I wonder how you can defend the notion 
that a small number of people will be able to 
quickly and efficiently redesign a major pro
gram after junking a design it took 10 years 
and SB billion in taxpayers' money to de
velop. 

The redesign process, Senator GRAMM 
said, was "robbing (station) proponents 
of any real ability to make a credible, 
reasoned argument in favor of continu
ing the program." 

"Succumbing to the political lure of 
ordering a new space station now will 
assure Freedom never flies," Senator 
GRAMM concluded. 

Mr. President, Senator GRAMM was 
right. Freedom cannot fly on such gos
samer thin wings or rationales. 

The fact is that it is simply not pos
sible to re-do in a few months or inex
pensively what it took a decade and 
billions of dollars to do, or fail to do. 
And contrary to the grand announce
ment from the White House earlier this 
year that it had chosen a new station 
design, there is as of now no new de
sign. 

Let me repeat that, since it may 
come as news to those who only follow 
this program in the general media: The 
presidential space station redesign 
team may have packed up its bags and 
gone home months ago, but we still do 
not have a final design for the new 
space station. 

You may recall that the President 
had chose option A from among the 
menu served up by the redesign panel. 
This later was changed to new option 
A+. In succeeding months, however, we 
adopted Greek and yet another new 
station design called option Alpha. 
Now it appears that we about to once 
again changed alphabets, this time to 
Cyrillic, as we bring the Russians on 
board the program. 

The deadline du jour for a purport
edly final design is November 1. but 
there is little reason to expect this to 
be met, as NASA continues to miss in
terim deadlines related to the redesign 
effort. 

No one in NASA or anywhere else can 
tell you exactly what space station 
post-Freedom will consist of, nor what 
it will look like, nor what it will be 
able to do. But they can tell you out to 
a dozen figures how much they need to 
spend on it in the coming year. 

Mr. President, I suggest we have rea
son to hold onto our wallets. Indeed, 
the Appropriations Committee was so 
concerned by this charade that it 
fenced half the station funds until the 
administration can produce a final de
sign and not just a fine press release. 
But, perhaps feeling a bit generous or 
lucky, the committee decided to let 
NASA spend $1 billion in the mean
time. 

Mr. President, 2 weeks ago, the Sen
ator from Louisiana told the Senate 

about an old confidence game which 
some of his constituents were prone to 
fall for, while the Senator from Ten
nessee discussed his constituents' affin
ity for snipe hunting. "Lost in the 
space station" is a rival scam. 

Given what we are being asked to ap
prove, Senators are being put in the po
sition of the contestants on the old 
game show, "The Price is Right": For 
only $2 billion, Monty Hall over at 
NASA will show us what's behind door 
No. 1. Or if you believe the committee 
fence is real, it will only cost you a 
cool billion to peak behind door No. 1. 

I think it is time to end the games 
and stop pretending that we are deal
ing in play money, the loss of which 
has no consequence. Let us get on with 
the business of managing the American 
people's money as if it were our own. 

If we approached this debate with 
that attitude, there would no question 
as to our decision. This is because the 
space station is a bad bargain at any 
price. 

NO JUSTIFICATION FOR SPACE STATION 

Contrary to the impression space sta
tion advocates would like to create, 
killing the space station will not leave 
the United States without the ability 
to do research in space. Researchers 
have available to them unmanned sat
ellite platforms and the space shuttle, 
for which the American taxpayer has 
spent more than $80 billion and con
tinue to spend billions. 

The shuttle's capability to support 
research in space has been tremen
dously expanded by the deployment of 
the privately owned Spacehab labora
tory on the shuttle and, especially, the 
Spacelab modules in the shuttle cargo 
bay. Spacelab can be outfitted with 
several tons of laboratory instruments 
for studies in biology, medicine, phys
ics, chemistry, astronomy, and engi
neering. NASA, itself, describes the 
shuttle equipped with the Spacelab as a 
"short duration space station for sci
entific research." And as shuttle 
flights are extended in length, eventu
ally lasting up to 4 weeks in orbit, 
Spacelab can be better described as a 
non-permanent space station-a de
scription that probably also applies to 
the new space station design, since it is 
quite possible that it will not be per
manently manned. 

In fact, there are so many research 
opportunities offered by platforms, 
Spacelab, and Spacehab, that there is a 
real question whether it can all be 
used. Earlier this year, I asked GAO to 
study this issue, and preliminary find
ings suggest that there is a definite ex
cess of spacebased research capacity. 
Supply far exceeds demand. 

So do not be misled into believing 
that terminating the space station will 
undermine American researchers. 

In fact, Mr. President, it is no secret 
that the scientific community, which 
purportedly would be the beneficiary of 
the space station, strongly opposes it. 

The Space science Board of the Na
tional Research Council and the Na
tional Academy of Sciences has stated 
unequivocally that "neither the quan
tity nor the quality of research that 
can be conducted on the proposed sta
tion merits the projected investment." 
The board went on to state: 

Space Station Freedom * * * does not meet 
the basic research requirements of the two 
principle scientific disciplines for which it is 
intended: (1) life sciences research necessary 
to support the national objective of long
term human exploration of space; and (2) 
microgravity research and applications. 

And, Mr. President, this condemna
tion was made before the redesign of 
the station, which has made it even 
less capable of carrying out research. 

The premier associations of Amer
ican physicists, chemists, biologists, 
geophysicists and other scientists and 
engineers have called for the termi
nation of the space station program. 

According to the American Physical 
Society and the American Chemical 
Society: 

Scientific justification is lacking for a per
manently manned space station in earth 
orbit. We are concerned that the potential 
contribution of a manned space station to 
the physical and life sciences has been great
ly overstated and that most objectives cur
rently planned for the space station could be 
accomplished more effectively and at much 
lower cost on Earth, using unmanned robotic 
platforms, or using the Shuttle. 

These two prestigious associations 
were later joined by the American So
ciety for Cell Biology and half a dozen 
other scientific associations represent
ing more than a quarter million sci
entists in stating: 

The space station is a multi-billion dollar 
project of little scientific or technical merit 
that threatens valuable space-related 
projects and drains the scientific vitality of 
participating nations. 

This view is shared by nearly all the 
other major professional associations 
of scientists in the United States, in
cluding such groups as the American 
Association for Cancer Research. 

Mr. President, these are the people 
for whom the space station is sup
posedly being built. But it is not hard 
to see why America's scientists oppose 
the space station. Proceeding with the 
space station will force drastic cuts in 
other NASA programs that are worth
while, such as space exploration 
projects and programs to understand 
global climate change and improve 
America's economic competitiveness. 
It will force deep cuts in other research 
budgets that are funded in the same ap
propriations bill, including that of the 
National Science Foundation and the 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

America's most respected multidisci
plinary scientific journal, science, re
cently editorialized: 

A space station can be justified on the 
basis of a "national adventure" or maintain
ing immediate jobs in Texas and elsewhere, 
but space research* * *can be accomplished 
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less expensively in other ways. The time has the Pacific Ocean, was the result of the 
come to set the proper priorities for science theft of fuel that was supposed to have 
on the basis of good research within a dis- been loaded into the rocket. 
cipline and the probable value to society. No 1 fully support efforts to take advan-
longer should .projects that _are 90 percent 

· public works, 9 peFpent pu\Jlic relations, and :tage of W}).at Moscow ha~ to offer from 
. one percent science be labelled "science" what remains of i~~ space program, but 
projects. as Mr. Oberg conclud~s in his article, 

RUSSIAN PARTICIPATION IS BURDEN, NOT BOON "Fruitful U.S.-Russian space coopera-
In the absence of any scientific or tion must depend on cold, hard reali

technical justification for building this ties, not echoes of past fading glories." 
new, truncated space station, NASA UNREALISTIC NASA BUDGETING 

has been in search of new arguments. Not only is there no justification to 
Recent discussions with Moscow have build the space station, there is simply 

apparently opened the possibility that no way that NASA can afford it. The 
Russia might be brought in as a part- programs NASA planned for the com
ner on the space station. The commit- ing 5 years would cost about $18 bil
tee even earmarked $100 million for the lion-or 25 percent-more than Presi
Russian space program, even though no dent Clinton and the Congress have al
one can say just how the Russians lotted for the NASA budget over this 
would participate. period. 

I anticipate that some will now argue And I would point out, Mr. President, 
that we cannot terminate the space that the Senate has gone on record as 
station program because it is the key firmly stating that NASA must live 
to United States-Russian relations. I within the 5-year budget ceilings con
support working with Russia in space- tained in the current budget resolu
related activities and, in faqt, have tion. We have put NASA on notice that 
asked the GAO to investigate ways .in ·we are-not going to break the ceilings 
which we can enhance our co6peration - when ~ASA:. fina1ly owns up to the ex-· 
with Moscow in these matters. I com- istence of this huge gap between its 
mend Vice President GORE, in particu- plans and its budgets. 
lar, for his efforts in this area. NASA Administrator Daniel Goldin 

But Mr. President, we should not de- has reportedly found some program 
ceive ourselves about Russia's ability cuts to close this gap. But informal 
to significantly contribute to the consultations with the GAO indicate 
Space Station Program. As James that there remains a discrepancy of 
Oberg, a respected analyst of Soviet some $10 billion between the cost of 
and Russian space programs, recently NASA's planned programs and its 
wrote in the Wall Street Journal, the budget over the next 5 years. 
former Soviet space program is a Mr. President, it just so happens that 
"walking corpse" and "by the time the NASA plans on spending about $10.5 
United States may have to rely on billion on the space station over the 
their promised services, they may not coming 5 years. Adoption of our 
exist." Mr. Oberg writes about the de- amendment would, in one fell swoop, 
caying condition of both the Russian close NASA's budget gap, ensuring the 
rocket programs and its primary vitality of the many NASA programs 
launch facility. The Russian rockets of that are worthwhile. 
potential interest are suffering from a What will happen if we fail to close 
spate of recent failures and a majority the gap between NASA's plans and its 
of the launch pads of interest are out of budgets? 
operation. According to Mr. Oberg, As we saw with the Pentagon in the 
"Essentially, the entire Russian rocket 1980s, this type of gap results in costly 
program would have to be rebuilt from program stretch-outs and cancellations 
scratch." of programs after large investments 

How much would this cost? No one have been made, wasting billions in 
can say. Perhaps the Shadow knows. taxpayers' dollars. This is definitely 
But we are being asked today to ap- the path the space station is on. 
prove a $100 million set-aside for Rus- In December, the GAO released its 
sia to get started. high-risk series of reports on areas of 

Mr. President, this is not merely Government facing grave dangers of 
speculation by one analygt. Mr. Oberg's waste, abuse, and mismanagement. Ac
analysis was confirmed just 2 weeks cording to GAO's high-risk report: 
ago by Radio Moscow in a report that NASA's planning was not realistic; it was 
described the former Soviet space pro- based on a much higher level of funding than 
gram as a nightmare and in chaos, with was likely to be made available. For exam
the primary launch facility plagued by ple, NASA's program plans for fiscal years 

1993 through 1997 called for up to about $20 
power outages during launches; rebel- billion more than was likely to be provided. 
lions by soldiers who have burned down To adjust plans to actual budgets, NASA's 
numerous buildings at the launch facil- projects and programs often have to be 
ity; food shortages; and a mass exodus slowed down, thereby extending schedules 
of skilled workers. According to Radio and increasing total contract costs. 
Moscow, thievery of launch pad equip- The GAO high-risk report went on to 
ment "has become normal and is not state: 
noticed." Radio Moscow even specu- In addition, there are several support areas 
lates that the recent failure of .a Pro- in which further funding demands may 
ton launcher, which simply fell into emerge, including hazardous waste cleanup 

and maintenance of facilities. NASA's over
commitment, plus potential additional fund
ing demands, mean the agency's programs 
may not be able to proceed as planned. 

Unless it star:ts to .pla:r:i -reali~ti.paUy , _ NASA" 
will <ioritinue· to -perpetuate res1'1un:e · sho(t
ages that limit its ability 'to effectively man
age contracts by subjecting its programs to 
a recurring annual cycle of cutbacks. 
restructurings, schedule extensions, and po
tential terminations. 

And these cutbacks, delays, and ter
minations will apply not only to the 
space station but to all of NASA's 
other programs: 

The Earth Observation System and 
other programs designed to help us bet
ter understand our environment and 
how we are changing it: NASA's many 
worthwhile projects in space explo
ration and astrophysics; and even 
NASA's aeronautics programs that are 
so critical to the heal th of our com
mercial aircraft manufacturers, one of 
America's biggest export industries 
and a cornerstone in our efforts to 
compete internationally. 

While the .administration. may.: claim 
allegiance to these programs today: all ·• 
of them will end up being sacrificed on 
the altar of budget reality in order to 
save the space station. 

This is not speculation, Mr. Presi
dent, it is already happening. In this 
bill, the committee cancels one-half of 
the Advanced X-Ray Astrophysics Fa
cility, a two-satellite orbiting observ
atory that would greatly enhance sci
entists understanding of the universe. 
This week's Space News states that "A 
Senate aide said that rising space sta
tion costs forced the committee to 
make the cut." 

PRIORITIES AND PUBLIC ACCOUNTABILITY 

Mr. President, sometimes the mat
ters we deal with are so tragic or ludi
crous that humor is the only alter
native we have to outrage. 

Back in mid-April, as Americans 
were preparing their tax returns, the 
columnist Dave Berry had some rel
evant remarks in an article appro
priately entitled "Flush With Money": 

(Y)ou middle-class people can forget about 
(the) Tax Relief (promised in the presidential 
campaign). But you will be pleased to know 
that President Clinton has come up with a 
new post-election idea, which is sacrifice. Of 
course, we're talking about an equal sac
rifice, wherein everybody will carry his or 
her fair share of the burden, as follows: 

(1) You will , one way or another, pay more 
money to the government. 

(2) The Government will spend it on criti
cal programs such as the space toilet * * * 
which goes inside the space shuttle. 

The (space) toilet was originally estimated 
to cost $2.9 million but what with one thing 
and another-you know how it is with 
plumbing projects-it wound up costing $23.4 
million God alone knows what it will cost 
the taxpayers when, inevitably, we have to 
send a Space Plumber up there to fix it. 

Of course, it is not the business of us tax
payers to question such expenditures. We're 
too stupid to understand our own tax forms , 
let alone decide on the need for a high-tech 
orbiting commode. 
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The point is that the government needs 

your money for many vital activities, and 
you need to just forget about Tax Relief, and 
start thinking in terms of sacrifice. 

At least, Mr. President, the space toi
let performs a useful function. That is 
more than can be said for space station 
post-Freedom. 

Mr. Berry's column was published in 
the Washington Post in the weeks prior 
to the April 15 tax filing deadline. It 
would have been appropriate to rerun 
it just a few weeks ago, Mr. President, 
when we marked "debt-interest-free
dom day,'' kin to the more familiar 
tax-freedom day. This is not to suggest 
the Federal debt is gone. Rather, since 
it has been estimated that 57 percent of 
taxpayers' Federal income tax is re
quired to pay the interest on the Fed
eral debt this year, this means that it 
was only after July 27 that the Federal 
income tax deducted from American 
workers' paychecks stopped going to 
pay interest to bondholders and began 
being spent on Federal programs to aid 
the public. 

Mr. President, the leaves are already 
beginning to change color in my State, 
and yet it was just 7 weeks ago that my 
constituents' Federal taxes started 
being spent on programs to benefit 
them. 

And we are now being asked to take 
that 43 percent of their Federal taxes 
that actually buys something and 
spend $160 million of it to terminate 
one space station and $2 billion more to 
start another. 

No one can tell them what this new 
space station will look like. No one can 
tell them how much it will ultimately 
cost. 

The only thing certain about the new 
station is that we do not need it to do 
the scientific research that is its pur
ported purpose. That is not just my 
opinion. That is the testimony by the 
very people for whom the station is 
being built for-America's biologists, 
physicists, chemists, and research engi
neers. 

Those Senators who vote to spend $2 
billion this coming year-and implic
itly $100 billion or more in succeeding 
years-on this new, Protean space sta
tion, after we have already wasted 
more than $11 billion on the just termi
nated space station, better be prepared 
to answer their constituents. 

They should be prepared to tell why 
they voted just a few months ago to 
raise their constituents' taxes, but 
today were willing to spend those hard
earned taxes on a program that no one 
can even describe in detail. 

They should be prepared to tell why 
they voted to cut Medicare benefits, 
but today refused to cut a so-called sci
entific research program that Ameri
ca's scientists almost uniformly call a 
waste of money. 

They should be prepared to tell why 
they voted to increase fees on veterans' 
benefits, but today voted for a program 

that will inevitably force further re
ductions in veterans' benefits, since 
they reside in the same appropriations 
bill. 

They should be prepared to tell why 
they voted to add another trillion dol
lars to the Federal debt, condemning 
our children to a lower standard of liv
ing as a result, but today they voted to 
spend $2 billion going on $100 billion for 
a special interest, pork program. 

For years, Mr. President, advocates 
of space station Freedom argued in 
favor of it with the mysterious phrase 
that it was "the next logical step." 
Now that space station Freedom is 
dead, it is clear that the next logical 
step is to vote in favor of our amend
ment to put an end to this Maginot pie 
in the sky. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to insert in the RECORD Mr. 
Oberg's article "In Era of Space De
tente, Beware of Bargains," and a 
translation of the Radio Moscow report 
called "'Nightmare' State of Space 
Program Viewed." 

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

[From the Wall Street Journal] 
IN ERA OF SPACE DETENTE, BEWARE OF BAD 

BARGAINS 

(By James Oberg) 
Vice President Gore's meetings yesterday 

and today with Russian Prime Minister Vic
tor Chernomyrdin to discuss space-related is
sues are expected to yield greater coopera
tion between the two countries, particularly 
in areas such as space launch vehicles and 
launch facilities. Given U.S. budget con
straints and the wide variety of high-quality 
Russian space hardware and services now 
being offered on the world market, such pro
posals are well worth considering. But ex
treme caution is called for, as the Russians 
may be trying to sell the U.S. goods they 
don't reliably possess. 

Common suggestions focus on placing the 
NASA space station in an orbit far enough 
north to be serviced by the old Soviet space
port at Baikonur in Kazakhstan. Russian 
super-rockets in the Energiya program, the 
world's most powerful, are also under consid
eration for transporting into space many 
sections of the station's modular design. 

Russian space officials have been enthu
siastically promoting these ideas. They see a 
source of financial salvation for their own 
agencies and industries. So desperate are the 
Russians for the "American option" that 
they recently surrendered to U.S. State De
partment pressure over alleged "military 
rocket technology proliferation." That case 
involved the Russians' sharing with India 
their small-thrust liquid-hydrogen engine 
know-how, an expertise uniquely suited to 
communications and scientific launch vehi
cles and to a rocket technology that has 
never been used by any nation for military 
purposes. Nevertheless, the Russians agreed 
to break their existing contract with India 
and to withhold the manufacturing tech
nology, reportedly as part of a deal to re
ceive equally valued U.S. space contracts. 

American space industries have been un
derstandably reluctant partners in this new 
U.S.-Russian "space detente." They clearly 
would prefer that the space funding be given 
to them for the desired services: But when 

the "Russian option" provides services at a 
fraction of the American cost and years 
ahead of American schedules, congressional 
budget-cutters find the option attractive. As 
an alternative to total cancellation of major 
space projects, U.S. aerospace giants have 
found they can live with the deal. 

But all is not well with the fundamental 
underpinnings of the plan. Both the Russian 
space center at Baikonur and the Russian 
super-rocket Energiya are very bad bargains. 
By the time the U.S. may have to rely on 
their promised services, they may no longer 
exist. 

The Energiya rocket, equivalent in power 
to the Saturn V moon rocket developed dur
ing the moon race in the 1960s, has flown 
only twice. Once, in 1987, it carried a thrown
together 100-ton payload that tumbled out of 
control and never made it into orbit. Then, 
in 1988, it carried a stripped-down unmanned 
space shuttle on a two-orbit mission. 

Since then, all flight hardware has been 
rotting and rusting away in storage halls at 
Baikonur. The Soviet shuttle, an immense 
strategic blunder, slowly strangled from lack 
of funding. It was finally terminated offi
cially a few months ago. No further flights of 
the Energiya booster are even planned, un
less lots of American money shows up, and 
even then the launches couldn't occur before 
1997 or 1998. 

Essentially, the entire Russian rocket pro
gram would have to be rebuilt from scratch. 
Key industrial partners in the project are 
now outside the Russian federation, and 
many of those factories have already been 
converted to other manufacturing. Between 
a third and a half of the most experienced 
personnel have already left the program for 
better-paying jobs with more secure futures. 
Existing hardware has been cannibalized for 
other projects or sold off as scrap. 

What is more, the Baikonur Cosmodrome, 
as Russia's main space center is called, is a 
walking corpse. already evacuated by its 
most energetic veterans and now long aban
doned by the Soviet support bureaucracies 
that used to make it a semi-tolerable duty 
location. Launchings continue under skele
ton staffs, but increasingly serious break
downs and worker food riots are threatening 
to bring the delicate high-tech rocket work 
to a halt. 

Two recent space failures illustrate how 
close modern rocket technology runs to the 
edge of disaster. 

The Zenit rocket, which serves both as an 
independent launch vehicle and as a booster 
for the Energiya heavy lifter, is manufac
tured at a plant in Ukraine. Between 1985 
and 1991 it had a string of successes, but sud

. denly two years ago the vehicle underwent a 
series of random flight failures caused by in
adequate preparation and quality control 
from the Ukrainian factor. An explosion de
stroyed one of the two launch pads, which 
has not been rebuilt. 

Then an independent booster program, the 
Proton, was done in a squabble over which 
Moscow agency owned it. A technical bureau 
that had been locked out of a profit-sharing 
plan decided to withdraw its inspcc r.ors from 
the launch site, and the very next vehicle 
fell into the Pacific Ocean. Out of four pads 
at Baikonur for the Proton rocket, only one 
is operational. 

As if all this weren't enough, there are 
other problems with the Baikonur site. Eco
logically, the region is beyond salvation. As 
the Aral Sea to its west continues to dry up, 
emanations from the exposed salt flats, laced 
wit]) decades of pesticide pollution in the 
cotton fields upstream, are blown by the 
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choking summer winds eastward across the 
desert to blanket the city of Leninsk where 
the space workers live. Infant mortality and 
birth defects in the area are unendurably 
high. 

The government of Kazakhstan has 
claimed sovereignty over the base but can
not afford to provide basic services such as 
power and water, much less technical serv
ices. Also looming as a future crisis is the 
question of political rights for large Russian 
minorities within the borders of Kazakhstan, 
particularly in the northern regions where 
they actually form the majority and where 
sentiment is growing for partition and ulti
mate reunion with Russia. None of these 
flash points bodes well for the stability of 
the Baikonur spaceport. 

Conceivably, the Russian government 
might actually get many of the hoped-for 
U.S. space dollars for expanded joint work, 
since there is much in the Russian space pro
gram well worth buying, leasing or licensing. 
Its space station hardware and experience 
can be extremely valuable. But the price of 
rebuilding the already collapsed infrastruc
ture of Baikonur and the Energiya rocket is 
too high. Fruitful U.S. Russian space co
operation must depend on cold, hard reali
ties, not on echoes of past fading glories. 

[From Moscow: "Nightmare" State of Space 
Program Viewed-LD0609154393 Moscow 
Radio Moscow World Service in English 
0710 GMT, Sept. 6, 1993) 
Moscow mailbag, and here's Joe Adamov to 

answer more of your questions. The first one 
comes from Arthur Boston of Liverpool Eng
land, and he asks: Is the Russian space pro
gram now finished? 

[Adamov] Well , it's not finished, but it's 
experiencing what I would call a nightmare; 
21,000 people have left the community ad
joining our main cosmodrome, Baykonur. 
The clubs and movie theaters there are 
closed. Pedestrians dart in and out of stores 
in search of food, and during a whole week 
bread was not delivered. 

The refrigerators in the stores are not 
working. In one place, sausage was lying in 
tropical heat covered by flies. Today, the 
Baykonur cosmodrome is the property of the 
Republic of Kazakhstan , but they have nei
ther the technology nor the personnel to 
keep it in working condition. 

The military space forces, so-called, in 
charge of the launching site, lack person
nel-lack soldiers. The rocket that launched 
the recent Russian-French crew was guarded 
not by just plain soldiers, but by officers. 
The construction of new objectives at 
Baykonur has been stopped. [as heard] The 
functioning ones are quickly becoming inop
erative. Russia is keeping the functioning of 
the cosmodrome at the very lowest level , not 
wishing to finance out of its own pocket the 
property of another nation. 

Theft at the launching pads and the tech
nical sites has become normal and is not no
ticed. Everything is stolen, even copper cable 
laid underground or sheet metal which is 
used for roofing. This chaos is beginning to 
tell, very unfortunately, on the dependabil
ity of the launchings. In June, the heavy car
rier rocket Proton, carrying the communica
tions satellite Gorizont, fell into the Pacific 
Ocean. Why? Because they didn't fill enough 
fuel into the tanks. I have a feeling someone 
must have stolen some of it. 

The launching complex of the Proton- the 
most reliable Russian rocket-became so 
broken down and dilapidated that the rocket 
was moved to another pad. An hour before 
the Russian-French crew launched, the elec-

tricity failed at the pad, but after the 
launching, the whole town was blacked out. 

People are leaving the place en masse. 
There are two and half thousand officer va
cancies. Schools have become half deserted. 
Kindergartens are closed. Crime, drug addic
tion, robberies, theft are all commonplace. 
Women, even in daytime, are afraid to go 
out. They go swimming accompanied by 
large dogs. 

And here's the latest: soldier rebellions. In 
June, these rebellions resulted in burning 
down three barracks, three staff buildings, a 
club, a hospital, and a library. 

The only way out is to try and use our 
great space facilities for commercial pur
poses by launching foreign satellites, but 
that will not be easy to bring about. 

Mr. WARNER. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. COHEN. I will be happy to yield 
to my friend from Virginia. · 

Mr. WARNER. I commend the Sen
ator from Maine. He is a cosponsor of 
the amendment, and he has come for
ward tonight and given a very eloquent 
dissertation, well prepared, well docu
mented with facts. 

Mr. President, the thrust of what he 
has concluded, I characterize as saying 
unless Members of this body have the 
courage to stand up and vote against 
the program which in their State has 
jobs, then any amount of balanced 
budget, any line-item veto, it is futile, 
absolutely hopelessly futile. 

My question is directed to the Sen
ator because we served together and 
have been privileged to serve in the 
Senate for 14 years on the Armed Serv
ices Committee. We have been to the 
Soviet Union, to Russia together many 
times. He is an acknowledged expert on 
the question. 

This last-minute administration ef
fort, as the Senator posed, is a very 
puzzling one. But I cross-examined the 
witnesses of the administration very 
carefully this afternoon. I could not 
get a definitive answer of how big a 
factor this is, this one space statiorr in 
terms of our many overtures of the as
sistance to Russia; $2.5 billion is the 
package coming through later this 
week. That is significant. 

I judge the Senator from Maine is, as 
the Senator from Virginia and others 
are, going to stand up and vote for it 
and go back and face our constituents. 

But it seems to me in listening to the 
witnesses this afternoon from the ad
ministration that the space station is 
indeed a very small part of this ov.erall 
relationship of $2.5 billion added on to 
that. Would there not be; if this is so 
significant, the space station, another 
program that could be substituted for 
it so we could go ahead and cancel this 
one and, indeed, draw on their knowl
edge of the space station? Given that it 
is, in my judgment, a very small pro
gram as it relates to Russia, are there 
not a number · of valuable substitutes 
that could take its place? 

Mr. COHEN. Let me say to my friend 
from Virginia, there are many pro
grams which we could undertake with 

the Russians to try to help restructure 
their economy. 

I would point out that they have 
come to the conclusion that their space 
program is a program they can no 
longer afford. All of the information 
that we have coming out of Russia, it
self, says it is a walking corpse. Most 
of their launch pads of interest are out 
of operation, as the Senator from Ar
kansas has said. They have thievery 
taking place on their launching pads. 
Their rocket capability is withering. 
Their space program is in a state of ad
vanced decay. 

Yet, now we have the administration 
grasping for straws, anything to con
tinue this program, a brand new rede
signed space station they will do any
thing to justify. Let no one say our re
lations with Russia hinge upon this, 
and that if we kill this program there 
is no relationship with which to 
launch. 

Let me say to my friend from Vir
ginia that he and I, and the others, will 
be called upon later during the course 
of this year to support the program to 
assist the Russian economy. To add 
this on top of that effort will, I think, 
undercut support for that larger Rus
sian aid package. It will certainly 
cause me to go back and reflect ori 
whether I can go to my constituents 
and justify why we have to have an
other Russian aid package. 

I think what we have to do is come 
up .with joint programs that have bene
ficial results for both our societies. 
This will not benefit Russian society, 
and it will not benefit ours in terms of 
producing worthwhile basic research. 

Tomorrow morning, for example, the 
Governmental Affairs Committee, on 
which the Senator from Ohio serves, 
will conduct a hearing to examine how 
much money we have to come up with 
for environmental cleanup. There is a 
project that perhaps we can engage in 
with Russia-environmental cleanup-
not only here in the United States but 
over in Russia as well. They have mas
sive environmental problems as a re
sult of their nuclear and other pro- · 
grams. We could have joint efforts at 

·cleanup which we certainly could jus
tify more than this program. That is 
just by way of example. 

We have so many hundreds of billions 
of dollars that we have to spend for 
programs that will produce beneficial 
results for us. We · cannot afford to in
dulge in this kind of waste. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I will 
just finish my colloquy and then yield 
the floor. 

Mr. President, I want to thank the 
distinguished Senator from Maine be
cause this Nation is stumbling toward 
an ever-increasing annual deficit, an 
ever-increasing national debt. Those of 
us in favor of this amendment have to 
call on the American people tonight to 
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come and help us stop this reckless 
spending. 

I commend the Senator from Maine 
for standing because I am sure in his 
State, perhaps not as many jobs as 
there are in Virginia, but there are 
some jobs in his State, and until Mem
bers of this body stand up and are will
ing to accept the consequences of loss 
of jobs in their State, as it relates to 
this ever-increasing Federal spending, 
it is hopeless to think that someday we 
might be able to reduce the annual def
icit or begin to reduce the burden of 
the national debt on future genera
tions. 

Mr. COHEN. I thank the Senator 
from Virginia for his comments. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. COHEN. Yes. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. The Senator from 

Maine said something in his impas
sioned speech, and it appears to me 
that the Senator from Maine's under
standing is that the future of our 
science relationship with the Soviet 
Union depends on this vote. Did I mis
understand? 

Mr. COHEN. I think the Senator from 
Maryland misunderstood my com
ments. That was in response to the 
Senator from Virginia. As I pointed 
out, it does not. I said there are some 
who will argue that our relationship 
with Russia may hinge upon this. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Some might argue. 
The Senator from Maine has not been 
told that by the administration. 

Mr. COHEN. I have not been told 
that. I am waiting to hear what the ar
guments will be. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. We will talk about 
the arguments. I know there was a 
briefing this afternoon. I just did not 
know whether the Senator's conclusion 
from what he had heard was that this 
had been indicated. 

Mr. COHEN. No. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Because the Senator 

from Texas and myself support a Unit
ed States-led space station in which 
there would be Soviet cooperation 
around the area of cost and time sav
ings but that our space station effort 
was not to bail out the work of Soviet 
science. 

Mr. COHEN. We are in complete 
agreement. There is no justification for 
arguing that not continuing this pro
gram will somehow jeopardize our rela7 

tionship with Russia. We are in com
plete agreement. 

Ms. MIKULSKI We never made that 
argument. 

Mr. COHEN. I am glad we pointed 
that out for the record. We are both in 
agreement. No one can make that ar
gument and therefore it would not be a 
valid consideration for any of us to 
take into account. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. If the Senator will 
continue to yield just to clarify in my 
own mind, some might make that argu
ment but that is not an argument that 

will be made by the proponents, by the 
managers of the bill. 

Mr. COHEN. I thank the Senator for 
her comments. 

If I might finish my comments, then 
I will sit down. 

Mr. President, for years the advo
cates of the space station Freedom ar
gued in favor of it with the mysterious 
phrase it was "the next logical step." 
Now that the space station Freedom is 
being terminated the next logical step 
is to vote in favor of this amendment 
to put an end to what I consider to be 
this Maginot pie in the sky. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. LA UTENBERG addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Jersey is recognized. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I rise to align myself 

with those who think that it is time to 
terminate the space station. 

I am not going to go through an anal
ysis of the relationship between our
selves and Russia on this, allegations 
or intimations that may have been 
made suggesting that our relationship 
would deteriorate. 

I want to look at this strictly in 
terms of the financial condition of the 
United States and what it is that we 
are buying or not buying by continuing 
this program. 

I am a member of the VA-HUD ap
propriations subcommittee that funds 
NASA programs including the space 
station. 

I closely reviewed the progress of the 
space station and its funding level 
since it was first proposed by President 
Reagan in the 1980's. 

In 1991, it became obvious to me that 
we could not afford to build the space 
station given the caps contained in the 
1990 budget agreement, the massive 
cost overruns associated with this 
project, and the questionable benefits 
to be gained from it. 

Now, I will cast my third vote to kill 
this space station. 

Mr. President, there is nearly unani
mous public and congressional support 
to substantially reduce the budget defi
cit. We have just enacted what is pur
ported to be the largest tax increase in 
the Nation's history. Regardless of 
whether Members opposed or supported 
that package, all agree that the Con
gress could do a better job of cutting 
Government spending for wasteful 
projects. The space station qualifies for 
such a project. It is a project without a 
mission that has taken on a life of its 
own. It adds nothing to the future eco
nomic vitality of our Nation. It does 
not contribute to solving our underly
ing disinvestment in our people and in
frastructure or our technology. It is a 
huge drag on our resources that we 
cannot afford. 

Mr. President, if times were better, 
perhaps we could engage in this sci-

entific endeavor. But this reminds me 
somewhat of a family sitting around 
the dinner table with the table bare, 
talking about how difficult it is to get 
by without food, as they contemplate 
perhaps bringing in a painter to paint 
the outside of the house. It is just out 
of phase with where we are. 
-When the space station was first con

ceived, it was argued that it would en
hance our national security and help us 
conduct research in material science 
and life science research. Since the 1991 
restructuring of the space station, 
there has been vigorous debate about 
the alleged benefits of this project with 
the Space Studies Board and National 
Research Council questioning whether 
or not the materials in life science re
search could actually be done effec
tively. Some still argue that there will 
be biomedical spinoffs resulting from 
the tests conducted in the weight
lessness of the space station. But at 
what cost? 

The space station will cost us be
tween $31 billion and $43 billion for 
construction before we conduct one 
biomedical experiment, and $120 billion 
over the next 30 years in operational 
expenses. Of course, these are esti
mates, and we know what happens with 
estimates around here. To put it into 
perspective, the Natfonal Institutes of 
Health, the world's premier biomedical 
research agency, receives a total of $11 
billion a year-that is the primary re
search facility in our Nation-and the 
space station alone could cost some
where around $1 billion to $1.25 billion 
a year in operational expenses alone. If 
we are concerned about investing in 
biomedical research, we ought to put 
more into the NIH. 

Mr. President, unfortunately, termi
nation of this project failed in the 
House of Representatives. The Senate 
ought to do what our colleagues in the 
House could not do and terminate this 
project. 

In 1984, NASA estimated that the 
total cost of the space station would be 
$8 billion. As of fiscal year 1993, we 
have already spent $9 billion on the 
space station, and look where we are-
still on the drawing board. To repeat 
my earlier comment, the cost esti
mates range from $31 billion to $43 bil
lion just for construction, and $121 bil
lion over the next 30 years. I want to 
correct the record based on a comment 
I earlier made. It will cost $121 billion 
to operate this space station, if it ever 
gets there, for 30 years. 

That is like an entitlement for 
NASA. When we typically think of en
titlement programs, people are in
clined to look at Medicare, Medicaid, 
Social Security, and welfare. But we 
must look further than the traditional 
entitlement programs for cuts. We 
must now cut NASA's largest entitle
ment: the space station. The space sta
tion has survived in a manner that is 
typical of large, wasteful projects with 
no apparent mission. 
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The story goes something like this: 

First an agency comes before the Con
gress and tells us that they can build 
the space station, the super collider, or 
a star wars system for a reasonable 
amount of money. The Congress funds 
the design and the initial construction 
of these projects, and the agencies 
come back and say they need a little 
more funding. Then the Congress asks 
the GAO to investigate the financial 
status of the project, and we learn that 
the total cost would be much higher 
than that originally predicted. 

The agency then responds by saying 
there has been some cost growth in the 
project. They call it cost growth, and I 
call it runaway costs, and the Amer
ican people call it waste. 

Once the GAO sheds light on the 
project, the proponents argue that we 
have already sunk billions into the 
project, and the jobs will be lost if we 
terminate the program. It is a real 
catch 22. The proponents argue that we 
must continue to fund projects like the 
space station because it will enhance, 
ultimately, our economic competitive
ness. Behind the scenes, the agency re
sponsible puts together an intense lob
bying strategy. They draw up charts 
that tell you how many jobs are lo
cated in your State that come directly 
from a project like the space station. 
Then they use some greatly inflated 
multiplier that says that the real job 
loss in your State will be some much 
higher figure. This is business as usual 
in Washington, and it is time we put an 
end to it. We should be terminating 
those projects that provide little bene
fit to our people and our country and 
use these funds to reduce the deficit or 
invest in ways that will really provide 
for future economic growth, or will 
help in solving some of the intractable 
social problems we face. 

In sum, the Senate should take the 
final step of terminating the space sta
tion. It is a project with no discernible 
benefits that will drain our resources 
for years to come. The savings from 
this program can make a substantial 
cut in our deficit. 

Mr. President, I want to give credit 
to President Clinton for his initial ac
tion on the space station. On February 
18, 1993, the President asked NASA to 
come up with a more cost-effective, re
designed space station. He wanted 
NASA to present him with redesign op
tions that might cost somewhere be
tween $5 billion and $9 billion over the 
next 5 years. After 4 months, NASA 
comes to the conclusion that the space 
station could not be built for less than 
$10.5 billion over the next 5 years. This 
so-called redesign is still untested and 
may be technically unfeasible. It cer
tainly will obviate most, if not all, of 
the original goals of the program. 

Mr. President, there is one option 
available to us to hold the project 
below $9 billion over the next 5 years. 
That option is to terminate the pro-

gram. It is clear that there is no way to 
get the cost of this project under con
trol no matter how hard NASA tries to 
redesign the project. 

Mr. President, despite the pledges 
made to cut wasteful spending when we 
talked this summer when the tax bill 
was enacted, the Congress is not yet 
stepping up to the plate. To cite two of 
the most egregious examples that have 
received attention, we have yet to put 
an end to the honey subsidy or the mo
hair subsidy. Last week, the Senate 
overturned the administration's rec
ommendation to reduce grazing sub
sidies. 

These are failures. They cost tax
payers millions as opposed to billions 
of dollars. They enrage the American 
people, and they should. These pro
grams have no place in our budget, and 
if they ever did, certainly it is not now. 
And the space station is no honeybee 
subsidy. It is going to cost the tax
payers billions of dollars over the next 
several years. We ought to get on with 
the task that we promised we would if 
the budget resolution bill passed, and 
that is reducing our deficits in a sig
nificant way. 

Mr. President, there is one way to 
start on that task, and that is to cut 
out programs like these. I urge my col
leagues to support this amendment. 

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

ator from Texas is recognized. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I know 

there are a lot of other people who 
want to speak. As ranking member of 
the subcommittee, I want to say a few 
words and respond to some of the com
ments that have been made. I know our 
dear colleague Senator GLENN, whose 
record in the space program is not ri
valed by anybody in this body or in the 
country, wants to speak. 

We have heard from a lot of experts 
tonight. We will hear from the real ex
pert in a moment. We have had a good 
time tonight. It was very interesting 
hearing Dave Barry quoted as a sci
entific expert. I know that is an acco
lade he will take great advantage of in 
his column. We have had other experts 
with fewer credentials. 

I want to make tonight just a few 
simple points. First of all, let us talk 
about redesign. A big point has been 
made tonight that there is something 
wrong because we are redesigning the 
space station. But the real truth is we 
are redesigning the space station to 
save $4 billion. We are here tonight lis
tening to talk about spending money 
and about how we ought not to be 
doing it, and we hear criticism of the 
space station because it has undergone 
a major redesign. But the redesign was 
to shear off $4 billion over the next 5 
years. 

Now, one of our colleagues read my 
letter, and a fine letter it was, talking 
about how, if we threw out space sta
tion Freedom and tried to redo in 6 

months what we had done in 10 years, 
that there was no possibility that such 
an effort could have been credible. In 
fact, I think the letter was not only 
right but persuasive because, in fact, 
what we did was, we took space station 
Freedom, as a Cadillac space station, 
and we reduced the scope of it, preserv
ing the science that had been built into 
the engineering and converted it from 
a Cadillac space station into a Chev
rolet space station. A Chevrolet space 
station that used the same trans
mission, the same frame, and the same 
tires, but which basically made the 
kind of changes and adjustments we 
see when we look at a Cadillac and 
when we look at a Chevrolet. 

Basically, what we were trying to do 
was convert a Cadillac into a Chev
rolet. But we did not throw out the de
sign work or the frame or the trans
mission or the motor or the electrical 
system, or all of the components that 
were used. We simply went through and 
reduced some elements to try to save 
money. 

I am delighted, Mr. President, to 
hear my dear friend Dicky Flatt quoted 
here on the floor of the Senate. Not 
since the oracle of Delphi has one per
son had such a following, and what a 
great thing it is be ca use this one per
son, who is really representative of 
millions of Americans, is a person who 
has to make tough decisions in his own 
life. But I think it is interesting to 
note that when Dicky Flatt, my con
stituent from Mexia, had to make a de
cision about sending his two sons off to 
Texas A&M University, a long-term in
vestment, one that would be unlikely 
to pay back any return for at least 4 
years, until they graduated, and maybe 
a couple years thereafter-they might 
have loved him more if he bought them 
a new automobile-but he made a long
term investment in their future and in 
the future of the country. We are here 
tonight talking about a long-term in
vestment for our Nation. And, by the 
way, Dicky . Flatt supports the space 
station. 

We have heard a lot of talk here 
about the Russians. How short our 
memories are. How ungracious in tri
umph we are. The Soviet Union, the 
predecessor to the modern state of Rus
sia, was the leader in putting a sat
ellite into orbit. While today we bask 
in the glory of our victory in the cold 
war, for 45 years their technology men
aced America, and they developed a 
space program second only to one space 
program in the world, and a space pro
gram that holds many of the records in 
space. 

What has our administration or what 
has our President done that has cre
ated all this ire about the Russians? 
What the President has done, sup
ported on a bipartisan basis, is to ask 
the Russians to join our effort rather 
than building their own space station, 
to join with us in combining our efforts 
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and technology, not so that we can do 
less, but so that we can do more. 

I hear our colleagues speak almost as 
if the Russians are not a worthy part-

. -. i.ier in this activity~ . , 
Mr. President, I cannot think of a 

more reasonable thing in the world 
than asking Russia to join our effort as 
a partner, and I remind my colleagues 
something that I have not heard here 
tonight. We already have three major 
partners in the space station: the Euro
pean Space Agency, and their major 
participants are France, Germany, 
Italy, and Great Britain. They have al
ready invested $2 billion in the space 
station. They are committed to putting 
up $4 billion more. Canada is our part
ner in the space station. Japan is our 
partner in the space station. 

Can there be any logic to denying 
Russia what I believe is a rightful and 
reasonable role of being our partner in 
the space station? How could it pos
sibly make any sense for them to build 
and deploy Mir-II when they could join 
us in our effort. contribute to that ef
fort, and we could all benefit? · 

Finally, let me say that people•must 
get confused about how there is always 
a voice for economy, and there is so lit
tle economy. I am tempted to rattle off 
votes where we tried to eliminate ice 
skating rink warming huts in Con
necticut, to have that objected to by 
some whose voices now rise to the 
heavens for economy on the space sta
tion. I could list 1,000 votes, but it all 
goes back to remind me that what we 
need is a balanced budget amendment 
to the Constitution to force us to set 
priorities. Let me remind my col
leagues of a final point, and I will sit 
down. 

Twenty-five years ago, as a percent
age of the Federal budget, we spent 5 
percent of that budget on science, tech
nology, and the future. We invested to 
develop new technology, new science, 
new ways of doing things and, in the 
process, we made our workers more 
productive. In the process, for a quar
ter of a century, we have dominated 
science, and we have been its principal 
beneficiary. And over these 25 years, 
Federal spending has exploded. 

But over the 25 years, what has hap
pened to investment in science and 
technology? What has happened to in
vestment in science and technology is 
it has fallen from 5 percent of a fairly 
small budget, to now 1.9 percent of a 
budget which has gone up astronomi
cally. 

So our problem today is not that we 
are investing too much in our future. 
Dicky Flatt's problem is not that he is 
sending his children to Texas A&M. 
That is a wise decision he is making, 
that represents an investment in his 
family. 

My argument tonight is in favor of 
investment in the space station. We 
have undertaken the venture with 
three major partners who have com-

mitted $6 billion toward the project 
and who have spent $2 billion, a project 
to which we are now bringing a major 
new partner that I say has earned the 
i-ight to be our partner in this program. 
What we are trying to do here is invest 
in the future, in science and tech
nology, so that we can continue to 
dominate the world in science and so 
that this new technology can be put to 
work to create more jobs, more growth, 
and more opportunity in America. 

So, Mr. President, I believe that what 
we have done in the redesign to save $4 
billion is a good idea. I think it was a 
messy process. A lot has changed, but 
when you can save $4 billion and buy a 
Chevrolet instead of a Cadillac, under 
the current circumstances, it is right. 

We do not yet know exactly how Rus
sia is going to fit into our space pro
gram, but to argue that they ought not 
be involved in it I think is irrational. I 
do not think it represents the views of 
the American people, at least if people 
will think about it. 

Finally, just to set the record 
straight, there is not one dime in this 
bill for the space station budget which 
will go to the Russians. Basically, what 
we are trying to do is to help Russia 
join the international community by 
joining the space station. I think that 
is wise and prudent policy, and I am in 
favor of it. 

So I suspect we are going to have a 
long debate here. But I hope when it is 
over we are going to decide to continue 
even though the percentage of the 
budget has fallen from 5 percent to less 
than 2 percent in science investment. 

I hope we are not going to eat our 
seed corn here tonight by killing one of 
the premier science projects in the his
tory of mankind. 

I do not believe that is wise. And to 
criticize it because we are saving $4 bil
lion, to say that it is wrong to bring in 
the Russians, simply makes absolutely 
no sense. 

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

AKAKA). The Senator from Ohio is rec
ognized. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I under
stand the Senator from Virginia had a 
question or two. Without losing my 
right to the floor, I am glad to yield to 
him for that purpose. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. President, he was present, I 
might say, at the briefing this after
noon. I hope that, during the course of 
his delivery of remarks, he might in
clude what I view is the very good ad
vice that he passed on to the adminis
tration witnesses. 

But, Mr. President, I have a question 
for the senior Senator from Texas. 

The senior Senator from Texas has 
been the quarterback, the fullback, the 
blocking back, he has played every po
sition on every single fiscal conserv-

ative effort on this side of the aisle to 
cut back spending. 

So I ask the quarterback: Why do 
you punt tonight? Why do you punt the 
ball-, not through the · i;oal post to try 
to -score, but you' punted it up into the 
grandstands? 

Well; I will tell you, Mr. President, 
the people are going to catch that ball 
and throw it right back on the field, 
because they are sick and tired of this 
partisanship. They want to see a bipar
tisan effort in the United States of 
America to cut deficit spending and to 
cut the national debt. 

So, my question to the good Senator 
is: In his dissertation tonight, which I 
listened to very carefully and respect
fully, I did not hear one rebuttal to the 
observations by the Senator from Ar
kansas, the observations by the Sen
ator from Maine, and the observations 
by the Senator from Virginia as to how 
those who have aligned themselves 
year after year with efforts to cut the 
deficit and to reduce the national debt, 
how can the Senator, in good con
·science, stand and argue on behalf of 
this program? 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, if I 
might respond, I am very flattered that 
I play quarterback, fullback, halfback, 
and then, at this last moment, have 
been substituted in as the punter. I 
wish 2 weeks ago, if I had all those 
skills, that I had been there on the 
field when Texas A&M played Okla
homa. 

My point is this. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, they 

could have used him in the Dallas 
game, also. 

Mr. GRAMM. They could have. 
I think it is very important that we 

preserve America's leadership in 
science and technology. I do not think 
that any of my colleagues could offer 
any reasonable amendment that I 
would not support to cut the total level 
of spending and then fight it out in 
terms of our spending priori ties. 

But, Mr. President, I say to my dear 
colleague from Virginia, I would want 
to spend what we are spending on 
science today if the total Federal budg
et were only half as big as it is. If we 
were spending half as much as we are 
spending today, I would still support 
the current level for the National 
Science Foundation, I would still sup
port the space program, and I would 
still support the SSC, because I think 
you can document the past invest
ments that we have made in science 
and technology and the yield it has 
produced. Just as the prudent parent 
will make investment in sending that 
parent's child to college, I view this as 
a long-term investment. 

Now I would be perfectly willing, if 
the Senator from Arkansas had offered 
an amendment to mandate that to the 
Federal spending be cut by $2 billion 
and force us to fight it out on our 
spending priorities, I would support the 
amendment. 
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But I think to kill the space pro

gram, to kill an international partner
ship where other nations are putting 
up $6 billion, especially a program 
where the committee, led by Senator 
MIKULSKI, has just saved $4 billion, I 
simply do not think that is prudent 
public policy. 

So, again, as I said earlier, we each 
have our own priorities. I believe that 
science is a good long-term invest
ment. Now, I would not vote to raise 
the deficit to create a new science pro
gram today, but I think you can justify 
the modest 1.9 percent of the budget 
spent on science. 

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

ator from Ohio has the floor. 
Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I have 

listened to all the debate here tonight, 
which has been pretty one-sided, be
cause the people who are against this 
amendment have not spoken out very 
much tonight in comparison with the 
other side. 

Repeatedly we have been asked: What 
good can possibly come from this? 
Well, you know, there are always those 
who doubt when there is anything new, 
when the status quo is being inves
tigated, when there may be change. 

I cannot guarantee that research in 
agriculture will do any good. 

I know the Senator from Arkansas 
has a particular interest in some of the 
fisheries research. I cannot guarantee 
that that will do any good. I cannot 
guarantee that from forestry research, 
improvements will result. 

Back in the days when the transistor 
was in the process of being invented, 
there were those who thought this was 
a very futile effort. And here we are, 
we have replaced all the vacuum tubes, 
and the transistor is practically the 
heart of everything we do now elec
tronically in this country. Still were 
doubters on this concept. Our doubts 
go clear across a whole gambit of 
things. · · 

I do not rise to support the space sta
tion just because I, at one time, was in
volved in the manned space program. I 
support the space station because it is 
basically right for this country and 
right for this country at this time. 

Mr. President, there are always 
doubts going way back. Let us explore 
that just for a couple minutes here. 

They doubted whether Columbus was 
doing the right thing. Why was he en
dangering a crew in setting out on a 
voyage that had never been made be
fore? People thought he was crazy. And 
yet, it opened up a whole new world, a 
world that he did not see before he left. 

You go in the laboratory and the 
story of Disraeli and Faraday. Disraeli , 
the Prime Minister of England, was 
visiting Faraday in the laboratory. He 
was doing experiments with electricity. 
Disraeli is supposed to have said: "Mr. 
Faraday, what good is this?" 

Mr. Faraday's reply is: "What good is 
a baby?" 

In other words, research is not ame
nable to the regular rigors of cost ac
counting. When you start the research 
process, you are looking into some
thing that is unknown. 

If we had followed the advice of a lot 
of people, some very notable people, we 
might well never have moved off the 
east coast. In this very Senate, Daniel 
Webster once rose, and this speech is 
attributed to Daniel Webster in the 
Senate of the United States when the 
matter being considered was whether 
we were going to acquire territory west 
of the Mississippi. This occurred in 
1852. This is a quote of Webster: 

What do we want with this vast worthless 
area? This region of savages and wild beasts, 
of deserts of shifting sands and whirlwinds of 
dust, of cactus and prairie dogs? To what use 
could we ever hope to put these great 
deserts, or those endless mountain ranges, 
impenetrable and covered to their very base 
with eternal snow? What could we hope to do 
with the western coast, a coast of three 
thousand miles, rock-bound, cheerless, 
uninviting, and not a harbor on it? What use 
have we for this country? Mr. President, I 
will never vote one cent from the public 
treasury to place the Pacific coast one inch 
nearer to Boston than it is now. 

Well, that same kind of myopic view 
seems to be taken almost every single 
time we have a capability of moving 
forward in the laboratory, as in the 
couple of examples I gave, or whether 
it invites larger, macroexploration. 

But if there is one thing I think we 
have learned in this country, and that 
the leading industrial nations of the 
world have learned, it is that the quest 
for knowledge, the curiosity about the 
unknown and our willingness to do re
search almost always, seems to pay off 
in the future, and pays off beyond any
thing that we ever see at the outset. 

Here we have developed in our life
times-of most of the people in this 
room, and certainly most of the people 
across this country-within our life
times we have developed what people 
have dreamed about for thousands of 
years, looked up and wondered can we 
ever travel off this Earth. In our life
time we have been privileged to do that 
and take those first little baby steps 
into space. 

Now we hear some who are unhappy 
because we have not solved all the 
problems of the universe by the money 
that has been spent on this program to 
date. Maybe we could have accom
plished more. In hindsight, I do not 
know, but I know the efforts that have 
been made so far have been made in 
good faith. And I know when we move 
into this area of space we cannot ex
pect to just determine everything over
night. Any more than when we started 
AIDS research 7 years ago, did we ex
pect to find an immediate answer. We 
do not have the answer yet. 

Should we kill AIDS research? I do 
not think there would be a single soul 
in here who would say we should do 
that because we have a problem. We 

are doing research on it and we hope 
that research pays off. 

The same thing happens every time 
you put money into research. If there 
is one thing it seems to me we have 
learned, it is that money spent in re
search normally pays off beyond any
thing we see at the outset. 

For many, many reasons I feel the 
United States must continue its piv
otal presence in space. Let me talk a 
little bit about the vast opportunity 
and the promise that a permanently 
manned laboratory in space can pro
vide. 

The space station truly does rep
resent a new frontier. It represents an 
opportunity and challenge for the 
United States and the world. This 
country of ours is concerned about 
many things. We are concerned about 
developing new technologies and proce
dures to fight disease. We want to un
derstand environmental challenges to 
provide a safe and heal thy world for 
our children. We want to improve our 
competitiveness in the international 
marketplace. And we want to enhance 
the quality of our educational system. 
These are just a few of the things we 
are interested in. 

A permanently manned laboratory in 
space addresses each of these concerns. 
It does not solve all of our problems, 
but it addresses each of these concerns 
while expanding knowledge and ex
ploiting for worldwide benefit-not just 
for our own Nation here-but for world
wide .benefit a new aspect of the human 
environment. The station is a symbol 
of our commitment to better our qual
ity of life on Earth through research in 
life sciences, biotechnology, and mate
rials processing. 

What are some of the benefits of an 
orbiting laboratory? First of all a con
tinuance of the program of manned 
space missions remains the core of our 
space activities. The station is the next 
logical step for our manned program. 
The knowledge of how we adapt to 
weightless environments will lay the 
groundwork for future human explo
ration. Many feel if the station is can
celed the future of the entire U.S. 
space program will be in jeopardy. 

Second, the station will provide a 
manned laboratory to provide mate
rials and life sciences research in a 
microgravity atmosphere. The space 
shuttle program has enabled scientists 
to perform limited microgravity re
search. This research has already given 
us clues to the cause of osteoporosis, of 
diabetes, and other diseases. However 
shuttle missions last only a short pe
riod of time and scientists agree that a 
manned orbiting laboratory is needed 
to fully utilize our microgravity re
search capability. 

Third, the space station will be an in
strument to educate America's school
children in math and science skills. All 
you have to do is talk to some of the 
kids who have been to Space Camp in 
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Alabama or Florida and find out what 
they have experienced to know the ex
citement space exploration provides. 
Recent studies have shown skills in 
math, science and engineering of U.S. 
schoolchildren have fallen farther and 
farther behind those of their inter
na tional counterparts. 

So I think the space station is an
other step in providing a concrete ex
ample to our children of current and 
exciting research and discovery and 
may guide some of them to pursue 
science and technology as career fields. 
As we know, mastery of these subjects 
is necessary if our work force is going 
to remain competitive in the inter
national marketplace. 

Fourth, the space station will rep
resent the largest international ven
ture in science and technology ever un
dertaken. It sets the United States' 
international leadership role in space. 
At this time, the station is being joint
ly developed and funded by 10 European 
nations, by Russia, by Canada, by 
Japan, and the United States. 

Recently Vice President GORE and 
Vice Premier Chenomyrdin signed an 
agreement to greatly expand coopera
tion in space between our two coun
tries, and I applaud this agreement. I 
cannot think of a better symbol of the 
end of the cold war than nations of this 
world uniting in peaceful research; in 
cooperation-with the United States 
leading. I spelled out today my views 
with some of the administration rep
resentatives who briefed us-with us 
having the final say in what happens. 
But in cooperation with all these coun
tries including, of course, the former 
Soviet Union, now Russia. 

Finally, with the end of the cold war 
attention is being shifted from the de
fense sector to other economic sectors 
in order that we may remain competi
tive. President Clinton has stated that 
pursuing advanced technology is essen
tial to a healthy and dynamic U.S. 
economy. I agree and I think the space 
station will be a key element in devel
oping and utilizing advanced tech
nology. 

These are just some of the general
ized benefits that I have stated, but 
they are very real and they are ours to 
enjoy if we choose to pursue them. The 
first 30 years of space flight and explo
ration have provided us with extraor
dinary advancement, achievements, 
discoveries. We have learned not only 
to travel into space but to live and 
work there, and we have just made the 
first steps. We cannot even stay up 
there permanently yet. 

What will the next 30 years hold? The 
basic purpose of this program is not to 
give people just an experience of going 
up in space, an experience of zero grav
ity. It is to do basic research-basic, 
fundamental research. I hope as much 
opportunity and promise as the last 3 
decades have held will make that hap
pen again, and it will happen through 
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continued funding for this very impor
tant program. 

We have placed men in space and 
should continue to do so because I 
think exploration is just an inherent 
human characteristic, number one. We 
cannot fully know something until we 
have experienced it, and this explo
ration adds to our knowledge. We exer
cise our curiosity, our sense of adven
ture. We are humans, we are alive and 
need to experience this exploration of 
all kinds, whether macro or micro. 

But I would like to spend a few mo
m en ts now and study the above-men
tioned points in a little bit greater de
tail and give some specifics. I want to 
begin with what I consider to be the 
fundamental reason, as I said, why we 
should fund the space station. It is the 
new science research capabilities which 
will become available to us. These new 
research capabilities come about when 
we combine the microgravity environ
ment in space with a technologically 
advanced laboratory, such as that 
which will be available on the inter
national space station. 

Let me give some examples of why 
this gives us a unique platform. Since 
the dawn of time, humankind has used 
temperature as a research tool. That is 
a variable. In the last few hundred 
years we have been able to artificially 
alter pressure to large extremes. That 
is another variable. Control of these 
basic forces has led to countless sci
entific discoveries and has actually 
helped our species to evolve on this 
Earth. Only in the last few decades, 
though, have we begun to significantly 
alter the force of gravity as a research 
tool to add to temperature and pres
sure. I fully expect similar evolution
ary developments from control and un
derstanding of this basic force. 

Quite simply, the space station rep
resents the only permanent laboratory 
we will have which can take advantage 
of this evolutionary capability. 

Let me talk a moment about micro
gravity, because gravity is so much a 
part of our lives that we just take it 
for granted. Sir Isaac Newton's descrip
tion of gravitational forces began three 
centuries of scientific research. How
ever, until the mid-20th century, grav
ity was an unavoidable aspect of sci
entific research and technology devel
opment. And only until research air
craft and drop towers and other facili
ties were developed-mainly by NASA 
-could scientists develop short periods 
of microgravity. 

These initial experiments gave sci
entists a very brief glimpse of natural 
processes which are typically obscured 
by gravitational forces. For example, 
initial observations in microgravity in
dicated that some types of measure
ments of biological processes could be 
made with a degree of accuracy not 
available to researchers in lg on Earth. 

Conducting research that was not in
fluenced by gravity was not possible 

until rockets were developed in the 
1950's that could leave Earth's lower 
atmosphere. 

More advances in microgravity re
search were made during the Mercury
Gemini-Apollo missions and the Apol
lo-Soyuz test project. 

However, microgravity research 
truly got underway with skylab. In 
fact, much of our understanding of 
semiconductor crystal growth comes 
from projects initiated by skylab. 
Skylab research stimulated new in
sight into the role of fluids and heat 
flows in materials processing. 

The shuttle program began micro
gravity research in 1982 and continues 
today on nearly every mission. How
ever, as capable as the shuttle is, 
NASA has realized that in order to 
reach our full potential for micro
gravity research, we will need an inte
grated, long-term national program. 
Such a program can only be developed 
with a permanent orbiting laboratory, 
the space station. In fact, if one evalu
ates our laboratory research time from 
the start of the skylab program in 1973 
to the present, the United States has 
only had access to lower Earth orbit 
for microgravity research for l1/2 years, 
or 561 days in the last 21 years. 

I would be interested if any of my 
colleagues could point to other sci
entific disciplines which have been 
similarly limited to lab time such as 
this. 

It is very remarkable the researchers 
have accomplished so much in this rel
atively short time. Microgravity has 
become an accepted scientific dis
cipline. By whatever measurement one 
wishes to choose, microgravity and life 
sciences laboratory space research has 
been rewarding. Last year alone in the 
United States, NASA life science sup
ported over 400 grants in 42 States, 
graduated 81 students, and delivered 6 
patents. In the last decade, life 
sciences has published in excess of 700 
scientifically peer-reviewed papers per 
year, more than 7,000 since 1982. 

Let me now discuss research planned 
for the space station. I have referred to 
several different types of science re
search that will be conducted on the 
space station. Let me now discuss two 
of the basic types of research and give 
examples of how this research affects 
each and every one of us. 

No. 1, physical microgravity re
search, including materials, bio
technology, combustion, fluid physics 
and, No. 2, biological and medical re
search, also called life sciences re
search. Let me touch on microgravity 
research first. 

Each of the following categories of 
research will be conducted on the space 
station. One of the first will be com
bustion experiments involving the re
lease of chemical energy. On Earth, 
gravity causes air currents to become 
mixed with flame, feeding the flame 
and removing heat, a process called 
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convection. In a microgravity environ
ment, the lack of convection changes 
the way flames and heat_ behave allow
ing scientists to study how flames 
spread, smoulder and stop. 

Microgravity scientists learn how or
dinary devices, such as burners and fur
naces, produce poliutants through the 
study of soot production and micro
gravity combustion experiments. In 
the future, if such research is pursued, 
we may be able to redesign burners to 
improve their energy efficiency and re
duce pollution. 

The study of combustion in micro
gravity might have tremendous impli
cation for the way rocket engines are 
designed. 

Fluid physics: Fluid researchers 
study what they call interface dynam
ics, how surfaces react to heating, cool
ing, and chemicals. Research on liquid 
gas interfaces has provided information 
necessary to design and develop fuel 
management systems that can function 
in space. 

The successful operation of most sat
ellites is directly dependent on many 
years of low-gravity fluids research. On 
Earth, fluid flows caused by uneven 
temperatures on liquid surfaces can 
have serious consequences, for exam
ple, in welding. Therefore, further fluid 
physics study in space will undoubt
edly improve this very basic tool. 

Another type of fluids research is 
called drop dynamics. This is the study 
of the behavior of liquid drops under 
the influence of external forces and 
chemical effects. These forces are very 
minute, and on Earth they are often 
masked by gravity. But this research 
provides the very foundation of under
standing for many areas in which liq
uid has a role, from studies of rain in 
the atmosphere to various chemical 
processes. 

On the space station, research on 
drop dynamics may be extended to un
derstand the interactions between a 
large number of drops or particles. This 
information is important to under
standing the physics of colloidal fluids, 
liquids containing small particles like 
paint or milk. Colloidal fluids are im
portant for their application in lubri
cants for oil drilling and in ceramics 
manufacturing. Space research may 
answer very basic questions about the 
minute forces existing between par
ticles in colloidal fluids and may lead 
to the production of differing kinds of 
materials. Let me give an example. 

Already, a laser light scattering in
strument specifically developed for 
space experiments on colloidal fluids, 
is being used to measure the size of 
protein molecules in the human eye. 
Such measurements can potentially be 
used to provide an early diagnosis of 
cataracts. 

Did we set out in the space program 
to say, "Let's find a cure for cata
racts?" No, but it indicates the inter
relatedness of all science as you learn 

new things and in this new environ
ment. 

We are concerned also about bench
mark physics. Scientists can use 
microgravity to test fundamental sci
entific theories to a level of accuracy 
not possible in laboratories on Earth. 
These benchmark physics, as they are 
called, experiments are directed at 
achieving measurements at new levels 
of resolution that can serve as stand
ards for years to come. 

Example: In 1982, the Nobel Prize was 
awarded for the renormalization group 
theory which predicts matter's behav
ior near critical points, a condition of 
pressure and temperature when a mate
rial exists as two phases, that is as be
tween a gas and a liquid, and does that 
simultaneously. This is important · be
cause it can be applied to other prob
lems in physics, including particle 
physics and superconductivity. 

The unique characteristics of mate
rials undergoing critical transitions 
make them very difficult to study in 
Earth's gravity. Consequently, this 
theory is very difficult to test. 

However, in 1992, NASA and a Stan
ford physicist designed an experiment 
to test this aspect of this theory in 
microgravity. The experiment was suc
cessfully flown on a space shuttle mis
sion. Given the unique research atmos
phere on the space station, other 
unique experiments are possible. 

Material science experiments: Sci
entists constantly seek to improve the 
manufacturing of electronics mate
rials, of metals, of alloys, of semi
conductors, composite materials, poly
mers, plastics, glasses, and ceramics. 
NASA material science research fo
cuses on aspects of production that are 
normally obscured by gravity. 

For example, many experiments on 
the shuttle and Spacelab have studied 
materials formation using ingredients 
that do not mix well in Earth's grav
ity. Results from space experiments 
have shown that when gravity's effects 
are substantially reduced, other forces, 
such as surface tension, predominate. 
These experiments have shown that 
these secondary forces are more power
ful and pervasive than previously 
thought. 

Results from microgravity experi
ments have focused attention on the 
importance of surface tension driven 
convection in industrially important 
processes used to grow semiconductor 
crystals on which much of our whole 
electronic civilization depends. 

Through continued microgravity re
search we can learn to control and ma
nipulate these secondary forces. A like
ly result will be an improvement in the 
production of various commercially 
important materials. 

Now, let me move on to life sciences 
experiments. Life sciences are another 
major category of research to be con
ducted on the space station. The fol
lowing are some of the categories of 
this type of research. 

Human physiology research. This re
search helps us understand the effects 
of microgravity on the circulatory, 
skeletal, muscular, and immune sys
tems. I can well attest to some of this 
because at one time I served, unwit
tingly though it might have been, as a 
human guinea pig in some of these ex
periments. These experiences suggest 
new biomedical inquiries. Weight
lessness is not a restful state. It is ex
traordinarily stressful on human sys
tems. Thus it can often replicate 
stresses caused by diseases. 

Microgravity takes pressure off 
human systems, which have evolved to 
cope with gravity, causing rapid ad
justments throughout the body. 

For example, major weight bearing 
muscles quickly atrophy, losing as 
much as a quarter of their mass in less 
than 9 days. The left ventricular cham
ber of the heart decreases in size, los
ing a tenth of its mass in 80 days. Red 
blood cell counts may drop by a third. 

These cardiovascular reactions of as
tronauts have much in common with 
many earthly clinical problems, in
cluding effects of spinal cord lesions, 
adrenal insufficiencies and diabetes. 
Insights useful in conditioning people 
for weightlessness may well have appli
cation to treatment of those diseases 
right here on Earth. 

Previous missions have shown that 
young, healthy astronauts experience 
problems similar to those that afflict 
the elderly like bone density loss, 
breakdowns in immune response and 
the aforementioned changes in the car
diovascular system. The space station 
provides a facility not available any
where on Earth to study these effects 
and develop countermeasures. 

For example, scientists on the Inter
national Microgravity Lab, a shuttle
based lab, have recently observed the 
mechanism by which cells responsible 
for balance respond to high and low 
gravitational forces. This mechanism 
is masked by gravity to researchers on 
Earth, and understanding and control
ling this mechanism could have very 
far-reaching consequences, medical 
consequences, to those with balance 
disorders as well as the elderly. 

On that same shuttle flight, re
searchers discovered another interest
ing body adaptation which may have 
profound implications. Researchers dis
covered that the number of synapses-
nerve connections and endings-in the 
vestibular balance apparatus in the 
inner ear-this is on an animal study
increased in microgravity. The synap
ses increased in microgravity. When 
the same cells were test in a 2 g envi
ronment, the number of synapses de
creased. This indicates a direct rela
tion between the basic neurological 
function and gravity. We do not know 
yet about the full meaning of this re
sponse but clearly it is worthy of fur
ther investigation. 

Tissue modeling is another promising 
area. The production of exact replicas 
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of human tissues has tremendous im
plications for cancer research, for 
organ transplant, and the study of dis
eases. Until recently, Earth-bound sci
entists have been limited to developing 
two-dimensional models of cellular tis
sues. However, a tissue modeling device 
which simulates microgravity, the ro
tating wall vessel, developed by NASA, 
has allowed the development of the 
largest three-dimensional cultures of 
normal and cancerous tissues outside 
the body. This new technology may 
greatly advance cancer research and 
possibly allow development of trans
plantable human tissues. 

The bioreactor is limited to the size 
of tissues that can grow but its success 
does verify that large tissue cultures 
are possible in microgravity environ
ments. 

So envision, if you will, scientists on 
the space station 5 years from now 
growing an accurate model of a lung 
cancer tumor and then developing a 
drug treatment which will specifically 
attack that cancerous structure with
out damaging the surrounding tissue. 

We do not say that is impossible. 
Such a scenario is entirely possible if 
we proceed with funding for this lab
oratory. 

Another one that I think is one of the 
most exciting and perhaps most far
reaching things that will come up on 
the space shuttle in the way of experi
ments is protein crystal growth experi
ments. 

On Earth or in space, a crystal is 
formed when a chemical element, 
compound, or mixture solidifies. When 
that compound or element solidifies 
what results is a regularly repeating 
internal arrangement of its atoms. 
Often, external, regular plane faces de
velop, too. Now, the less impurities in 
a substance the more regular the re
sulting crystal will be. It is useful to 
study crystals for they represent a 
basic, known structure and they may 
be manipulated to perform various bio
logical or chemical functions. 

Now, on Earth simple molecules form 
crystals and are studied rather easily
for example, sodium chloride, or table 
salt, is a common crystal. However, 
more complex molecules, like proteins, 
are much more difficult to crystallize 
in part because gravitational forces 
break the crystal. 

In a microgravity environment, it is 
possible to grow and study complex 
molecule crystals leading to many ex
citing possibilities. These crystals 
grow larger and may be more free of 
imperfections and impurities when 
grown in microgravity. 

For example, the protein albumin 
serves as an intracellular truck, if you 
will, because that albumin carts toxic 
substances away from the cell and de
livers beneficial drugs to the cell. A 
better understanding of this protein al
bumin could lead to the development of 
a more efficient drug delivery system 

or an improved way to rid the body of 
poisons. Such an understanding would 
reduce unwanted side effects of a given 
drug and may make the drug more use
ful in the treatment of disease. 

In fact, albumin has been crystallized 
and studied in space on a lab in the 
space shuttle, yet scientists are limited 
in the analysis that may be performed 
on the shuttle lab because such crys
tals do not survive the reentry to 
Earth's gravity. In other words, the 
crystals must be grown, isolated and 
studied in the relatively short time
frame of 8 to 10 days of a shuttle mis
sion. 

I should make clear it is possible, and 
has been repeatedly demonstrated, to 
grow protein crystals of interest to 
botanists. For example, the satellite 
tobacco mosaic virus, a virus of inter
est to plant pathologists, has been 
crystallized and studied in space as has 
the enzyme isocitrate lyase, the target 
enzyme for some fungicides. But it is 
entirely possible to envision signifi
cant breakthroughs in agriculture 
coming from this unique microgravity 
research capability. 

Clearly, a permanently orbiting lab 
would enable researchers to grow and 
more thoroughly examine a much 
greater number of important crystals 
with potentially electrifying results. 

Now I would like to list some poten
tial applications from the space station 
in the environment. First we have 
studied waste management and recy
cling systems for extended use on the 
station. 

The benefit of that: New systems 
could prove invaluable to current envi
ronmental efforts of waste treatment 
and recycling. 

Ultrapure zeolite crystal production 
takes place on station labs. 

The benefit of that on Earth here: 
Purity of such crystals make them 
ideal for improved methods of oil refin
ing and toxic waste management. 

We have had new water management 
and recycling systems in space, devel
oped for space. 

The benefit: Important innovations 
for current water treatment efforts. 

We have had controlled ecological 
life support system for long-term food 
and water recycling. Benefit here on 
Earth: A self-sustained farm on station 
could enhance crop yield and pollution 
control technology. 

Commercial and industrial tech
nology. Efforts to maintain low levels 
of noise and vibration onboard station. 
Benefit: Innovations in noise and vibra
tion control to improve industrial effi
ciency right here. 

New robotics technology being devel
oped for construction and operation of 
the station have a benefit of applica
tions here in a number of areas: Farm
ing, manufacturing, medicine. 

And photonic inorganic and organic 
crystal research to be conducted on 
station labs. Benefits here: Crystals 

used for fiber optic communication and 
commuter circuits. 

New power generation and manage
ment systems designed for the station. 
Benefit: the innovations can benefit us 
here on Earth by leading to more effi
cient wires and switches and circuits. 

HEALTH AND MEDICINE 

NASA research on the effect of 
weightlessness on the immune system. 
Benefit: Breakthrough on AIDS or 
other immune system diseases. 

We know that the immune system 
changes in space over a period of time, 
and we will want to study that. 

Computer-assisted, miniaturized hos
pital and telemedicine system for sta
tion astronauts. Benefit: Long-distance 
electronic diagnosis and comprehensive 
mobile medical units for remote loca
tions. 

Systems under development for blood 
storage on board station. And such 
benefit here on Earth is obvious. Bene
fit: Such systems may dramatically 
improve existing blood banking meth
ods in place on Earth. 

We can go on and on with the possi
bilities. But these will not occur if we 
do not proceed with the space station. 

STATION REDESIGN 

Stating "There is no doubt that we 
are facing difficult budget decision 
* * * however, we cannot retreat from 
our obligations to invest in our fu
ture'', President Clinton on June 17 
agreed to move ahead with a rede
signed space station. The President's 
plan entails a funding level of $2.1 bil
lion annually to provide for all aspects 
of the station program until a perma
nently manned laboratory is fully con
structed. 

This scaled down plan will save $8 to 
$9 billion by the year 2000 and $18 bil
lion over the life of the project. 

Mr. President, the NASA redesign 
team along with an independent, Presi
dentially appointed blue ribbon panel 
has worked very hard these last few 
months to come up with a reduced-cost 
station that will still meet our re
search goals. A detailed plan settling 
on three distinct station options was 
presented on June 10, and the blue rib
bon recommendations shortly there
after. The administration chose option 
A-1, a modular station. NASA has fur
ther modified this design and now 
termed it "Design Alpha." Design 
Alpha represents a modification of the 
administration's choice and NASA's 
understanding of the sense of the Con
gress and restraints of the budget. 

I have closely followed the station re
design process over the past several 
months. By tasking NASA's engineer 
to once again go back to the drawing 
board, we now have before us a space 
station which will be nearly as capable 
as the Freedom design, but at a greatly 
reduced cost. The bottom line is that 
the Alpha design will provide us in
valuable research capabilities we oth
erwise would not have. 
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DESIGN ALPHA 

Highlights of this option include: 
Flexible solar array joint which gives 
higher sustained power level capability 
and increased average power over ear
lier designs. 

Station flight mode gives more sta
ble microgravity conditions with bet
ter microgravity levels and for all user 
racks; the United States lab has 13 
racks, downsized European and Japa
nese labs have 10 racks each. The Unit
ed States has access to 8 of these 20 
racks, however. 

Design Alpha provides improved op
portuni ties for viewing the earth with 
scientific instruments. 

Specifics: Alpha Design will utilize 
the following: 

BUS 1 or Salyut FGB as a propulsion/ 
control module which we will study in 
more detail. 

Full length Freedom-sized modules 
and passive nodes; 

An inclination of 28.8 degrees-with 
the option of 51.6 preserved if we wish 
to go to that at a later time. 

Reduction of two truss sections from 
station Freedom, a simpler station, will 
use the Canadian mobile transporter 
construction and will have a crew and 
equipment translation cart. 

Station Alpha also includes full par
ticipation of our existing partners: Ca
nadians, Europeans, and Japanese; So
viet? 

INTERNATIONAL INVOLVEMENT 

I would now like to touch on the 
international partners key role in the 
space program. Mr. President, Ameri
ca's role in a post-cold-war society will 
depend on our ability to develop and 
maintain peaceful international part
nerships. At this time, the station is 
being jointly pursued and funded by 10 
European nations, Japan, Canada, Rus
sia, and the United States. These na
tions, working under signed agree
ments, have already invested heavily 
to develop laboratories and equipment 
which will be part of the U.S.-launched 
station. These partners expect the 
United States to fulfill its leadership 
role. They have expressed serious con
cern at the possibility of cancellation. 
Fulfilling our promise to lead in the 
development of the space station is an 
important step that will illustrate to 
our international partners the United 
States is committed to international 
involvement and cooperation. 

RUSSIAN STUDY 

The administration also asked NASA 
to consider other alternatives, in par
ticular to initiate a report on joint co
operation with Russia. The results 
were recently published and subse
quently three statements of joint co
operation were signed between the 
United States and Russia. Again, Mr. 
Presfdent, I commend the United 
States and Russia for their cooperative 
spirit and interest in furthering global 
scientific development. 

Though our space program is par
tially a product of the cold war with 

the former Soviet Union, I would note 
that we have been cooperating with the 
Russians since I was involved in the 
program. This cooperation culminated 
with the Apollo-Soyuz mission. 

I have not signed onto having the 
MIR be the basis on which we build ev
erything for the future. I want us to re
tain full control over our participation. 
That is something that is still yet to 
be worked out. 

Mr. President, there has been great 
concern expressed about that. There 
has been some publication about it in 
the papers. I am sure we will be dis
cussing that as our debate goes on also. 

SP ACE ST A TION AND THE ECONOMY 

Mr. President, not only is the space 
station valuable for the research bene
fits that it will bring. but it is also val
uable as a tool to help stimulate Amer
ica's economy. Already the station pro
gram has generated 70,000 jobs in 39 
States. 

Historically each dollar appropriated 
for space exploration has generated $7 
or more worth of economic productiv
ity. 

Mr. President, that is a NASA figure. 
But I would surmise when you get a 7 
to 1 return on every dollar spent, that 
is pretty good. Even if NASA were off 
by a half, by 50 percent, we can cer
tainly say that the investment has 
been very, very much worthwhile. 

In the past the station has stimu
lated up to $100 billion in new economic 
activity, all for an investment of one
seven hundred and fiftieth of total Fed
eral spending-less than one-fourth of 1 
percent of the gross national product. 

Mr. President, this is a very small in:. 
vestment that we are talking about 
here. 

Vice President GORE recently stated, 
The space station will serve as an anchor 

for the aerospace industry, particularly dur
ing the time when highly skilled defense 
workers are being displaced by cutbacks. 
During this period of declining defense 
spending, programs like the space station 
will help stabilize our nation's industrial 
base. 

The aerospace industry has lost al
most 400,000 jobs since 1989; continued 
work on the space station could help 
offset this downward trend. The useful 
products and new processes gained 
from space research can create new 
jobs and businesses, new ventures in 
manufacturing, medicine and health, 
and new communications and elec
tronics enterprises. All of these, Mr. 
President, will benefit the economic 
livelihood of the United States. 

PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR SPACE PROGRAM 

Mr. President, public support for the 
U.S. civilian space program has always 
been, and remains, strong. 

A national poll of registered voters, 
commissioned by Rockwell Inter
national Corp., who has sponsored 
opinion polls on the U.S. space pro
gram for the last 15 years, conducted in 
the spring of this year shows that the 

Americans are in strong support of 
continuing our efforts in space sciences 
and research, including a manned pres
ence in space. 

A majority of those surveyed believe 
that the maintenance of U.S. space 
leadership is important to our country 
for several reasons: 

Most importantly, it provides an 
arena for potentially new discoveries in 
scientific, medical research; 

Some 88 percent of those polled be
lieve that it helps to keep our Nation's 
young people interested in science, 
math, and engineering studies; 

Some 84 percent agree that it in
creases our understanding of the 
Earth's environment through the study 
of weather and climate; and, 

Voters voiced support for the space 
program through the use of joint mis
sions and research, believing that it 
fosters international cooperation to 
build better relationships with other 
nations. 

When informed that the space budget 
makes up only 1 percent of the Federal 
budget, or less, more than half of those 
surveyed believe that NASA's appro
priation should be increased. Over half 
of those polled also believe that the 
United States should do all it can to 
continue its leadership role in space. 

According to the figures released by 
this survey, Americans have confidence 
in our space program and the enormous 
promise that it holds and believe that 
this promise should be kept alive. 

SPINOFFS 

When space technology is applied to 
the marketplace, it creates new prod
ucts, corporations. and jobs that help 
assist America's economy. 

Between 1978 and 1986, 441 cases of 
NASA-assisted technology transfer 
were documented in the NASA annual 
publication, "Spinoff." These 441 were 
only a fraction of the overall cases, and 
many more were not included. Reve
nues from these 441 cases were assessed 
to have saved or created approximately 
353,700 jobs and generated $21 billion in 
sales or savings in such fields as trans
portation, industrial manufacturing 
processes, medical, consumer products, 
public safety, communications-data 
processing, energy, and environmental 
areas. 

Many important discoveries have 
been gained through the first 30 years 
of space exploration. Let me run 
through just a few of these. 

Microwave vacuum-drying systems 
to speed up drying of crops. 

Aerial mapping of citrus groves with 
color infrared film locate unhealthy 
trees. 

COMMUNITY SERVICES 

Anticorrosive protective coating for 
bridges, pipelines, ships, and oil rigs. 

Advanced firefighting uniforms and 
equipment. 

ENERGY 

Techniques for quality assurance 
testing of nuclear powerplant compo
nents. 



September 20, 1993 
Fuel cells. · 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 21733 

ENVIRONMENT 

Portable gas analyzer to detect toxic 
leaks and industrial pollution. 

Economical wastewater treatment 
through the use of aquatic plants. 

Carbon monoxide sensor-A compact, 
pocket-sized sensor to measure per
sonal exposure to harmful carbon mon
oxide fumes. 

HEALTH 

Magnetic resonance imaging. 
Experimental laser heart surgery 

techniques, programmable recharge
able heart pacemakers, ultrasonic 
heart monitoring. 

Programmable implants that dis
pense medication, alleviate pain and 
control blood pressure; insulin infusion 
pump for insulin-dependent diabetics. 

Reading machines for the blind and 
speech perceptions aids for the deaf. 

Voice-controlled wheelchair and its 
manipulator that can pick up pack
ages, open doors, turn a TV knob, and 
perform other functions. 

INDUSTRY 

Wireless communications with local 
area networking applications. 

High-strength adhesive bonding ma
terials. 

Microminiaturization of electronic 
components. 

NUTRITION AND FOOD 

Freeze-dried foods. 
PUBLIC SAFETY 

New flame-resistant materials for 
airplane, shop, bus, and transit car in
teriors. 

A system to test the performance of 
public transit operators for impair
ment. 

Traffic alert and collision avoidance 
system to alert pilots of other aircraft. 

Smoke detectors; airport x-ray detec
tors. 

Food processing control systems that 
assure foods are free from toxins. 

Safer building materials/infrastruc
ture-brought about by better and 
safer materials developed for space 
hardware. · 

RECREATION 

Teflon-coated beta fiberglass roof for 
the Pontiac Silverdome. 

Composite graphite-boron fishing 
rods, racquetball/tennis rackets, golf 
clubs. 

TRANSPORTATION 

Computerized bridge safety inspec
tion and traffic control. 

Electronic ignition systems. 
Advanced turbopumps that can power 

commercial jets at speeds comparable 
with those of existing subsonic jets at 
30--40 percent fuel savings. 

CONSUMER GOODS 

Electronic watches and calculators. 
Cordless hand tools. 
Microwave ovens. 
These are just some of the valuable 

advances that have been acquired from 
the first 30 years space exploration. 

Who can predict what the next 30 years 
will bring us? We must allow research 
and development to move forward. 
Funding a project such as the station 
is a serious commitment to doing so. 

Mr. President, let me just finish by 
saying that, to me, it is obvious that 
the space station is vital. I said earlier 
that I felt that this country makes a 
major error if it does not continue with 
the space station program. 

We have had explorations in this 
country before. There are always those 
doubters who say that it is unwise to 
go ahead. But if there is one thing this 
country has learned from research, 
whether it is micro in the laboratory 
or macro in .exploration and traveling 
to other areas, including space, it is 
that this Nation has benefited from re
search beyond anything seen at the 
outset. 

I would like to repeat the quote from 
Daniel Webster that he gave when the 
Senate was debating whether to ac
quire property west of the Mississippi. 
He rose in the Senate in 1852 and said: 

What do we want with this vast, worthless 
area? This region of savages and wild beasts, 
of deserts of shifting sands and whirlwinds of 
dust, of cactus and prairie dogs? To what use 
could we ever hope to put these great 
deserts, or those endless mountain ranges, 
impenetrable and covered to their very base 
with eternal snow? What can we ever hope to 
do with the western coast, a coast of three 
thousands miles, rock-bound, cheerless 
uninviting, and not a harbor on it? What use 
have we for this country? Mr. President, I 
will never vote one cent from the public 
treasury to place the Pacific coast one inch 
nearer to Boston than it is now. 

Mr. President, I submit that that was 
a myopic view that has been repeated 
too often. It is a myopic view that says 
that if we doubt something, it is obvi
ously not worth anything, so we should 
not go ahead with it. But I think the 
material I have spoken about here to
night, and that I have entered into the 
RECORD as part of this statement, at
tests to the fact that even in the short 
period we have had a space program to 
date, it has been extremely valuable, 
on the order of 7 to 1 as an investment. 
Even if that estimate is off, by one-half 
an investment of 31/z to 1, say, would be 
a tremendous investment for this coun
try. 

We cannot spell out in advance all of 
the benefits of research. We have said 
that over and over again. But the ex
ploration and study of space has unlim
ited possibilities, and ones that we are 
only beginning to understand. 

How can we possibly close the door 
on this next exciting and new frontier? 
Only by our pursuit can we discover 
the wonders and mysteries that the 
universe is waiting to reveal to us, and 
the benefits that may accrue from 
that. For these reasons and others 
which I may address tomorrow, I ask 
my colleagues to continue to keep this 
vision of space alive and vote against 
the Bumpers amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed the 

Chair. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. If the Senator from 

Texas will yield, before the Senator 
from Ohio leaves the floor, I would just 
like to thank him for his remarks and 
remind. everyone that this is the astro
naut Senator of this great body, and if 
we cannot listen to JOHN GLENN and his 
arguments for this, I do not know who 
we can listen to. We appreciate his co
operation and his enormous contribu
tion to space science. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
also · agree with my colleague from 
Maryland about the great contribution 
that the Senator from Ohio has given 
not only to the Senate but to our coun
try. I think it is so fitting that the 
Senator from Ohio would be talking 
about all of the specific things that the 
space station is going to do, and what 
it has done to give new jobs and new 
industries and new hope to our coun
try. He is someone who made that hap
pen by risking his own life and being 
one of the true pioneers of space. 

Little did we know that one day the 
man that we were all cheering from 
Earth would also be here defending the 
right of other astronauts to go up and 
do the wonderful things that space has 
brought to us. I am very pleased to be 
following the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. President, this month, I attended 
a ceremony at NASA in Houston to 
commemorate the anniversary of 
President Kennedy's historic challenge 
to America-31 years ago, on Septem
ber 12, 1962, at Rice University, Presi
dent Kennedy boldly challenged the 
Nation to put an astronaut on the 
Moon and bring him back again before 
the end of the decade. His vision was 
that journeys to space would better life 
on Earth. 

As part of the ceremony, we unveiled 
President Kennedy's podium-still 
bearing the Presidential seal-and 
dedicated it for permanent display at 
the Johnson Space Center. 

It was from behind that famed dais 
that President Kennedy said: 

The exploration for space will go ahead, 
whether we join in it or not. It is one of the 
great adventures of all time. No nation 
which expects to be the leader of other na
tions can expect to stay behind in this race 
for space. 

President Kennedy's challenge was 
met in July 1969 when Neil Armstrong 
stepped onto the Moon with the whole 
world spellbound, and he said: "That's 
one small step for man, one giant leap 
for mankind.'' 

He then returned safely to a cheering 
Earth, successfully completing the 
Apollo mission. 

The years proved President Kennedy 
was right-the world has changed for 
the better. Even he, however, could not 
have imagined how dramatically the 
U.S. space program would impact our 
world. From weather forecasting to 
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computer chips, the space program's 
impact has been felt in almost every 
aspect of American life. 

NASA technology has created more 
than 30,000 spinoff products-from 
smaller, less obtrusive hearing aids to 
more effective pacemakers, to life-sav
ing CAT scans and surgical lasers; and 
every child who cannot tie a shoelace 
yet, and every elderly victim of arthri
tis who cannot button a blouse, is able 
to use velcro as an alternative because 
of space research. Our investment in 
NASA has saved and improved count
less lives and given hundreds of thou
sands of jobs to Americans. We now 
have an opportunity to build on these 
advances. 

Earlier this evening I heard the Sen
ator from New Jersey say there is no 
discernible advantage to be gained 
from continuing the space station. 

I wonder if the Sena tor from New 
Jersey thinks that advances in finding 
cures for women's diseases, breast can
cer, ovarian cancer, osteoporosis are 
not discernible advantages. I wonder if 
he thinks that the ability to see cancer 
cells grow and how they invade the 
healthy cells of our bodies are not dis
cernible advantages. 

Some projects, such as the space re
search and the superconducting super 
collider, are so complicated and the 
benefits are so widely spread, that pri
vate industry cannot do the projects. 
Only the Federal Government is able to 
do the projects because they are so 
vast. If Congress prioritizes a pending, 
it will be possible to reduce overall 
outlays while adequately funding basic 
scientific research. We need the basic 
research to make the medical and sci
entific advantages which will maintain 
our technological leadership. 

What does technological leadership 
really mean to someone struggling to 
make ends meet or someone just wor
ried about sending their children to 
college? 

It means something very important 
to that struggling family. It means 
America will continue to grow, that 
opportunities will continue to expand. 
It means the new discoveries will turn 
into new products; industries are cre
ated to make those products, and that 
means new jobs. 

The only way their children that 
they are struggling to educate will 
have jobs and futures, is for us to in
vest in the research now so that our 
economy will be vibrant and strong and 
be able to absorb all these new young 
educated people. 

We have heard tonight those who say 
that the hardships are too great, the 
costs are too high. But we have heard 
these dissidents of despair before, for 
they are from that same stock who op
posed project Apollo. Apollo proved the 
critics shortsighted then, space station 
will prove wrong again. 

The lives we save, the prosperity we 
create and the generations we inspire 

are going to be our investment for the 
future of those children we are strug
gling to educate. 

I recently received a letter from 
Angleton, TX, in support of Senator 
BUMPERS' amendment. 

DEAR KAY: Please do not spend our money 
on NASA search for life in space. We have 
enough immigration problems now. 

Thank you, 
JOE JERABECK. 

Mr. Jerabeck and Senator BUMPERS 
have it all wrong. If we keep pushing 
the envelope, we will continue to grow 
new jobs, and there will be enough for 
everyone, including all of our new Mar
tian immigrants. 

It is for these reasons that I ask you 
to vote against Senator BUMPERS' 
amendment to kill the space station. 
Vote for progress. Vote to keep Amer
ica strong. America is great and grow
ing because we had the ingenuity and 
the fortitude to invest in research 
years ago. America will stay strong be
cause we are going to do what is right 
and we are going to fund the space sta
tion and we are going to fund the SSC. 
We are going to have the prosperity to 
give to our children that our fore
fathers and mothers gave to us, thank 
Heaven. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I thank 
the Senator from Maryland for her 
great leadership and I thank the Sen
ator from West Virginia, who allowed 
me to speak. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HEFLIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from West Virginia has the floor. 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I thank the 

Chair. 
Mr. President, I say to my dear col

league from Alabama I will be short. I 
also want to take advantage of the fact 
that this is the VA-HUD appropria
tions bill to say a few words about the 
manager of this bill, Senator MIKULSKI, 
who I think deserves extraordinary 
credit for how effective she has been in 
this bill and how effective she has been 
in terms of veterans' programs. 

That has been the case with her in 
the past, and this year is no exception. 
Her commitment to veterans that is in 
this bill that we are trying to amend or 
defeat this amendment is very clearly 
exhibited in the appropriations bill it
self. In fact, I very much appreciate the 
fact that she addressed many of the 
highest priority veterans' funding 
needs as the Presiding Officer under
stands very well, and that the distin
guished Senator from Maryland also 
considered some of the matters that 
were important to the Veterans' Com
mittee. 

For example, one very important 
thing that is a crucial to future of vet
erans' hospitals is keeping the very 
best of our physicians and for this VA 
medical research is necessary, and Sen
ator MIKULSKI was very generous in 
recognizing and appreciating that re
quirement. 

I also appreciate the report language 
that urges the VA to spend $2 million 
on research concerning women veter
ans. We have not had a great many 
women veterans, but a great many 
women are in the service who are rap
idly becoming veterans. And this was 
particularly good on Senator MIKUL
SKI's part in light of the fact that the 
administration's budget requested no 
money at all for this activity. 

I am also grateful to Sena tor MIKUL
SKI for putting in medical equipment 
and backlogging money for particular 
medical problems for women veterans 
and for something which interested 
both her and this particular Senator 
enormously, which is the whole ques
tion of the post-traumatic stress dis
order treatment, activities, and read
justment counseling services. All of 
these are essential. 

I thank the Senator from Maryland, 
Senator MIKULSKI, in her role as chair 
of the subcommittee on the Committee 
on Appropriations that deals with 
these matters. I know the Presiding Of
ficer will agree it was work very well 
done. 

I thank the Senator also for allowing 
me to speak on the space station which 
I will now do briefly. 

I have always been a strong sup
porter, Mr. President, of the U.S. space 
program in each of the last 2 years. 
However, I voted to terminate, in each 
of the last 2 years, the space station 
program. I did so because I believed 
that when measured against other Fed
eral spending programs and other 
NASA programs, the plan for building 
a $30 billion space station Freedom 
failed to warrant that level of funding, 
and I voted accordingly. 

The program appeared to me to be 
out of control, with billions of dollars 
in cost overruns-those very promi
nently written about-and very little 
assurance that the science obtained 
from the orbiting laboratory justified 
the cost to the American people. 

Last year, while the NASA funding 
bill was being considered by the Sen
ate, I came to this Chamber, in fact, to 
vote against the space station Freedom 
and to call for a review . of the space 
station program. 

I think quoting one's own words is 
not a very good habit or protocol, but 
I am going to do that. I said precisely 
what I believed: 

I believe we should explore cheaper, more 
efficient, more effective alternatives before 
we become irrevocably committed to this 
project. I am prepared to look at more effi
cient, more cost effective alternatives. 

And that was the end of my wisdom, 
I would say to the Presiding Officer, on 
this subject last year. 

I, therefore, commend President 
Clinton for doing what previous admin
istrations have not done and have been 
reluctant to do-directing NASA, and 
directing NASA in very clear terms, to 
review the space station program, to 
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cut costs and to increase efficiencies 
while ensuring science priori ties. 

Failure to redesign the space station 
would have continued to waste billions 
of scarce taxpayer dollars and might 
have jeopardized the entire civil space 
program, and I would probably be back 
here voting "no" again. 

But I am not. 
When I spoke those words last year, I 

did not know that almost exactly 12 
months later I would become chairman 
of the subcommittee charged with 
overseeing NASA which then, in turn, 
invited me, from the point of view of 
conscience, to stand back and look 
afresh. It is one thing to be able to 
make up one's mind in quick order. It 
is another thing to have oversight re
sponsibility and have to take a deeper 
look. And I did that. 

As I promised last year, but with the 
added advantage of chairing the Sub
committee on Science, Technology and 
Space, I have carefully considered with 
a very open mind-a skeptical mind 
but an open mind-the space station 
program as envisioned by President 
Clinton. 

When my subcommittee held a hear
ing in April on the NASA budget for 
fiscal year 1994, a major subject of our 
review was the space station redesign 
process then underway. 

After President Clinton endorsed a 
redesigned space station, I then held 
another subcommittee hearing in July 
that was totally devoted to the space· 
station proposals. 

I have also had many discussions 
with NASA Administrator Dan Goldin, 
who I happen to respect a lot, and 
other supporters of the space station 
and with many opponents of the space 
station. I have tried to do this honestly 
and with intellectual integrity. 

A very trusted friend of mine, Dr. 
Charles Vest, Chuck Vest, who is presi
dent of MIT and happily from West Vir
ginia, is also Chairman of the Advisory 
Cammi ttee on the Redesign of the 
Space Station, a particularly key posi
tion. And it was he who conducted an 
independent review of the program for 
the White House. We discussed the 
space station program in depth pri
vately and in depth publicly before the 
subcommittee. The redesigned space 
station is the result of an intensive 6-
month review of the space station pro
gram. 

It incorporates much of the space 
station Freedom hardware-and that is 
sensible-because that capitalizes on 
the past 8 years of work and will have 
comparable or greater power, scientific 
laboratory space, and microgravity lev
els, and will meet the interests of our 
international partners. That is an im
portant matter. Moreover, the rede
signed space station will cost signifi
cantly less than Freedom would have. 

Much of the debate today may focus, 
or indeed has focussed, on why the re
designed space station is better than 

the previous model and on how NASA 
intends to improve its internal man
agement of the space station program. 

While these are important issues that 
must be examined, to me a much more 
fundamental issue is at stake. First 
and foremost, the Senate must exam
ine the rationale for building a space 
station of any size. 

At a time when many in our country 
are calling for spending cuts to reduce 
the Federal budget deficit, it is our re
sponsibility to have a solid basis on 
which to ask taxpayers to pay tens of 
billions of dollars for this program over 
a period of many, many years. 

The answers that I obtained through 
my examination have convinced me to 
vote for the requested $2 billion appro
priations for the redesigned space sta
tion for fiscal year 1994. I would like to 
share this information with my col
leagues briefly. 

We build a space station? 
Congress has the obligation to bal

ance the responsibilities of addressing 
today's problems with looking beyond 
today to invest in our future. 

We are in difficult budget times and 
are faced with many competing prior
i ties for Federal funding. The oppo
nents of NASA and the space station 
program claim we must cut big science 
projects to protect future generations 
from staggering debts incurred during 
these past 12 years. 

However, to safeguard the welfare of 
our future generations, we must also 
protect investments in science and 
technology from today's budget ax. 
Budget cuts alone will not restore our 
Nation's economic vitality. That men
tality develops around here sometimes. 
But just cutting the budget does not 
create economic vitality, much less 
jobs. Investing in high-technology re
search and development projects will 
provide future generations with better 
prospects of a healthy domestic econ
omy and greater opportunities for 
high-skill, high-pay jobs. I am con
vinced of that. I believe that. 

I believe that investing in NASA and 
in the redesigned space station pro
gram will yield long-term benefits in 
life sciences, aerospace, and other crit
ical technologies. 

I like the fact that the administra
tion, in essence, has put a spending cap 
on the space station, with the provi
sion that any increases that go over 
that spending cap would have to come 
from other NASA programs. 

Mr. President, that is a discipline for 
the very first time on NASA, one which 
they will understand very clearly. We 
are building to budget, in other words, 
rather than budgeting to design, which 
we have done in the past. 

The redesigned space station pro
gram pushes our knowledge of human 
physiology and ensures that we will 
continue to work on unlocking mys
teries of science from different perspec
tives than here on Earth. 

The end of the cold war does not 
mean we should abandon our invest
ments in human space exploration. 
There is that feeling that we should 
somehow just stop because the cold 
war has stopped. The two are not relat
ed. That kind of investigation into 
space causes young people to dream 
about the future, perhaps to plan to be
come engineers, to make the decision 
at the age of 12 or 13 to study more 
about mathematics and science than 
they otherwise would because they 
have heroes and role models and hero
ines. That is what inspires greatness in 
our young people. 

Rather, the post-cold-war era offers, I 
think, an unprecedented opportunity 
to capitalize on the enormous invest
ments of other space-faring countries 
and to cooperate in a truly inter
national program with Europe, with 
Japan, Canada, and Russia. This oppor
tunity to cooperate in human space ex
ploration with Russia represents a 
major change in the world order and 
provides us with renewed hope for 
international peace. 

The whole question of working with 
Russia is complicated and cannot be 
gone into entirely, but it is something 
I think holds great promise. 

So why, then, do we redesign the 
space station? 

And I would say to my colleague 
from Alabama that I am a mere two 
pages from the end of my remarks, so 
he should have good cheer. 

Why was it right to redesign the 
space station? 

The President's orders for a review of 
the space station program has chal
lenged NASA to reduce costs signifi
cantly, while preserving critical re
search and ensuring international co
operation. In accordance with this 
Presidential directive, the redesigned 
space station will save $4 billion over 
the next 5 years and up to $18 billion 
over the next 20 years. 

More significantly, in overhauling its 
space station program to meet cost and 
science objectives, NASA had to rede
sign the way it approached engineering 
and science projects. Hence, redesign
ing the space station has become the 
first step to redesigning, in fact, the 
agency itself and to reflect new prior
i ties to the Nation in the post-cold-war 
era. NASA is being redesigned, as is in
deed the space station. 

Dan Goldin may not be the most pop
ular person with all of the employees 
because he is making very hard deci
sions about NASA. But he is somebody 
th.at I respect and he is somebody who 
is not afraid to make hard decisions. 

As I say, he is redesigning NASA it
self, even as we redesign the space sta
tion. 

So the new priorities include reduc
ing costs for developing and operating 
space projects, improving efficiency, 
and, yes, reducing bureaucracy. Lots 
fe~er people will be working there. 
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I am voting to fund the redesigned 

space station because, Mr. President, 
the major issues preventing me from 
supporting the space -station in the 
past have been, for the most part, ad
dressed. The administration's commit
ment to a streamlined, science-ori
ented, and truly international space 
program has convinced me that we are 
pursuing an appropriate path for 
human space exploration. 

Furthermore, I believe in the interest 
in science of both our President and 
our Vice President. Last year, Vice 
President ALBERT GORE was the chair
man of the subcommittee I chair. He is 
passionately committed to the space 
station and yet, in the same spirit as 
he is redesigning Government, he is 
also interested in redesigning NASA 
and the space station and making ev
erything work more efficiently for a 
modern America. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
the redesigned space station. I urge 
them to vote against this amendment 
that would terminate this program. 

And I thank Sena tor MIKULSKI again 
for giving me this opportunity to speak 
on behalf not only of the space station 
but on her superb work with respect to 
veterans. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Washington [Mr. GORTON] is 
recognized. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, this 
evening we debate the future of the 
space station. This evening we debate 
whether or not the United States will 
continue to play the leading role in the 
conquest of space. Obviously the space 
station has sparked both controversy 
and criticism. But to put that criticism 
in perspective, consider what we would 
not have if we had made the decision 
the Senator from Arkansas urged on us 
today two or three decades ago. 

While we are engaged in this debate, 
we are surrounded by spinoffs from the 
space program which we do not even 
recognize. Ultrasound scanners, laser 
surgery, CAT scans, programmable 
heart pacemakers, satellite navigation 
and communications, robot guided 
wheelchairs, water purification sys
tems, and on and on. These are only a 
few of the technological gains the 
space program has helped along. And a 
continuation of the space station 
means more spinoffs and more jobs for 
the future. 

The intangibles are equally impor
tant: A knowledge of the universe in 
which we live advanced as greatly by 
the space program as by a century of 
uncoordinated efforts. Simply put, we 
cannot afford to turn our back on these 
emerging technologies. We cannot af
ford to not expand our ability to con
duct the innovative research and ex
periments planned for the space sta
tion. One such device built for use 
aboard the space station is already 
helping the medical research commu-

ni ty study various forms of cancer. 
Across the country, medical research
ers are studying the formation of tu
mors and this new device is helping to 
generate new insights into breast and 
ovarian cancer. These are the benefits, 
or which we will turn our back if the 
Bumpers A is adopted. 

But critics ignore these scientific 
gains and have instead focused upon 
whether there is too much or too little 
Russian involvement, or assert that 
space station is costing the American 
taxpayer too much money that could 
be devoted to social programs. But Mr. 
President, space station supporters 
have heard these criticisms and the 
station we are voting on today meets 
these criticisms head on. 

Today's space station has been ·rede
signed at the request of President Clin
ton in order to reduce its cost, and the 
fiscal year 1994 appropriation for the 
station is $176.5 million less than last 
year's appropriation. To the credit of 
the chairman and ranking Republican 
of the subcommittee, additional safe
guards have been added to give ade
quate congressional oversight-and 
therefore taxpayer oversight-to assess 
the final design configurations of the 
station. 

The subcommittee also included bill 
language to prohibit NASA space sta
tion development funds from being 
used for payments to, or to enter into 
contracts with, Russia. This limitation 
was specifically included so that the 
committee might have adequate review 
of Russian involvement in the space 
station. 

Furthermore, in order to ensure the 
wise use of taxpayer dollars, NASA re
cently selected the Boeing Co. to be its 
prime contractor. The selection of such 
an effective prime contractor will sig
nificantly reduce the management 
costs of the program which, as critics 
will tell us, has resulted in some un
justified expenses over the life of the 
program. 

The selection of the Boeing Co. as 
space station's prime contractor is, of 
course, significant for Washington 
State. Boeing's future involvement in 
space business, the jobs of 350 Washing
ton State Boeing employees, and the 
fate of 45 subcontractors in the State, 
rely upon this program upon which we 
will soon vote. 

The space station contract becomes 
even more significant for Boeing given 
the present state of the areospace in
dustry. Even as the Boeing Co. works 
effectively to find airline purchasers in 
a dwindling market, the space station 
contract gives the company's business 
base a much needed boost. By adding to 
Boeing's business base, the station en
ables Boeing to remain financially 
healthy and to move forward on other 
points more effectively. 

It goes without saying that, as prime 
contractor, the Boeing Co., its employ
ees and Washington State will benefit . 

At the present time, the jobs of nearly 
350 Boeing employees in Washington 
State depend upon the continuation of 
the space station. 

But it's not just a boost for the Boe
ing Co.-the space station means jobs 
across Washington State. Nearly $29 
million in subcontractor awards have 
gone out to 45 small and large business 
enterprises in Washington State. These 
subcontractors range from the well 
known to the not so well known: from 
Microsoft and IBM, to Joseph T. 
Ryerson & Son, Inc., of Seattle, and 
Larsen Electronics, Inc., of Van
couver-these are only a handful of the 
many businesses in Washington State 
which benefit from, and contribute to, 
the space station program. 

.The scientific community in Wash
ington State has also has a fundamen
tal interest in research to be performed 
on and with the space station. The Uni
versity of Washington is a space grant 
university and has several projects un
derway in biological and materials 
science. The Institute of Biological 
Chemistry at Washington State Uni
versity is also involved in space experi
mentation. 

The space station is the future of the 
American space program. Critics and 
skeptics have challenged the program 
on many fronts, and its supporters 
have met those challenges head on. Nu
merous safeguards have been put into 
place by the committee to ensure that 
proper oversight is given to redesign 
and Russian participation in the sta
tion. NASA's selection of the Boeing 
Co. as prime contractor will help to en
sure that the program is run more like 
that of a leading edge Fortune 500 com
pany-and not like the Federal bu
reaucracy. 

In summary, Mr. President, the chal
lenges of space station critics have 
been met-the safeguards are in place, 
and Congress and the American tax
payer will be consulted in the redesign 
process. The space station is, indeed, 
the future of the American space pro
gram, and tomorrow we need to vote to 
give this future a chance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER). The Senator from Ala
bama is recognized. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of the space station pro
gram and against the .amendment 
which would terminate this visionary 
program. 

The Senate has voiced its support of 
the space station program on a number 
of occasions. Enemies of the station 
have time and time again taken the 
floor in an effort to kill the program, 
but the Senate has voted to continue 
the program on each occasion. This 
space station represents a bold step 
forward, not only in regards to new 
science, but in terms of international 
cooperation as well, and also as an ef
fort to cut back on the cost of the 
space station. 
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I will speak briefly tonight and then 

have some other, more lengthy re
marks, on tomorrow before we vote. 

I mentioned scientific innovations. I 
think I am exhibit 1 to what the space 
station has done. The angioplasty, 
which is a new, innovative approach 
rather than open-heart surgery to 
clearing up clogged arteries where you 
will have heart attacks, came out of 
the space program. I happen to have 
had three of those angioplasties. Three 
times they put the device up my veins, 
into my arteries, and blew up balloons 
that opened the clogged part of my ar
teries. That came out of the space pro
gram, and I think I am exhibit 1. 

There are numerous other instances. 
Pacemakers came out of the space pro
gram. There are a great number of po
tentials in the field of science that 
came out of the space program. 

We need a space station where you 
have a permanent platform so people 
can stay and perform experiments for 
long periods of time. Using the shuttle 
to go up, you are limited as to the time 
that you can conduct the various ex
periments. There are two aspects I 
think we want to bear in mind. One is 
that in microgravity you can do two 
very important things, as we look to 
medicine and finding cures for diseases. 

One is crystalography. This is the 
growing of crystals in three dimen
sions. On Earth, you cannot grow crys
tals in all three dimensions, but in 
space where there is very little gravity, 
where it is known as microgravity, you 
can grow in all three dimensions. You 
grow the cell-we will take a tumor-a 
cancerous tumor. It may be too small 
to see the integral parts of it but, 
therefore, you have at microgravity 
the ability to grow that tumorous cell 
to an extent where you can identify the 
various aspects of it, see what the 
makeup is and, therefore, from that, 
devise methods of trying to cure the 
disease that is in that particular cell. 

The other system that I wanted to 
mention to you that can be done only 
in space is known as electrophoresis. 
This is the separation of the cells. You 
take a cell and you can, under an 
electrophoresis, separate it at micro
gravity into its integral smallest parts. 
Combining crystalography and 
electrophoresis has great potential for 
finding cures for diseases. I think it is 
important that we bear this in mind. 

I want to say a little bit about the 
amendment that is said to be directed 
toward deficit reduction. The House of 
Re pres en ta ti ves has already passed and 
approved a budget the equivalent of 
what we have in our appropriations 
bill. When we go to conference, if the 
space station is terminated by the Sen
ate, in my judgment there is a rare 
chance, a very rare chance, that any of 
it will ever go to deficit reduction. It 
will be spread over many other needed 
programs in the HUD-VA and Inde
pendent Agencies Committee func-

tions, and in the various agencies that 
are dependent on them for money. 
There are many causes there that need 
additional money. There is housing, 
there is veterans, and others. So the 
idea that this is going toward deficit 
reduction, in my judgment, if it is ter
minated here, will never come to pass. 

I would like to talk a little bit about 
the President's approach toward the 
space station. When it started out, 
there was some question as to whether 
or not they would authorize and put 
into the budget, from the administra
tion's viewpoint, the space station. But 
after careful review, they said that we 
can build a space station, continue our 
pursuit of science, pursue our activities 
in space and looking toward the uni
verse, but we can do it at a much 
cheaper approach than had been used 
in the past. And so a redesign was des
ignated, not to exceed $14.5 billion, I 
think the figure was, which was a con
siderable savings over what it had been 
before. 

The Vest Commission, as the distin
guished Senator from West Virginia 
mentioned, under the leadership of 
President Vest of MIT, studied this and 
they came up with a new design rel
ative to the space station. They elimi
nated a lot of aspects of it that they 
felt was not necessary. And then the 
President has called on us to support 
this new design space station, which is 
a much more economical space station 
than the one that was being proposed 
previously. 

We now have a situation where there 
is a potential of having an additional 
international partner of Russia in
volved in this who has been in the 
space program for a long time. They 
have various things like a tug where 
we used to want an orbital maneuver
ing vehicle. The tug could supply many 
of the aspects of that. There are other 
aspects that they could supply. But I 
agree with the chairman of the sub
committee, we do not want a Russian 
space station. We want an American 
international space station in which 
the Russians do have a part but not the 
major part. 

Under the design that is now being 
considered, they will reach agreements 
on November 1 relative to this and 
what the future will be. Space station 
Alpha is designed where it can be 
plugged into other additionals, but we 
have basically the things we need on 
this: Laboratory habitat modules that 
are important relative to the station. 
These are the basic ideas of continuing 
relative to research. 

Let me just give you one more exam
ple pertaining to cures, relative to the 
space station and science. We recently 
had a noted scientist, Dr. Jeanne Beck
er, of the University of South Florida, 
head of the department of obstertrics 
and gynecology at that university, 
speak to a congressional luncheon on 
the importance that the space program 

can play in finding cures for a number 
of diseases that affect women. 

I would like to take a moment to dis
cuss some of the scientific develop
ments she spoke about. Scientists like 
Dr. Becker have just recently become 
aware of the exciting potential of 
microgravity research through the use 
of a microgravity tissue culture vessel 
called a rotating wall vessel. This de
vice was designed by scientists at 
NASA so that cells could be carried 
aboard the shuttle. And in the unique 
environment developed in this device, 
cell growth occurs in three dimensions 
just as they grow in the human body. 
Traditional tissue culture methods 
allow only two-dimensional growths. 

The importance of this development 
is that by growing tumor cells in a way 
that duplicates the way they grow in 
the human body, scientists gain a more 
authentic model on which to test can
cer drugs. 

Dr. Becker's own research has con
centrated on ovarian and breast can
cer. Other scientists across the country 
are using this important device in 
many ways to study other forms of 
cancers, such as colon cancer and oth
ers. They do not feel like they can ac
complish what they want to by just 
shuttle flights. They need a space plat
form where they can stay 6, 7, 8 weeks, 
whatever may be necessary, or what
ever may be feasible for the time to be 
there to conduct experiments that go 
on and to watch them and to watch 
them over a period of time. By doing 
this, they can make great progress. 

The future of research, in my judg
ment, lies in the space program in find
ing cures for diseases like cancer and 
AIDS. 

I want to speak further on this to
morrow, but I would like to say that it 
is extremely important that we realize 
the importance of scientific research 
that is available in space at micro
gravity on a space station. Thank you, 
Mr. President. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Alabama for 
his eloquent statements on the space 
station. We are glad that one of the 
benefits of the research that has come 
from our work in space science has 
been of great help to him in restoring 
his health. I am sure that all over the 
United States of America, there are 
people alive because of not only that 
ingenious biotech invention that has 
helped the Senator from Alabama, but 
one knows that it is the pacemaker and 
other breakthroughs that have helped, 
and as we look at space station Free
dom, one of the big issues that will 
come out of this is life science re
search, and particularly in areas of 
cancers and tumorous growths. 

Many of my colleagues have said to 
me, "What is that little pink ribbon 
you have? Is that the AIDS thing? You 
have worn it so much it is faded." No, 
it is a pink ribbon for the women's 
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health research agenda. In the NASA 
Space Station Freedom, coupled with 
Houston, we will be doing life science 
research; we will be doing life science 
research on diseases particularly af
fecting women and those involved with 
breast cancer, pelvic cancer, uterine 
cancer, and others. 

People say, "Well, this has no prac
tical benefit." If that was the test for 
everything we did, we would finish the 
appropriations, after the House fin
ished it, and we would be done by the 
Fourth of July. A lot of the things we 
fund around here are not for immediate 
practical benefit, but they are for the 
long-range future of the United States 
of America. That is what we are talk
ing about here: The long-range future 
of the United States of America. 

It is not: Are you for or against this 
from the budget perspective? Are you 
for or against it because you wonder 
about its immediate pragmatic effect? 

This amendment is a choice between 
the future and the past: Stale, out-of
date rhetoric, or looking ahead with 
boldness and innovation that talks 
about something unforeseen, where the 
unbelievable will now move into legis
lation; not only a space station that 
will do significant scientific research, 
but in a collaborative relationship with 
the Soviet Union on a civilian-based 
project where the United States of 
America, cooperating with the Rus
sians on a clearly defined civilian mis
sion, is one of the great benefits from 
the end of the cold war. 

When I first took over this sub
committee, I heard, we are not only iri 
an arms race with the Russians over 
nuclear war and keeping the world safe 
for democracy but there they are, out 
there in space-zip, zoom, wow, there 
go the Russians. . 

Well, now we do not happen to be in 
a microchip arms race with the Rus
sians. We can extend our hand across 
the North Atlantic, beyond the NATO 
countries, leapfrogging over the old 
Warsaw Pact nations and reach out our 
hand to the Soviet Union and say now 
we will not only dock in space but we 
will work in space. 

What our arrangement with the Rus
sians will do is two things. It will help 
us save money; it will help us save 
time, and by our joint effort we will 
have collaborative scientific research. I 
think that is one of the first benefits of 
the end of the cold war. It will help us 
use technology to help people's day to 
day lives and keep Americans em
ployed in the field of manufacturing. 

It also means that it will help the So
viet Union; instead of developing pro
pulsion devices for nuclear weapons or 
selling propulsion devices with this 
ever-increasing nuclear proliferation, 
they will be working with us on civil
ian space. 

Is it a deal, as if somehow or another 
that is a shabby word: Well, I think it 
is an agreement. Years ago, it might 

have taken a treaty. Years ago, it 
might have taken monitoring the way 
we first did under President Reagan 
and President Bush for arms control. 
But instead of arms control and won
dering about are the Soviets going to 
gain on us, we now can worry about 
what kinds of research we want to be 
using. 

We are going to be using American 
ingenuity and American know-how 
through the unique environment of 
space to tackle our understanding of 
disease and to develop new tech
nologies. These are the questions that 
are at the heart of why we need an 
American-led space station and why we 
should defeat the Bumpers amendment. 

The arguments we have heard to
night against the space station are 
much the same as we have heard every 
year during this debate: We cannot af
ford it; it is going to provide us with 
little technological benefit; NASA is 
not capable, the naysayers say, of suc
cessfully managing its construction. 

Mr. President, when I first came to 
the Senate, I was a skeptic about the 
space station's value. I thought it was 
overweight, underpowered and with no 
clear focus. 

But after forcing NASA under the 
last administration to guarantee that 
it would have an early, substantial, sci
entific purpose, I became a convert and 
supported the station, and I must say, 
like any convert, I am a true believer. 
I was aided in that by then my ranking 
minority member, Senator Jake Garn, 
who led me into the world of space 
science to understand what those bene
fits were. Then I went out and did my 
own investigation in that and came to 
the conclusion that we do need a space 
station. 

I want my colleagues to know I was 
very concerned when I found out in 
January that this program suffered 
from substantial cost overruns. Deci
sions that were promised us when we 
redesigned the space station had not 
been made, and I said that the adminis
tration needed to begin to bring the 
cost under a discipline. And I believe 
they have. 

Now, during this redesign process, I 
have outlined three principles which I 
believe must be adhered to if we are to 
have a U.S.-led space station. I believe 
that those principles are shared by the 
ranking minority member, Senator 
GRAMM of Texas. 

First, it must be able to produce and 
maintain significant science-not little 
bits of science, significant science-
particularly in the fields of micro
gravity and biomedical science. 

It must also have a strong element of 
management reform to lower costs, 
particularly in areas not connected ac
tually to building the space station 
hardware, to make the fiscal goals not 
only desirable but achievable. 

And third, that we must maintain 
our commitment to our current inter-

national partners in Europe, Canada, 
and Japan. 

I am pleased to report that the Presi
dent's redesign effort has led to sub
stantial progress in correcting the 
problems we found in January while 
adhering to those principles. 

First, in the area of cost, the Clinton 
space station will cost $4 billion less 
than space station Freedom. At the 
same time, it will retain a scientific 
laboratory with the capability which is 
100 percent greater than now is avail
able on the space shuttle. We can ask 
ourselves when was the last time we 
cut any Federal research development 
project 16 percent and still got the 
same level of scientific product. 

A second area of reform undertaken 
by the administration has been in the 
area of management savings. They 
have consolidated three prime con
tracts under a single prime contractor, 
and instead of three centers leading the 
project it will be headquartered at just 
one. It will be streamlined, trimmed 
down and therefore achieve cost sav
ings. 

NASA has initiated the steps to re
duce the number of civil servants 
working on the space station over the 
next several years from 2,300 to 1,000. 
That is a 50-percent cut. You did not 
hear that from the opposition. You did 
not hear about how support contrac
tors will also be cut. We cut. We cut 
the cost. But I do not think we have 
cut the science. 

These are not pie-in-the-sky guesses 
about steps that might be taken in the 
future to control cost and improve 
management. They have been under
taken right here and now. There is 
going to be one flagship space center 
and that is going to be in Houston; one 
prime contractor, and that is going to 
be Boeing. 

To make sure these reforms are put 
in place, the VA Appropriations Com
mittee has undertaken some actions. 
First, we are not giving them a blank 
check, and the check that we do write 
we are going to have a fence around for 
about half of the funds that we are pro
viding for the space station. And to 
make sure that fence is operative until 
the end of January when the redesign 
process will be complete and we will 
have the final space station configura
tion and to make sure that we are get
ting our money's worth and meet those 
criteria I just outlined. 

Second, we have placed strict caps on 
what can be spent in the coming fiscal 
year on activities not directly related 
to building hardware for the space sta
tion. 

And third, we have required that the 
final redesigned space station have the 
same scientific capacity as Space Sta
tion Freedom. 

The most important reason we 
should build the space station is be
cause of the scientific and techno
logical benefits it will have for our Na
tion and our world. 
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As a result, the redesigned space sta

tion which President Clinton will out
line to the Congress later this year will 
be required to have the number of ex
periment racks, electrical power for 
those racks as was available on space 
station Freedom. 

And fourth and finally, we have in
cluded language that will require 
NASA to proceed but proceed pru
dently with the Russians in the rede
sign of the space station. 

The committee's restriction on work
ing with the Russians is designed to 
permit Russian cooperation where it 
will enhance the space station but not 
be required to enable it to be built. We 
seek to foster Russian participation 
but not to make the space station's 
success dependent upon that. 

Mr. President, more than a year ago, 
when Senator Garn was here, he and I 
held the first hearing on space coopera
tion with the Russians. 

There we began to outline those ele
ments of the Soviet program from 
which we might benefit. One was a lit
tle two-seater shuttle. That can give us 
the evacuation device in the event 
there is the need for the evamfation 
from either the shuttle or the space 
station. It is like a little lifeboat in 
space that enables people to depart. By 
using the Russian evacuation two-seat
er shuttle, we save a substantial 
amount of money and yet make sure 
our astronauts have the technological 
tool to save their lives if an evacuation 
would be necessary. 

This Senator does support a U.S.-led 
space station whose core components 
are built and launched by Americans. 
At the same time, if we can lower our 
cost or save money without com
promising American jobs and the sci
entific objectives of the space station, 
I am for proceeding. 

Mr. President, there are many more 
things I can say about the space sta
tion. I will reserve those for the closing 
of the debate on the space station. 

In closing, I want to say that, later 
in this debate, we will go into the sci
entific and technological value of the 
space station. Given the turmoil from 
which the station has suffered over the 
last 9 months, I believe the President 
of the United States, and the Vice 
President, should be given credit for 
the enormous steps they have taken to 
cut its cost and improve its manage
ment. 

I believe that concludes our debate 
this evening on the space station. It 
will be resumed again tomorrow at 
11:30 a.m. at which time I expect there 
to be a continuation of robust debate 
on this. 

EPA CONTRACTORS VERSUS EMPLOYEES 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I rise 
today to commend the Subcommittee 
on VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies 
for taking an important step toward 
encouraging better management at the 
Environmental Protection Agency. The 

subcommittee is recommending' that 
the EPA go forward with a study by 
the National Academy of Public Ad
ministration that focuses on an issue I 
have been investigating for over a dec
ade. The issue is the overreliance by 
Federal agencies on private contrac
tors. 

Earlier this year, Senator JOHN 
GLENN and I wrote to Chairman MIKUL
SKI and asked her subcommittee to 
consider providing some budgetary 
flexibility to EPA so it could effi
ciently choose between contractors and 
Federal employees. The subcommittee 
decided that an independent review of 
this matter would be helpful and thus 
we will have the benefit of the NAP A 
study in a few months. I am pleased 
that the subcommittee is willing to ex
plore how to correct this longstanding 
situation. 

Mr. President, I have held two hear
ings on the EPA's use of contractors. 
There is little doubt that the Agency 
has turned much of its most basic work 
over to private contractors. While sen
ior EPA officials assured me that con
tractors do not write congressional tes
timony, they quickly had to retract 
that statement after I uncovered sev
eral instances where this had in fact 
occurred. Contractors draft Federal 
regulations, audit contracts, and even 
help devise the EPA's long-term con
tracting strategy. This abdication to 
private contractors is questionable on 
its face. It seriously erodes the in
house capacity .of the Government and 
calls into question the accountability 
to the public of Government officials 
since private contractors are perform
ing so much of the work. Furthermore, 
there are two other pro bl ems with this 
contracting out of sensitive govern
mental functions. 

First, these same contractors also 
work for private interests who are reg
ulated by EPA. When I questioned an 
EPA official on this point, he admitted 
that virtually all of EPA's contractors 
work for private interests that are reg
ulated by EPA. For example, one EPA 
contractor helped EPA draft critical 
regulations relating to the mining in
dustry while at the same time working 
for various mining interests. What is 
perhaps most startling about these po
tential conflicts of interest is that EPA 
is usually unaware of them. Thus, the 
Government is unaware of the conflict 
and does not examine it to see if they 
should use another contractor or per
form the work in-house. 

Second, despite the commonly held 
belief that contractors are always 
cheaper, I have had direct testimony 
that confirms that for professional sup
port contracts, the Government pays 
from 25 to 30 percent more to hire out
side contractors instead of relying 
upon in-house workers. Furthermore, 
despite growing evidence that private 
contractors often cost substantially 
more, EPA seldom if ever conducts a 

cost comparison between contractors 
and Federal workers before it decides 
to contract out some function. 

Mr. President, in response to these 
criticisms, EPA has consistently stated 
that a major cause of these problems 
are the rigid personnel ceilings im
posed upon the agency by the Office of 
Management and Budget. While I do 
not believe that lifting the personnel 
ceilings and providing flexibility to 
EPA on these matters would solve all 
of the agency's problems, I do think we 
should at least examine this option. 
This examination is timely given the 
report by the National Performance 
Review that calls for the elimination of 
personnel ceilings. Perhaps if EPA ob
jectively examines its present work 
force, both in-house and private con
tractors, and consider questions of in
herently governmental functions, con
flicts of interest and cost effectiveness, 
then we in the Congress and officials at 
OMB could be convinced that a more 
flexible system would be beneficial. 

Mr. President, I have a great deal of 
confidence in Administrator Carol 
Browner and I applaud her efforts to 
bring better management to EPA. Per
haps this study will provide her with 
some comprehensive basis to address 
the overreliance on contractors. 

Mr. President, again, I wish to com
mend the subcommittee for including 
in its report on this bill language that 
directly addresses these issues. I look 
forward to working with Chairman MI
KULSKI and ranking member Senator 
PHIL GRAMM on this important matter. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to support the HUD Dem
onstration Act of 1993. This bill will 
provide HUD with the flexibility to 
test out new strategies to combat 
hopelessness and to leverage private in
vestment in affordable housing. Experi
ence gained from these demonstration 
programs will be helpful in the devel
opment of future housing legislation. 
Also included in the package are provi
sions to protect low-income families 
from the devastating effects that pro
posed changes could have on fair mar
ket rents around the Nation. 

The Innovative Homeless Initiatives 
Demonstration Program is a short
term initiative to enable HUD to lever
age local cooperation to demonstrate 
flexible, comprehensive approaches to 
reducing hopelessness. HUD will work 
with local participants to provide a co
ordinated range of services to meet the 
special needs of the homeless families 
and individuals, including those with 
AIDS and HIV. 

The legislation will also increase the 
capacity for community development 
corporations to carry out neighborhood 
revitalization efforts. These funds will 
be matched with approximately $75 
million in matching funds by private 
foundations. This demonstration pro
gram will demonstrate the potential of 
enhanced public-private partnerships. 
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In New York City alone, the NCDI pro
gram is rehabilitating facilities in 
three Community Development Cor
poration owned low income housing de
velopments to be managed by the cor
porations. The centers will offer social 
services and job training to neighbor
hood residents, provide Montessori-sys
tem child development, and train low
income tenants to be teachers and 
managers. The number of infant/tod
dler programs in the city will double as 
a result of this demonstration. 

The section 8 Community Investment 
Demonstration Program will authorize 
$100 million in section 8 project-based 
assistance to leverage $660 million in 
pension fund investments. The program 
will help finance the acquisition, con
struction, or rehabilitation of approxi
mately 3,000 units of low-income hous
ing; 50 percent of the funds authorized 
for this program must be used for the 
disposition of troubled multifamily 
properties in HUD's backlogged FHA 
inventory. 

The moving to opportunity dem
onstration will increase the authoriza
tion for the Moving to Opportunity 
Demonstration Program from $52 to 
$165 million in fiscal year 1994. By ex
panding the program for 1 year, we will 
increase the value of the demonstra
tion to researchers to determine the 
success of programs which help fami
lies with children move out of areas 
with high concentrations of persons 
Ii ving in poverty. 

In addition, Mr. President."the Bank
ing Committee leadership has added a 
prov1s10n to ensure that proposed 
changes in the section 8 fair market 
rent structure will not have a negative 
impact on the number of standard rent
al units available to very low income 
housing. Serious concerns have been 
raised regarding the accuracy of the 
methods used by HUD to determine the 
proposed fair market rents. The pro
posed rent structure could have a pro
foundly negative effect on the standard 
of living of tenants across the country. 
We must ensure that decisions made in 
Washington will not lead to the 
warehousing of low-income tenants 
across the country. This legislation 
gives them the protection they need. 

I look forward to working with the 
Secretary to find innovative ways to 
help address the housing needs in my 
State and across the Nation. 

VETERANS PROGRAMS 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
as chairman of the Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs, I am pleased to com
ment on title I of H.R. 2491, the fiscal 
year 1994 Departments of Veterans Af
fairs and Housing and Urban Develop
ment, and independent agencies appro
priation bill. 

Mr. President, at the outset, I com
mend the efforts of Senator MIKULSKI, 
chair of the VA-HUD Subcommittee, 
and the other members of her sub
committee that are reflected in this 

bill. The subcommittee faced tough 
choices in a particularly difficult budg
et situation. I am enormously pleased 
with the fiscal year 1994 appropriations 
in the bill for the Department of Veter
ans Affairs. Despite tight fiscal re
strain ts, the subcommittee mark, en
dorsed by the full Committee on Appro
priations, addresses many of the high
est priority VA funding needs, pro
grams that truly deserve to be funded 
so that we might continue to seek to 
meet the needs of our Nation's veter
ans and their dependents and survivors. 

I am particularly pleased to note 
that the committee has included in 
this bill many of the items for which 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs, in 
our submission to the Budget Commit
tee, proposed additional funding above 
the amounts requested in the adminis
tration's proposed budget. I am also ex
tremely grateful for the tremendous 
spirit of cooperation between Chair
woman MIKULSKI and her subcommit
tee and the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs during the appropriations proc
ess. 

Mr. President, I specifically recog
nize that the bill provides the same 
amount for VA medical research-$252 
million- that is included in H.R. 2491 
as passed by the House. The amount 
appropriated by the committee is $46 
million above the amount requested by 
the administration and $20 million 
above the fiscal year 1993 appropria
tion. This proposed level for fiscal year 
1994 will provide a very slight increase 
over the amount appropriated for fiscal 
year 1993, adjusted for inflation. It also 
will compensate for 6.8-percent medical 
inflation since last year, ensure that 
no ongoing VA research projects are 
denied funding in fiscal year 1994, and 
perhaps provide funds for a very small 
number of new projects. 

I also note that the report language 
urges VA to spend $2 million on re
search concerning women veterans. 
Section 109(b) of the Veterans Health 
Care Act of 1992, Public Law 102-585, 
authorized the appropriation of $2 mil
lion in fiscal year 1994, in addition to 
other funds appropriated for VA re
search, to foster and encourage medical 
research on illnesses and disabilities of 
particular concern to women veterans. 
I am pleased that the committee in
cluded this direction in its report, espe
cially in light of the fact that the ad
ministration's budget did not request 
funding for this activity. 

Mr. President, I acknowledge with 
enormous gratitude that the commit
tee took into consideration many of 
the specific requests made by the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs concerning 
the funding of particular i terns in the 
medical care account. I would like to 
recognize that for a number of medical 
care programs, the bill provides addi
tional amounts above the administra
tion's budget request. Specifically, I 
note that the bill provides for in-

creased funding above the amounts re
quested by the administration for the 
following purposes: First, to reduce the 
equipment backlog; second, to enhance 
medical care for women veterans; 
third, to continue to furnish marriage 
and family counseling to Persian Gulf 
war veterans and their families; fourth, 
to improve and increase post-traumatic 
stress disorder treatment activities; 
fifth, to increase funding for readjust
ment counseling centers; sixth, to in
crease the number of bedside telephone 
systems in VA hospitals; and seventh, 
to expand V A's geriatric and extended 
care programs. 

Mr. President, I am concerned with 
the appropriation for homeless veter
ans' programs. Although the commit
tee increased the funding for these pro
grams by $5 million above the adminis
tration's request, this amount is still 
$5 million below the House commit
tee's appropriation. Further, the com
mittee has removed language in the 
House bill that earmarked increased 
funding for use under Public Law 102-
590, the Homeless Veterans Comprehen
sive Services Act of 1992. 

Mr. President, I sincerely hope that 
in conference, the Senate will agree 
that additional funding should be pro
vided for programs to assist homeless 
veterans and that these funds be ear
marked for some of the very worthy 
programs authorized under Public Law 
102-590, particularly those under sec
tions 3 and 4 which authorize grants to 
be made to programs to provide serv
ices to homeless veterans and for per 
diem reimbursements to nonprofit and 
veterans organizations for providing 
services to homeless veterans. The 
needs of homeless veterans for medical 
care and other services are enormous 
and we must do more to ensure that 
those needs are met. 

Mr. President, I note with pleasure 
the committee's action on the appro
priation for medical administration 
and miscellaneous operating expenses. 
The bill appropriates $5 million above 
the administration's budget request, 
and the report language specifies that 
this amount is provided for quality as
surance activities. This additional 
funding for medical care quality assur
ance activities is critical in order to 
provide VA with adequate resources to 
carry out this important responsibil
ity. I am deeply grateful to the com
mittee for recognizing this high prior
ity funding need. This amount not only 
meets the hopes of the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs, but exceeds it. 

Mr. President, the bill's appropria
tion for VA's general operating ex
penses [GOE] account is highly com
mendable as well. I urged Senator MI
KULSKI to attempt to at least meet the 
administration's request for GOE. In 
the face of such a difficult budget cli
mate this year, our committee feared 
major spending cuts in this area. We 
were satisfied, however, that the ad
ministration's recommended funding 
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level reflected an acceptable level of 
spending to try to improve VA's efforts 
to provide a fair and timely process for 
adjudicating VA benefit claims. The 
committee also recognized the impor
tance of the adjudication process, and 
not only met the budget request, but 
appropriated an amount $5 million 
above that amount, specifically for the 
purpose of addressing the VA claims 
adjudication backlog. 

The claims adjudication process is 
one of VA's core functions. VA des
perately needs adequate funding and 
staffing to fulfill its basic responsibil
ities to provide all benefits to which 
veterans are entitled. While the addi
tional funding will by no means solve 
the backlog problem, it certainly will 
help to begin to alleviate it. 

Mr. President, although the commit
tee did not provide funds specifically 
for VA's Information Resources Man
agement and its Decentralized Hospital 
Computer Program, I am encouraged 
by the general support for these two 
programs indicated in the report lan
guage. The committee clearly advo
cates the further modernization and 
development of information tech
nology, so vital to an effective health 
care system-within the overall con
text of heal th care reform-and in an 
efficient system for benefit claims ad
judication. 

Mr. President, I applaud the Appro
priations Subcommittee and the full 
committee for its fine work on an ex
tremely arduous task in crafting this 
measure under such tight fiscal con
straints. This has been a particularly 
difficult year, filled with tough fiscal 
choices, and I do not envy the decisions 
that faced Sena tor MIKULSKI and the 
VA-HUD Subcommittee. However, I am 
enormously pleased with the provisions 
in this bill that affect VA. With appro
priate management, I am confident 
that in the most critical program 
areas-medical care, medical research, 
and claims adjudication-VA will be 
able to carry out its many important 
responsibilities to our Nation's veter
ans. 

Mr. President, I express my deepest 
appreciation to the chair of the VA
HUD Subcommittee, Senator MIKUL
SKI, for her significant efforts concern
ing veterans' programs and for the tre
mendous cooperation between our re
spective committees. Senator MIKULSKI 
consistently has shown her strong sup
port for veterans' programs over the 
years, and this year certainly is no ex
ception, as so clearly exhibited in this 
appropriation bill. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there be a pe
riod for morning business with Sen
ators permitted to speak therein. 

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

DIETARY SUPPLEMENTS 
Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, this 

past weekend I had the opportunity to 
visit with a number of health food 
storeowners and consumers in Rapid 
City, SD, regarding the Food and Drug 
Administration's [FDA] proposed 
guidelines to regulate the food supple
ment industry. Those who attended my 
meeting at the Black Hills Staple and 
Spice Market feel that the FDA guide
lines are too restrictive and would take 
away their right to purchase food sup
plements of their choice. I agree with 
them. In fact, in response to concerns 
expressed by a number of South Dako
tans, I cosponsored S. 784, the Dietary 
Supplement Health and Education Act. 

The Nutrition and Labeling and Edu
cation Act of 1990 [NLEA] imposes 
mandatory nutrition labeling on most 
food products, including food supple
ments, vitamins, minerals, amino 
acids, herbs, and other health foods. 
This law directed the FDA to establish 
scientific standards and procedures to 
evaluate the effectiveness of health 
foods. 

On July 14, 1993, FDA officials pro
posed new rules governing the labeling 
and heal th claims for food supple
ments. These rules would become effec
tive on December 15, 1993. Specifically, 
the guidelines would require the manu
facturers of dietary supplements to in
clude detailed nutritional information 
on all food supplement products. In ad
dition, no heal th claims could be made 
if significant agreement on them did 
not exist within the scientific commu
nity. 

I do not want to be misunderstood. 
We must ensure that all food and drug 
products are safe. We must be certain 
that food and drug advertisements are 
not misleading. However, FDA has pro
posed guidelines that narrowly inter
pret the NLEA. In short, FDA wants to 
hold food supplements to the same 
standards it applies to prescription 
drugs. This is not appropriate. 

Mr. President, prescription drugs are 
used to cure disease. Food supplements 
are used to prevent disease. Using the 
same scientific criteria for prescription 
drugs and food supplements makes no 
sense. It is comparing apples to or
anges. 

S. 784 correctly puts this into per
spective. Under this legislation, the 
FDA would continue to have the abil
ity to ban a supplement found to be 
risky to consumers. However, the 
FDA's ability to restrict the sale of a 
food supplement because it did not pass 
the scientific tests used in approving a 
prescription drug would be prohibited. 

Millions of Americans and thousands 
of South Dakotans use food supple
ments to prevent cancer, heart disease, 
and other disorders. As long as these 
products are safe, we should not impose 
burdensome regulations that would un
necessarily restrict their use. Doing so 
would be counterproductive, denying 

otherwise safe food supplements to 
those who need them. 

Prevention is a key element of good 
health care. Good nutrition and food 
supplements are examples of preven
tive care. It is ironic, that some are 
trying to restrict the use of food sup
plements, when there is a clear consen
sus that we must place greater empha
sis on preventive care. 

Mr. President, both heal th food 
storeowners and consumers in South 
Dakota agree that the proposed FDA 
guidelines defeat the purpose of food 
supplements. I agree. S. 784 would pro
vide the proper balance of availability 
and safety, and it is my hope that a 
majority of my colleagues will agree as 
well. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
RECEIVED DURING RECESS 

Under the authority of the order of 
the Senate of January 5, 1993, the Sec
retary of the Senate, on September 15, 
16 and 17, 1993, during the recess of the 
Senate, received messages from the 
President of the United States submit
ting sundry nominations, which were 
referred to the appropriate commit
tees. 

The nominations received on Sep
tember 15, 16 and 17, 1993, are shown in 
today's RECORD at the end of the Sen
ate proceedings. 

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS 
A message from the President of the 

United States announced that he had 
approved and signed the following bills 
and joint resolutions: 

On January 15, 1993: 
S.J. Res. 2. Joint resolution to authorize 

the United States Secret Service to continue 
to furnish protection to the former Vice 
President or his spouse. 

On January 19, 1993: 
S.J. Res. 1. Joint resolution to ensure that 

the compensation and other emoluments at- · 
tached to the office of the Secretary of the 
Treasury are those which were in effect on 
January 1, 1989. 

On February 8, 1993: 
S. 202. An act to designate the Federal Ju

diciary Building in Washington, DC, as the 
"Thurgood Marshall Federal Judiciary 
Building." 

On March 17, 1993: 
S. 400. An act to amend the Employee Re

tirement Income Security Act of 1974 to pro
vide for the treatment of settlement agree
ments reached with the Pension Benefit 
Guaranty Corporation. 

On March 20, 1993: 
S.J. Res. 22. Joint resolution designating 

March 25, 1993, as "Greek Independence Day: 
A National Day of Celebration of Greek and 
American Democracy," and 

S.J. Res. 36. Joint resolution to proclaim 
March 20, 1993, as "National Agricultural 
Day." 

On April 1, 1993: 
S. 284. An act to extend the suspended im

plementation of certain requirements of the 
Food Stamp Program on Indian reservations, 
and for other purposes. 



21742 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 20, 1993 
On April 12, 1993: 

S. 164. An act to authorize the adjustment 
of the boundaries of the South Dakota por
tion of the Sioux Ranger District of Custer 
National Forest, and for other purposes. 

S. 252. An act to provide for certain land 
exchanges in the State of Idaho, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 662. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, and title XIX of the Social Se
curity Act to make technical corrections re
lating to the Veterans Health Care Act of 
1992. 

S .J. Res. 27. Joint resolution providing for 
the appointment of Hanna Holborn Gray as a 
citizen regent of the Board of Regents of the 
Smithsonian Institution. 

S.J . Res. 28. Joint resolution providing for 
the appointment of Barber B. Conable, Jr., as 
a citizen regent of the Board of Regen ts of 
the Smithsonian Institution. 

S .J . Res. 29. Joint resolution providing for 
the appointment of Wesley S. Williams, Jr., 
as a citizen regent of the Board of Regents of 
the Smithsonian Institution. 

S.J. Res. 53. Joint resolution designating 
March 1993 and March 1994 both as " Women's 
History Month." 

On May 3, 1993: 
S. 326. An act to revise the boundaries of 

the George Washington Birthplace National 
Monument, and for other purposes. 

S. 328. An act to provide for the rehabilita
tion of historic structures within the Sandy 
Hook Unit of Gateway National Recreation 
Area in the State of New Jersey, and for 
other purposes. 

S.J. Res. 30. Joint resolution to designate 
the weeks of April 25 through May 2, 1993, 
and April 10 through 17, 1994, as " Jewish Her
itage Week." 

On May 6, 1993: 
S.J. Res. 62. Joint resolution to designate 

the week beginning April 25, 1993, as " Na
tional Crime Victims' Rights Week." 

On May 7, 1993: 
S.J . Res. 66. Joint resolution to designate 

the weeks beginning April 18, 1993, and April 
17, 1994, each as " Nancy Moore Thurmond 
National Organ and Tissue Donor Awareness 
Week." 

On May 25, 1993: 
S. 214. An act to authorize the construction 

of a memorial on Federal land in the District 
of Columbia or its environs to honor mem
bers of the Armed Forces who served in 
World War II and to commemorate United 
States participation in that conflict. 

S. 801. An act to authorize the conduct and 
development of NAEP assessments for fiscal 
year 1994. 

On June 8, 1993: 
S. 564. An act to establish in the Govern

ment Printing Office a means of enhancing 
electronic public access to a wide range of 
Federal electronic information. 

S.J. Res. 43. Jomt resolution designating 
the week beginning June 6, 1993, and June 5, 
1994, " Lyme Disease Awareness Week." 

On June 10, 1993: 
S. 1. An act to amend the Public Health 

Service Act to revise and extend the pro
grams of the National Institutes of Health, 
and for other purposes. 

On July 1, 1993: 
S . 80. To increase the size of the Big Thick

et National Preserve in the State of Texas by 
adding the Village Creek corridor unit, the 
Big Sandy corridor unit, and the 
Canyonlands unit. 

S.J. Res. 88. Joint resolution to designate 
July 1, 1993, as " National NYSP Day. " 

On August 2, 1993: 
S.J. Res. 54. Joint resolution designating 

April 9, 1994, as " National Former Prisoner 
of War Recognition Day." 

S.J. Res. 111. Joint resolution to designate 
August 1, 1993, as "Helsinki Human Rights 
Day." 

On August 3, 1993: 
S. 20. An act to provide for the establish

ment of strategic planning and performance 
measurement in the Federal Government, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 1311. An act for the relief of Olga D. 
Zhondetskaya. 

On August 11, 1993: 
S. 1205. An act to amend the Fluid Milk 

Promotion Act of 1990 to define fluid milk 
processors to exclude de minimis processors, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 1295. An act to amend the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973 and the Education of the Deaf Act 
of 1986 to make technical and conforming 
amendments to the act, and for other pur
poses. 

S.J. Res. 99. Joint resolution designating 
September 9, 1993, and April 21, 1994, each as 
"National D.A.R.E. Day." 

On August 12, 1993: 
S. 1273. An act to facilitate recovery from 

the recent flooding of the Mississippi River 
and its tributaries by providing greater flexi
bility for depository institutions and their 
regulators, and for other purposes. 

On August 13, 1993: 
S. 1274. An act to reduce the subsidy cost 

for the Guaranteed Business Loan Program 
of the Small Business Administration, and 
for other purposes. 

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: 

EG-1504. A communication from the Free
dom of Information Officer, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the annual report under the Freedom 
of Information Act for calendar year 1992; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EG-1505. A communication from the Presi
dent of the American Council of Learned So
cieties, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
annual report for the period 1991-1992; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

EG-1506. A communication from the Asso
ciate Attorney General, Department of Jus
tice, transmitting, pursuant to law, the an
nual report under the Freedom of Informa
tion Act for calendar year 1992; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

EG-1507. A communication from the Chief 
Justice of the Supreme Court of the United 
States, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of the proceedings of the Judicial Con
ference of the United States held on March 
16, 1993; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EG-1508. A communication from the Assist
ant Attorney General and the Assistant Sec
retary [Marketing and Inspection Services), 
Department of Agriculture, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report on the extent and 
effects of domestic and international terror
ism on animal enterprises; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

EG-1509. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to the program oper
ations of the Office of Workers' Compensa
tion Programs for fiscal year 1992; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EG-1510. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to the Robert C. 

Byrd Honors Scholarship Program; to the 
Cammi ttee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EG-1511. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to the Paul Douglas 
Teacher Scholarship Program; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EG-1512. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to the Protection 
and Advocacy of Individual Rights Program, 
to the Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 

EG-1513. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to the enforcement 
of the General Education Provisions Act; to 
the Cammi ttee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 

EG-1514. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to the College Fa
cilities Loan Program; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

EG-1515. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to the Library Edu
cation and Human Resource Development 
Program; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

EG-1516. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to the Drug-Free 
Schools and Communities Emergency Grants 
Program; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

EG-1517. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to the recommenda
tions of the National Advisory Council on 
Education Research and Improvement; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 

EG-1518. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to the Centers for 
Independent Living Program; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EG-1519. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to the Urban Com
munity Service Program; to the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources. 

EG-1520. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to the General Edu
cation Program; to the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources. 

EG-1521. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to the Patricia Rob
erts Harris Fellowship Program; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EG-1522. A communication from the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, the Biennial Re
port of the Director of the National Insti
tutes of Heal th for fiscal years 1991 and 1992; 
to the Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 

EG-1523. A communication from the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
the efforts of the National Center on Child 
Abuse and Neglect during fiscal years 1991 
and 1992; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

EG-1524. A communication from the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled, 
" Eighth Special Report to the U.S. Congress 
on Alcohol and Health;" to the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources. 

EG-1525. A communication from the Com
missioner of the Office of Educational Re
search and Improvement, Department of 
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Education, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report entitled " Setting Performance Stand
ards for Student Achievement;" to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1526. A communication from the Com
missioner of the Office of Educational Re
search and Improvement, Department of 
Education, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report on adult literacy; to the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1527. A communication from the In
spector General of the Railroad Retirement 
Board, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
budget request for the OIG for fiscal year 
1995; to the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources. 

EC-1528. A communication from the Board 
of Directors of the Railroad Retirement 
Board, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Board's budget request for fiscal year 1995; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. GLENN, from the Committee on 

Governmental Affairs, with an amendment 
in the nature of a substitute and an amend
ment to the title: 

S. 314. A bill to authorize appropriations 
for the National Historical Publications and 
Records Commission for fiscal year 1994 
through fiscal year 1999 (Rept. No. 145). 

By Mr. EIDEN, from the Committee on the 
Judiciary, without amendment: 

S. Res. 91. A resolution to refer S. 745 enti
tled " A Bill for the Relief of Hardwick, Inc .," 
to the Chief Judge of the United States 
Court of Federal Claims. 

S. Res. 98. A resolution to refer S. 794 enti
tled " A bill for the relief of land grantors in 
Henderson, Union and Webster counties, 
Kentucky, and their heirs," to the Chief 
Judge of the United States Claims Court for 
a report thereon. 

S. Res. 102. A resolution to refer S. 840 en
titled " For the relief of the estate of Dr. Be
atrice Braude" to the Chief Judge of the 
United States Court of Federal Claims for a 
report thereon. 

S. Res. 108. A resolution to refer S. 974 en
titled " A bill for the relief of Richard Kanehl 
of Mobile, Alabama" to the Chief Judge of 
the United States Court of Federal Claims 
for a report thereon. 

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 Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN (for herself, 
Mr. SIMON, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. HARKIN, 
Mrs. MURRAY, and Ms. MIKULSKI): 

S. 1468. A bill to amend the Higher Edu
cation Act of 1965 to require institutions of 
higher education to disclose participation 
rates, and program support expenditures, in 
college athletic programs, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

By Mr. DORGAN (for himself, Mr. 
CONRAD, and Mr. FORD): 

S. 1469. A bill to require air carriers to pro
vide 90 days ' notice to the Secretary of 
Transportation, the appropriate State agen
cies, and affected communities prior to the 
termination, suspension, or significant re-

duction of air service; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. COCHRAN (for himself and Mr. 
LOTT): 

S. 1470.. A bill to designate the United 
States Post Office located on Highway 90 in 
Bay Saint Louis, Mississippi , as the "John 
Longo, Jr., Post Office Building"'; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. WELLSTONE (for himself and . 
Mr. SIMON): 

S. 1471. A bill to provide financial assist
ance to eligible local educational agencies to 
improve urban education, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

By Mr. SIMON (for himself, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, and Mr. JEFFORDS): 

S. 1472. A bill to provide financial assist
ance to rural eligible local educational agen
cies to improve rural education, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources. 

By Mr. BAUCUS: 
S. 1473. A bill to encourage an appropriate 

mixture of different specialties of physicians 
and other health care providers to meet na
tional needs, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. PELL (by request): 
S. 1474. A bill to restore equal treatment of 

foreign military sales and direct commercial 
sales in nonrecurring cost recoupment; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Ms. MIKULSKI (for Mr. MITCHELL 
(for himself and Mr. DOLE)): 

S. Res. 145. A resolution to authorize testi
mony by employees of the Senate in the Peo
ple of the State of California v. Roger 
Calderon; considered and agreed to. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN (for 
herself, Mr. SIMON, Mr. KEN
NEDY, Mr. HARKIN, Mrs. MUR
RAY, and Ms. MIKULSKI): 

S. 1468. A bill to amend the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 to require insti
tutions of higher education to disclose 
participation rates, and program sup
port expenditures, in college athletic 
programs, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources. 

EQUITY IN ATHLETICS DISCLOSURE ACT 
• Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi
dent, together with my distinguished 
colleagues, Senators KENNEDY, SIMON, 
and HARKIN, I rise today to introduce 
the Equity in Athletics Disclosure Act 
of 1993. · 

This bill is an important component 
of the omnibus gender equity in edu
cation package which I and my distin
guished colleagues Senators SIMON, 
HARKIN, and MIKULSKI are introducing 
as a collective effort to address the 
widespread gender inequities in our Na
tion's schools. 

Mr. President, while the legislation 
being introduced by my colleagues fo-

cuses on elementary and secondary 
schools, the Equity in Athletics Disclo
sure Act addresses the widespread gen
der inequities in institutions of higher 
education. 

Title IX, the principal Federal stat
ute prohibiting sex discrimination in 
education, has helped to eliminate 
many discriminatory policies-such as 
rules that only boys could take shop 
classes-since 1972. Yet, because insti
tutions of higher education are not re
quired to disclose gender equity infor
mation regarding their athletic pro
grams, many are still not in full com
pliance. 

In fact, the National Collegiate Ath
letic Association [NCAA], the Amer
ican Council on Education [ACE], and 
my colleague from Illinois-Congress
woman CARDISS COLLIN&--have all doc
umented the prevalence of gender in
equities in intercollegiate athletics. 

In 1992, the NCAA conducted a one
time study on gender equity in men's 
and women's intercollegiate athletic 
programs at all Division I-A schools. 
As expected, this study found that fe
male college athletes receive less than 
18 percent of the athletic recruiting 
dollar and less than 24 percent of the 
athletic program operating dollar. This 
report also found that the average 
scholarship budget for men's teams is 
$1.3 million but only $500,000 for wom
en's teams. 

Mr. President, the American Council 
on Education [ACE] has also docu
mented gross gender inequities in 
intercollegiate athletic coaching staffs. 
In a recent survey of 1,410 postsecond
ary institutions, the ACE found that 
women represent only 8 percent of ath
letic directors and only 6 percent of 
sports information directors. 

Over the last 2 years, Congresswoman 
COLLINS has also used her position as 
chairwoman of the Commerce, 
Consumer Protection, and Competi
tiveness Subcommittee to highlight 
the gender inequities which plague 
intercollegiate athletics. 

In three separate hearings, student 
athletes and coaches alike have testi
fied that women's teams often have 
poorer facilities for training; worse 
hours for practice and competition; in
ferior travel accommodations; and lit
tle, if any, promotional support. 

The Equity in Athletics Disclosure 
Act addresses these gender inequities 
by requiring institutions of higher edu
cation-which receive Federal funds-
to disclose information on participa
tion rates, coaching staffs, and pro
gram expenses for each of their men's 
and women's intercollegiate athletic 
teams. 

This legislation requires institutions 
to disclose this information to the gen
eral public on request and to prospec
tive students who need this informa
tion in order to make informed deci
sions concerning their education. 
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It also requires them to provide this 

information to the Secretary of Edu
cation who would, then, report it to 
Congress. 

Mr. President, the NCAA has begun 
to address the problem of gender in
equity through its 1992 study and its 
gender equity task force, but it is very 
clear that institutions of higher edu
cation will not disclose information on 
gender equity regarding their athletic 
programs voluntarily. The Women's 
Basketball Coaches Association re
cently sent out a questionnaire to 280 
colleges and universities regarding 
their salaries for men's and women's 
basketball coaches, but only 20 percent 
of the schools responded. 

Mr. President, let me conclude my 
remarks by reminding my colleagues 
that our efforts to achieve excellence 
in education will fail unless gender 
bias in our schools is eliminated and by 
urging them to support the gender eq
uity in education package-including 
the Equity in Athletics Disclosure Act. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a copy 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. 1468 
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 "Equity in 
Athletics Disclosure Act" . 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that-
(1) participation in athletic pursuits plays 

an important role in teaching young Ameri
cans how to work on teams, handle chal
lenges and overcome obstacles; 

(2) participation in athletic pursuits plays 
an important role in keeping the minds and 
bodies of young Americans heal thy and phys
ically fit; 

(3) there is increasing concern among citi
zens, educators, and public officials regard
ing the athletic opportunities for young men 
and women at institutions of higher edu
cation; 

(4) a recent study by the National Colle
giate Athletic Association found that in Di
vision I- A institutions, only 20 percent of the 
average athletic department operations 
budget of $1,310,000 is spent on women's ath
letics; 15 percent of the average recruiting 
budget of $318,402 is spent on recruiting fe
male athletes; the average scholarship ex
penses for men is $1 ,300,000 and $505.246 for 
women; and an average of 143 grants are 
awarded to male athletes and 59 to women 
athletes; 

(5) female college athletes receive less than 
18 percent of the athletics recruiting dollar 
and less than 24 percent of the athletics op
erating dollar; 

(6) male college athletes receive approxi
mately $179,000,000 more per year in athletic 
scholarship grants than female college ath
letes; 

(7) prospective students and prospective 
student athletes should be aware of the com
mitments of an inst itution to providing equi
table athletic opportunities for its men and 
women students; and 

(8) knowledge of an institution's expendi
tures for women's and men's athletic pro
grams would help prospective students and 
prospective student athletes make informed 
judgments about the commitments of a 
given institution of higher education to pro
viding equitable athletic benefits to its men 
and women stud en ts. 
SEC. 3. DISCLOSURE OF ATHLETIC PROGRAM 

PARTICIPATION RATES AND FINAN
CIAL SUPPORT DATA. 

(a) AMENDMENT.-Section 485 of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1092) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

" (g) DISCLOSURE OF ATHLETIC PROGRAM 
PARTICIPATION RATES AND FINANCIAL SUP
PORT DATA.-

"(1) DATA REQUffiED.-Each institution of 
higher education which participates in any 
program under this title, and has an inter
collegiate athletic program, shall annually 
submit a report to the Secretary that con
tains the following information: 

"(A) For each men's team, women's team, 
and any team that includes both male and 
female athletes, the following data: 

" (i) The total number of participants and 
their gender. 

" (ii) The total scholarship expenditures. 
"(iii) A figure that represents the total 

scholarship expenditures divided by the total 
number of participants. 

" (iv) The total number of contests for the 
team. 

" (v) The total operating expenses for the 
team. 

" (vi) The total recruiting expenses for the 
team. 

" (vii) The total personnel expenses for the 
team. 

"(viii) Whether the head coach is male or 
female and whether the head coach is full 
time or part time. 

" (ix) The number of assistant coaches that 
are male and the number of assistant coach
es that are female and whether each particu
lar coach is full time or part time. 

"(x) The number of graduate assistant 
coaches that are male and the number of 
graduate assistant coaches that are female. 

" (xi) The number of volunteer assistant 
coaches that are male and the number of vol
unteer assistant coaches that are female. 

" (xii) The ratio of participants to coaches. 
" (xiii ) The total annual compensation of 

the head coach. 
" (xiv) The total annual compensation of 

each of the assistant coaches. 
" (B) A statement of the following data: 
" (i) The ratio of male participants to fe

male participants in the entire athletic pro
gram. 

" (ii) The ratio of male scholarship ex
penses to female scholarship expenses in the 
entire athletic program. 

" (2) DISCLOSURE TO PROSPECTIVE STU
DENTS.- When an institution of higher edu
cation described in paragraph (1) offers ad
mission to a potential student, such institu
tion shall provide to the student the infor
mation contained in the report submitted by 
such institution to the Secretary under para
graph (1). 

" (3) DISCLOSURE TO THE PUBLIC.-An insti
tution of higher education described in para
graph (1) shall make available to the public, 
upon request, the information contained in 
the report submitted by such institution to 
the Secretary under paragraph (1) . 

" (4) SECRETARY'S DUTY TO PUBLISH A RE
PORT OF THE DATA.-On or before July 1, 1995, 
and each July 1 thereafter, the Secretary, 
using the reports submitted under this sub-

section, shall compile, publish, and submit 
to the appropriate committees of the Con
gress, a report that includes the information 
contained in such reports identified by (A) 
the individual institutions, and (B) by the 
athletic conferences recognized by the Na
tional Collegiate Athletic Association and 
the National Association of Intercollegiate 
Athletics. 

" (5) DEFINITION.-For the purposes of this 
subsection, the term '9perating expenses' 
means all nonscholarship ex pen di tures. " . 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on 
July 1, 1994.• 

By Mr. DORGAN (for himself, Mr. 
CONRAD and Mr. FORD): 

S . 1469. A bill to require air carriers 
to provide 90 days' notice to the Sec
retary of Transportation, the appro
priate State agencies, and affected 
communities prior to the termination, 
suspension, or significant reduction of 
air service; to the Committee on Com
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

AIRLINE PULLOUT NOTIFICATION ACT OF 1993 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I am in
troducing today a piece of legislation 
that will require the airlines in this 
country, major airlines in America, to 
provide 3 months' notice when they de
cide they are going to withdraw service 
from a market. The reason I am doing 
that is we see the major airlines in this 
country restructuring and rushing to 
serve densely populated areas in the 
country where they can use peanut 
fares, discount fares, or rock-bottom 
fares between one city and another 
that has 1 million, 2 million, or 3 mil
lion people in it. They are competing in 
areas where there is dense population 
concen tra ti on. 

In this restructuring, all too often 
airlines are withdrawing jet service 
from some of the smaller markets. We 
had an experience like that in North 
Dakota in recent weeks with an airline 
carrier that served the western part of 
the State, Bismarck and Minot, con
necting it to the Denver hub, and had 
served them for over 30 years. It and its 
predecessors had purchased Frontier, 
Continental Airlines, and so on. 

In August, with no notice, no discus
sion, not even a hint, it says: "We are 
done. We have decided to quit services 
there." 

The reason, I think, predominantly, 
is to move those airlines to serve New 
York, Florida, and the Carolinas. rt 
seems to me airlines have a respon
sibility to give us at least some mini
mum notice. Communities and people, 
if they are going to discontinue serv
ice, have the right to have some oppor
tunity to find a replacement. 

I think that minimum notice is im
portant, and I am offering that legisla
tion today in the Senate in the hope 
that we will be able to advance that as 
we discuss these issues. 

Let me make one other point. We are 
building airports with billions of dol
lars; in Denver, over $3 billion to build 
a new airport. There is a substantial 
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amount of Federal moneys involved. It 
seems to me that if we are building air
ports in the image of what the airlines 
want, they have some responsibility to 
some of the other service areas. 

That is the reason I am offering this 
legislation to the Senate today. 

Mr. President, we have all heard a 
great deal of discussion this year about 
the troubled airline industry. Policy
makers, industry leaders, and consum
ers alike share concerns about the fu
ture of the airline industry in the Unit
ed States and for good reason. 

The airline industry has lost $10 bil
lion over the past 3 years and is drown
ing in debt-over $35 billion. It is 
frightening to see so many carriers ei
ther operating in bankruptcy or on the 
verge of going broke. It seems to me 
that the Congress and the administra
tion must take action and make some 
serious decisions, however controver
sial, in order to avoid consequences 
that none of us want to live with: dwin
dling service, bankrupt carriers, and 
diminished American competitiveness. 

All of us have witnessed the results 
of a troubled airline industry. Some 
Senators have seen layoffs by :\ero
space manufacturers in their States be
cause the airline industry is so dan
gerously short on capital· that it can
not continue investing in new planes 
the way it should. Those of us from 
rural areas are seeing a continual de
cline of competition with jet service 
where carriers are deciding to close 
routes. In fact, there seems to be too 
little attention given to the phenome
non of monopolistic market areas, 
mostly in rural areas, in a so-called 
competitive environment. North Da
kota is a prime example of this phe
nomenon. 

As of September 30, 1993, there will be 
essentially one major airline carrier 
left in most markets in North Dakota. 
Three major carriers have pulled out of 
the State recently. The most recent 
pull out is Continental Airlines which 
will terminate service from two North 
Dakota locations to Denver on Septem
ber 30. This will mark the end of nearly 
30 years of direct service between 
North Dakota and Denver. We now 
have one national carrier with vir
tually no competition in the State ex
cept for once city that has a nonstop 
jet connection to Chicago. 

The most troubling aspect of the 
Continental pull out is that the airline 
only gave a 45-day notice that it would 
terminate service to Bismarck and 
Minot. Diminished air service to these 
two communities will hurt business, 
seriously limit consumer choices, and 
impede our hopes of economic develop
ment. It seems very unfair to me that 
an airline would do this to a commu
nity that has supported that airline for 
years. 

Mr. President, I am introducing leg
islation today that will require an air
line to provide at least a 3-month no-

tice that it intends to terminate serv
ice to a community. My legislation 
would require airlines to notify com
munities of plans to withdraw air serv
ice at least 3 months before that serv
ice is terminated. Under the bill, the 
Secretary of Transportation would be 
required to ensure that this notifica
tion takes place. Airlines found in vio
lation will be subject to a fine. This no
tice will give communities some time 
to plan for the consequences of the pull 
out. 

Frankly, I wish I didn't have to in
troduce this bill and I wish we did not 
have to even debate this issue. But if 
the airlines, under the free market 
that was given them with deregulation, 
are going to · 1eave communities high 
and dry in the way that Continental 
left North Dakota, someone has to step 
in and protect consumers and commu
nities. This legislation is necessary, 
Mr. President, to put airlines on notice 
that communities deserve adequate no
tice before their air service is being 
terminated and that the airlines owe 
something to the communities they 
serve. 

My legislation simply addresses this 
matter of requiring an airline to pro
vide adequate notice to a community 
that it's air service is going to be ter
minated. There remains, however, seri
ous systemic problems with Federal 
policy with respect to the airline in
dustry. In my judgment, the National 
Commission To Ensure a Strong Com
petitive Airline Industry fell far short 
of it 's mission to address the systemic 
problems of the industry. An adequate 
review of the shortcomings of deregula
tion and the circumstances for rural 
air service as a result of deregulation is 
disappointingly absent. It seems to me 
that these issues need to be debated 
and addressed. I fear that as a result of 
the Commission's recommendations, 
the Congress will not give adequate 
airing of the issues surrounding de
regulation and the problem of ensuring 
service to rural areas; especially where 
monopolistic markets have emerged. 
Those who argue that competition is 
alive and well in the U.S. airline indus
try are clearly ignoring the changes 
taking place with respect to jet service 
in rural areas. 

Since deregulation, many have ques
tioned whether or not this was a wise 
move. One thing I do know is that 
whatever is going on in the industry 
since deregulation has not been good 
for rural America. Although many of 
us have fought hard over the years for 
essential air service, which is a criti
cally important program for small 
rural communities, many gaps in serv
ice remain. We have seen the emer
gence of a second tier of concern or a 
second class of communities threat
ened with either the loss of service or 
left in a monopolistic market in rural 
areas. For years I have fought for EAS 
in order to save air service to small 

rural North Dakota communities like 
Dickinson, Devils Lake, Williston, and 
Jamestown. Now, I am concerned about 
how to save jet service for Bismarck, 
Minot, Fargo, and Grand Forks-North 
Dakota's largest cities. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that 
the Congress needs to take a real look 
at the airline industry. This legislation 
is simply a stop-gap against inconsider
ate sudden pull outs of air service. I 
urge my colleagues not only to support 
this bill but also to face the challenge 
of addressing the systemic, long-term 
problems threatening the U.S. airline 
industry. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of this legislation be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

s. 1469 
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 "Airline Pull
out Notification Act of 1993". 
SEC. 2. AIR SERVICE TERMINATION NOTICE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.- Title IV of the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958 (49 App. U.S.C. 1371 et 
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing new section: 
"SEC. 420. AIR SERVICE TERMINATION NOTICE. 

" (a) IN GENERAL.-An air carrier may not 
terminate air transportation to any point, 
unless such air carrier has given the Sec
retary, each appropriate State agency, and 
each affected community at least 90 days' 
notice before such termination. 

"(b) EMERGENCY EXCEPTION.- On a case-by
case basis, the Secretary may modify or 
waive the requirements of subsection (a) for 
an air carrier experiencing a sudden and un
foreseen financial emergency, if the Sec
retary finds that such requirements impose 
undue hardship on such air carrier.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The portion 
of the table of contents of the Federal Avia
tion Act of 1958 relating to title IV is amend
ed by inserting immediately after the item 
relating to section 419 the following new 
item: 
" Sec. 420. Air service termination notice. 

" (a) In general. 
" (b) Emergency exceptions." . 

SEC. 3. CIVIL PENALTIES. 
Section 901(a)(l) of the Federal Aviation 

Act of 1958 (49 App. U.S .C. 1471(a)(l)) is 
amended by inserting " section 420 or" imme
diately after " $10,000 for each violation of". 

• Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I com
mend my good friend and colleague 
from North Dakota, Senator BYRON L . 
DORGAN, for introducing the Air Serv
ice Termination Notice Act of 1993 
which requires an airline to give com
munities at least three months' notice 
if it plans to discontinue or reduce air 
service. I believe this legislation is nec
essary to prevent rural States, like 
North Dakota, from being targeted for 
discontinued jet service and am pleased 
to be an original cosponsor of this leg
islation. 

As you know, people want to be 
linked to the world and jet service is a 



21746 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 20, 1993 
preferred form of air travel. People 
from rural States, like North Dakota, 
are no different than anyone else. They 
enjoy the efficiency of air travel for 
work or vacation. Many choose to live 
in a rural State because of its high 
standard of living and low crime rate. 
They should not be penalized for this 
decision by being denied convenient, 
safe jet service. 

Moreover, jet service is crucial to a 
State's economic development ability 
and key to its tourism and aviation in
dustries. Without adequate jet service, 
communities have great difficulty at
tracting prosperous business opportu
nities and this may stifle economic de
velopment. 

North Dakota, like many rural, Mid
western States, lost major jet service 
during the past year and a half. In fact, 
within the last 3 months alone, North 
Dakota lost or is about to lose two 
major airlines-United and Continental 
Airlines respectively. Additionally, 
American Airlines is analyzing its 
Fargo-Chicago route and may soon ter
minate its service. 

Losing a major airline can be a dev
astating blow to a State's economy. 
This legislation is necessary to prevent 
abrupt change that disrupts travel 
plans for families and business and al
lows sufficient time to attract another 
air carrier. It only makes sense that 
loyal customers of jet service be treat
ed fairly and this legislation promotes 
that goal.• 

By Mr. COCHRAN. (for himself 
and Mr. LOTT): 

S. 1470. A bill to designate the U.S. 
Post Office located on Highway 90 in 
Bay St. Louis, Mississippi, as the 
"John Longo, Jr., Post Office Build
ing;" to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

JOHN LONGO, JR., POST OFFICE BUILDING 

• Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, today 
on behalf of myself and Senator LOTT, 
I am introducing legislation to des
ignate the U.S. Post Office building lo
cated on highway 90 in Bay St. Louis, 
MS, as the "John Longo, Jr., Post Of
fice Building." 

John Longo, Jr.'s 27 years of service 
to his community and the State of Mis
sissippi should be recognized. He served 
with distinction as a alderman in 
Waveland, MS, for 11 years and as 
mayor for 16 years. 

During John Longo's long period of 
public service he was instrumental in 
the extraordinary growth of the city of 
Waveland and in the provision of many 
services which were beneficial to Han
cock County, including the creation of 
the county-wide sewer treatment activ
ity. 

His community is proud of his ac
complishments, and his family, friends, 
and associates request that the Bay St. 
Louis Post Office carry his name to 
honor his public service.• 

By Mr. WELLSTONE (for himself 
and Mr. SIMON): 

S. 1471. A bill to provide financial as
sistance to eligible local educational 
agencies to improve urban education, 
and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Labor and Human Resources. 

URBAN SCHOOLS LEGISLATION 

•Mr. WELLSTONE. 
Mr. President, today, my good friend 

and colleague the Senator from Illi
nois, Senator SIMON, and I are intro
ducing companion education reform 
bills. One addresses the needs of rural 
schools and one addresses the needs of 
urban schools. 

Jonathan Kozol's book, "Savage In
equalities," tells a horrifying story of 
the state of public education in some 
areas of the Nation. This book has had 
a powerful impact on me and has had a 
powerful impact across the country. It 
is now time to find solutions to this 
devastating problem. 

The urban schools bill and the rural 
schools bill are designed to provide the 
targeted resources necessary to im
prove our public education system. 

A major role I see for the Federal 
Government in education policy is pro
viding resources. Over the last 10 years 
the amount of money that the Federal 
Government provides for public edu
cation has dwindled. Calculated in 1991 
dollars, we spent about $1.5 billion less 
in 1992 than we did in 1982 on public el
ementary and secondary education. In 
1982 the Federal Government provided 
9.1 percent of the share of money spent 
on public education compared to the 5.6 
percent we now provide. 

We have been told that money alone 
does not make better schools. I agree. 
But additional resources are often an 
essential part of the solution. More re
sources can mean smaller class sizes. 
More resources can mean quality fa
cilities and state-of-the-art equipment. 
More resources can mean the ability to 
attract and maintain excellent teach
ers in rural, suburban, and urban set
tings. More resources can mean provid
ing the support services that would 
otherwise be unavailable for low-in
come young people, or students with 
learning, physical or mental disabil
ities. More resources can mean incen
tives for other professionals, such as 
scientists, business people and artisans 
to become involved in the enterprise of 
public education. I repeat that al
though allocating resources is not the 
complete answer, it is definitely an es
sential part to improving public edu
cation. 

Indeed, we are facing a great chal-
1 enge to improve education throughout 
this Nation-in the rural, urban and 
suburban school districts. At a time of 
increasing poverty among school-aged 
children and their families, our public 
schools must have adequate resources 
to increase achievement rates, to de
crease dropout rates, to hire and retain 
quality teachers, to provide early 
childhood development programs, to 
repair older school buildings and to 
deal with greater health problems. 

A key element of the administra
tion's education reform proposal is leg
islation to set high learning standards 
for children to achieve. If we are going 
to demand that our schools meet new 
and higher standards, the Federal Gov
ernment must be ready to put re
sources behind the rhetoric. Without 
targeting increased resources, these 
goals are empty words. The urban and 
rural schools bills will provide the re
sources to help prepare all students to 
meet high academic standards. 

All of the improvements I just men
tioned cost money. But most impor
tantly, all of them add up to providing 
a better education for young people. 
That I am convinced of and that I will 
fight for, and that is why I, along with 
mY colleague from Illinois, Senator 
SIMON, are introducing these two im
portant bills today. 

THE URBAN SCHOOLS ACT OF 1993 

The USA bill does four things. First, 
it authorizes $1.5 billion in formula 
grants to hard-pressed city school sys
tems-at least one in every State-to 
conduct programs to help them move 
closer to achieving our education goals 
and higher standards. Working closely 
with communities, local educational 
agencies would have broad flexibility 
to design a plan to help improve our 
education system. A unique account
ability provision would provide contin
ued funding only to those schools that 
demonstrate progress in improving 
education performance. The Secretary 
of Education would also be authorized 
to make incentive awards to schools 
that make exceptional progress. 

Second, the bill authorizes $1 billion 
to renovate and repair the aging facili
ties of urban schools. According to a 
report by the Council of Great City 
Schools, one-third of our Nation's 
inner-city schools are over 50 years old, 
with a cumulative backlog of repairs 
estimated at $50 billion. 

Third, the bill authorizes additional 
Federal research on urban education, 
and provides city schools with more re
sources to strengthen their own re
search capabilities. 

Finally, the bill authorizes a review 
of Federal regulations whose sim
plification might enhance teaching and 
learning. 

THE RURAL SCHOOLS ACT OF 1993 

The Rural Schools Act mirrors the 
provisions of the Urban Schools Act. 
The RSA bill does four things. First, it 
authorizes $1.5 billion to be distributed 
by formula grants to hard-pressed rural 
school systems-at least one in every 
State-to conduct programs to help 
rural schools meet our education goals 
and higher standards. Working closely 
with the community, local educational 
agencies would have broad flexibility 
to design a plan to improve education 
and achieve those goals and standards. 
A unique accountability prov1s1on 
would continue funding only to those 
schools that demonstrate progress in 
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improving education performance. The 
Secretary of Education would also be 
authorized to make incentive awards 
to schools that make exceptional 
progress. 

Second, the bill authorizes $1.5 bil
lion to renovate and repair the aging 
facilities of rural schools. The average 
rural school is more than 45 years old 
and in grave disrepair. Half of the 
funds would be used to repair and ren
ovate buildings, and construct new 
buildings, to meet the needs of home
less children and preschoolers, and to 
install security and communication 
systems. The other half of the funds 
would be used for improvements for en
vironmental and safety reasons, includ
ing energy conservation, and the re
moval of toxic substances. 

Third, the bill authorizes additional 
Federal research on rural education, 
and an evaluation of activities under 
this bill and a monitoring of progress. 
It would also provide rural schools 
with more resources to strengthen 
their own research capabilities. 

Finally, the bill would establish an 
Interagency Council on Rural Schools 
and a White House Conference on Rural 
Education. 

We must begin to invest in our fu
ture. There is no better and more im
portant place to start than with our 
children. These two bills address a wide 
range of long-time ignored educational 
problems and needs, including the 
needs of disadvantaged urban and rural 
school districts. I urge my colleagues 
to support these important measures. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full 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. 1471 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited as 
the "Urban Schools of America (USA) Act of 
1993". 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.- The table of con
tents is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Findings. 
Sec. 3. Statement of purpose. 
TITLE I-URBAN SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT 
Sec. 101. Authorization. 
Sec. 102. Allocation of funds. 
Sec. 103. Application required. 
Sec. 104. Planning period. 
Sec. 105. Uses of funds. 
Sec. 106. Accountability. 
Sec. 107. Incentive awards to exemplary pro-

grams. 
Sec. 108. Regulatory assessment. 
Sec. 109. Local advisory group. 
Sec. 110. Special rules. 

TITLE II-SCHOOL BUILDING REP AIR 
AND RENOVATION 

Sec. 201. Purpose; authorization . of appro-
priations. 

Sec. 202. Allocation of funds . 
Sec. 203. Application. 
Sec. 204. Uses of Funds. 

TITLE III-URBAN SCHOOL RESEARCH 
Sec. 301. Authorization. 
Sec. 302. Assistant Secretary for Urban Edu

cation. 
Sec. 303. Reservation; allotment; allocation. 
Sec. 304. National Institute of Urban Edu

cation. 
Sec. 305. Application. 
Sec. 306. Uses of funds. 

TITLE IV-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Sec. 401. Interagency Council on Urban 

Schools. 
Sec. 402. White House Conference on Urban 

Education. 
Sec. 403. Augustus F. Hawkins National 

Commission on Urban Edu
cation. 

Sec. 404. Federal funds to supplement not 
supplant non-Federal funds. 

Sec. 405. Definitions. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that-
(1) the ability of the Nation's major urban 

school systems to meet the Nation's edu
cational goals will determine the country's 
economic competitiveness and academic 
standing in the world community; 

(2) the quality of public education in the 
Nation's major urban areas has a direct ef
fect on the economic development of the Na
tion's inner cities; 

(3) the success of urban schools in boosting 
the achievement of its minority youth at
tending such schools will determine the abil
ity of the Nation to close the gap between 
the "haves and have-nots" in society; 

(4) the cost to America's businesses to pro
vide remedial education to secondary school 
graduates is approximately $30,000,000,000 per 
year; 

(5) approximately one-third of the Nation's 
work force will be minority by the year 2000; 

(6) urban schools enroll a disproportion
ately large share of the Nation's poor and 
"at-risk" youth; 

(7) urban schools enroll approximately one
third of Nation's poor, 40 percent of the Na
tion's African-American children, and 30 per
cent of the Nation's Hispanic youth; 

(8) nearly 20 percent of the Nation's lim
ited-English proficient children and 15 per
cent of the Nation's disabled youth are en
rolled in urban schools; 

(9) the academic performance of students 
in the average inner-city public school sys
tem is below that of students in most other 
kinds of school systems; 

(10) urban school systems have higher 
dropout rates, more problems with health 
care and less parental participation than 
other kinds of school systems; 

(11) urban preschoolers have one-half the 
access to early childhood development pro
grams as do other children; 

(12) shortages of teachers in urban school 
systems are 2.5 times greater than such 
shortages in other kinds of school systems; 

(13) declining numbers of urban minority 
secondary school graduates are pursuing 
postsecondary educational opportunities; 

(14) urban schools systems have greater 
problems with teen pregnancy, discipline, 
drug abuse and gangs than do other kinds of 
school systems; 

(15) 75 percent of urban school buildings 
are over 25 years old, 33 percent of such 
buildings are over 50 years old, and such 
buildings are often in serious disrepair and 
create poor and demoralizing working and 
learning conditions; 

(16) solving the challenges facing our Na
tion's urban schools will require the con
certed and collaborative efforts of all levels 

of government and all sectors of the commu
nity; 

(17) State and Federal funding of urban 
schools has not adequately reflected need; 
and 

(18) Federal funding that is well targeted, 
flexible and accountable would contribute 
significantly to addressing the comprehen
sive needs of inner-city schools. 
SEC. 3. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. 

It is the purpose of this Act to provide fi
nancial assistance to-

(1) assist urban schools in meeting Na
tional Education Goals; 

(2) improve the educational and social well 
being of urban public school children; 

(3) close the achievement gap between 
urban and nonurban school children, while 
improving the achievement level of all chil
dren nationally; 

(4) renovate and repair urban school build
ings and facilities; 

(5) conduct coordinated research on urban 
- education problems, solutions and promising 
practices; 

(6) improve the Nation's global economic 
and educational competitiveness by improv
ing the Nation's urban schools; 

(7) encourage community, parental and 
business collaboration in the improvement 
of urban schools; and 

(8) review regulations whose simplification 
might improve the achievement of urban 
school children. 
TITLE I-URBAN SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT 

SEC. 101. AUTHORIZATION. 
There are authorized to be appropriated 

$1,500,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, and such 
sums as may be necessary for each of the fis
cal years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000, 
to carry out the provisions of this title. 
SEC. 102. ALLOCATION OF FUNDS. 

(a) RESERVATIONS.-
(!) Subject to paragraph (2), from the 

amount appropriated or otherwise made 
available to carry out _the provisions of this 
title for any fiscal year, the Secretary shall 
reserve 5 percent of such funds to provide 
competitive awards in accordance with sec
tion 107. 

(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply in the 
first year in which funds are appropriated. 

(b) ALLOTMENTS.-From the remainder of 
the sums not reserved under subsection (a), 
the Secretary shall allot to each eligible 
local educational agency with an approved 
application in each fiscal year an amount 
which bears the same relationship to such 
funds as the amount such eligible local edu
cational agency was allocated under section 
1005 and 1006 of the Elementary and Second
ary Education Act of 1965 in the preceding 
fiscal year bears to the total amount re
ceived under such sections in such preceding 
fiscal year by all eligible local educational 
agencies. 

(c) RESERVATION FOR COMMUNITY-BASED 
ORGANIZATIONS AND - NONPROFIT PARTNER
SHIPS.- From the amounts allotted under 
subsection (b) for any fiscal year, each eligi
ble local educational agency shall reserve 
not more than 5 percent to make as many 
grants as practicable for the activities de
scribed in section 105 to-

(1) community-based organizations; or 
(2) nonprofit partnerships between the eli

gible local educational agency and city-wide 
collaboratives of private sector businesses or 
universities. 

(d) PAYMENTS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall annu

ally pay to each eligible local educational 
agency having an application approved under 
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section 103 the costs of the activities de
scribed in the application. 

(2) p A YMENT REQUIREMENTS.-The Sec
retary shall make annual payments only to 
eligible local educational agencies that-

(A) comply with the provisions of section 
106; and 

(B) demonstrate to the satisfaction of the 
Secretary that the data submitted pursuant 
to section 106 shows progress toward meeting 
National Education Goals. 

(e) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.-Not more than 
5 percent of any allotment or grant made 
under this title may be used for administra
tive costs. 
SEC. 103. APPLICATION REQUIRED. 

(a) APPLICATION REQUIRED.-
(1) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-Any eligible local edu

cational agency desiring to receive an allot
ment from the Secretary to carry out the 
provisions of this title shall-

(i) develop and prepare an application with 
the local advisory group; 

(ii) submit to the State educational agency 
the application for review and comment; and 

(iii) submit the application described in 
clause (i) to the Secretary for approval. 

(B) DURATION.-Except as provided in sec
tion 106, the application described in clause 
(i) may be for a period of not more than 3 
years. 

(2) COMMUNITY-BASED ORGANIZATIONS AND 
NONPROFIT PARTNERSHIPS.-Any community
based organization or nonprofit partnership 
referred to in section 102(c) desiring to re
ceive a grant from an eligible local edu
cational agency pursuant to section lOl(c) 
shall-

( A) prepare an application for approval by 
the local advisory group and submit such ap
plication to the eligible local educational 
agency; 

(B) describe in the application the collabo
rative efforts undertaken with the local edu
cational agency in designing a program to 
meet the pur-poses of the Act; and 

(C) describe in the application how funds 
will be used to help meet the education goals 
selected by the local educational agency pur
suant to subsection (b). 

(b) CONTENTS OF LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGEN
CY APPLICATION.-Each application submit
ted by an eligible local educational agency 
shall include a description of-

(1) the ranking of all schools in the eligible 
local educational agency by achievement, 
poverty, and racial isolation and how such 
schools will be served in accordance with 
section llO(a); 

(2) the community served by the eligible 
local educational agency and the effects of 
the community on the educational condi
tions within the schools served by the eligi
ble local educational agency; 

(3) the collaboration in program planning 
with the local advisory group described in 
section 109; 

(4) the goals selected by the eligible local 
educational agency pursuant to section 
106(b), the rationale for choosing such goals 
over others, and a description of whether the 
goals selected differ between elementary and 
secondary schools within the jurisdiction of 
the local educational agency; 

(5) how funds received under this title will 
be used to meet the National Educational 
Goals selected by the eligible local edu
cational agency; 

(6) how promising or successful models or 
programs will be replicated in designing ac
tivities assisted under this title; and 

(7) the statistical indicators and other cri
teria that the eligible local educational 

agency will use to measure progress toward 
meeting National Education Goals, and a de
scription of what the local educational agen
cy has done to ensure that any assessments 
used to measure such progress will not have 
a negative effect on minority or language 
minority students. 
SEC. 104. PLANNING PERIOD. 

Any eligible local educational agency re
quiring additional planning efforts to meet 
the provisions of this title may use the first 
6 months of the initial program year for 
planning purposes, subject to approval by 
the Secretary. except that not more than 15 
percent of the first year's allotment shall be 
used for such purposes. A written report of 
the results of such planning shall be submit
ted to the Secretary not later than the end 
of the first project year. 
SEC. 105. USES OF FUNDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Funds allotted under this 
title shall be used by eligible local. edu
cational agencies, community-based organi
zations, or nonprofit partnerships to meet 
National Education Goals through programs 
designed to-

(1) increase the academic achievement 
of urban school children to at least the na

tional average, including-
(A) effective schools programs; 
(B) tutoring, mentoring, and other activi

ties to improve academic achievement di
rectly; 

(C) activities designed to increase the par
ticipation of minority and female students 
in entry level and advanced courses in math
ematics and science; 

(D) supplementary academic instruction; 
(E) efforts to improve problem-solving and 

higher-order thinking skills; 
(F) programs to increase student motiva

tion for learning; and 
(G) efforts to lengthen the school day, 

school year or reduce class sizes; 
(2) ensure the readiness of all urban chil

dren for school, including-
(A) full workday, full calendar-year com

prehensive early childhood development pro
grams; 

(B) parenting classes and parent involve
ment activities; 

(C) activities designed to coordinate pre
kindergarten and child care programs; 

(D) efforts to integrate developmentally 
appropriate prekindergarten services into 
the overall school program; 

(E) upgrading the qualifications of early 
childhood education staff and standards for 
programs; 

(F) collaborative efforts with health and 
social service agencies to provide com
prehensive services and to facilitate the 
transition from home to school; 

(G) establishment of comprehensive child 
care centers in secondary schools for stu
dents who are parents and their children; 
and 

(H) augmenting early childhood develop
ment programs to meet the special edu
cational and cultural needs of limited-Eng
lish proficient preschool children; 

(3) increase the graduation rates of urban 
students to at least the national average, in
cluding-

(A) dropout prevention activities and sup
port services for students at-risk of dropping 
out of school; 

(B) re-entry, outreach and support activi
ties to recruit students who have dropped 
out of school to return to school; 

(C) development of systemwide policies and 
practices that encourage students to stay in 
school; 

(D) efforts to provide individualized stu
dent support, such as mentoring programs; 

(E) collaborative activities between 
schools. parents, community groups, agen
cies and institutions of higher education 
aimed at preventing individuals from drop
ping out of school; 

(F) programs to increase student attend
ance; and 

(G) alternative programs for students, es
pecially bilingual and special education stu
dents, who have dropped out of school or are 
at-risk of dropping out of school; 

(4) prepare urban school graduates to enter 
higher education, pursue careers and exer
cise their responsibilities as citizens, includ
ing-

(A) activities designed to increase the 
number and percentages of students, particu
larly minority students, enrolling in post
secondary educational institutions after 
graduation from secondary schools; 

(B) in-school youth employment, voca
tional education, and career education pro
grams that improve the transition from 
school to work; 

(C) activities designed in collaboration 
with colleges and universities to assist urban 
school graduates in completing higher edu
cation; 

(D) efforts to increase voter registration 
among eligible secondary school students; 

(E) activities designed to promote commu
nity service and volunteerism among stu
dents, parents, teachers, and the community; 
and 

(F) civic education and other programs de
signed to enhance responsible citizenship and 
understanding of the political process; 

(5) recruit and retain qualified teachers, 
including-

(A) school-based management projects and 
activities; 

(B) programs designed to test efforts to in
crease the professionalization of teachers or 
to bring teachers up to national voluntary 
standards; 

(C) alternative routes to certification for 
qualified individuals from business, the mili
tary and other fields; 

(D) efforts to recruit and retain teachers in 
critical shortage areas, including early 
childhood teachers, mathematics and science 
teachers, and special education and bilingual 
teachers; 

(E) upgrading the skills of teacher aides 
and paraprofessionals to permit such individ
uals to become certified teachers; 

(F) efforts specifically designed to increase 
the number of minority teachers in urban 
schools; 

(G) programs designed to "grow your own" 
teachers; 

(H) incentives for teachers to work in 
inner-city schools; and 

(I) collaborative activities with urban uni
versities to revise and upgrade teacher train
ing programs; or 

(6) decrease the use of drugs and alcohol 
among urban students, and to enhance the 
physical and emotional health of such stu
dents, including-

(A) activities designed to improve the self
esteem and self-worth of urban students; 

(B) the provision of heal th care services 
and other social services and the coordina
tion of such services with other health care 
providers; 

(C) programs designed to improve safety 
and discipline and reduce in-school violence, 
vandalism, and gang activity; 

(D) activities that begin in the early 
grades and are designed to prevent drug and 
alcohol abuse and smoking among students 
and teachers; 

(E) collaborative activities with other 
agencies, businesses, and community groups 
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to discourage the advertisement and glorifi
cation of drugs and alcohol; 

(F) efforts to enhance health education and 
nutrition education; and 

(G) alternative schools, and schools-with
in-schools programs, including bilingual and 
special education programs for students with 
special needs. 

(b) SPECIAL RULE.-Funds allotted under 
this title may be used for the planning, de
velopment. operation or expansion of pro
grams and activities which are designed to 
assist urban schools in meeting National 
Education Goals, and may include-

(1) training of teachers and other edu
cational personnel in subject areas, or in in
structional technology and methods that 
would improve the delivery of services in 
urban settings and assist in the achievement 
of the National Education Goals, including 
staff development efforts that emphasize 
multicultural and gender and disability bias
free curricula; 

(2) coordination and collaboration with 
other municipal agencies, child care organi
zations, universities or the private sector; 

(3) parental involvement and outreach ef
forts and other activities designed to en
hance parental encouragement of student 
learning; 

(4) guidance and psychological counseling, 
social work, and other support services that 
contribute to progress in achieving National 
Education Goals; 

(5) efforts to acquire and improve access to 
educational technology; 

(6) programs to serve homeless children, 
children in desegregation programs, immi
grants, migrants, or other highly mobile 
populations, even if such individuals do not 
attend a school assisted under this title; and 

(7) efforts to improve and strengthen the 
curriculum and coordinate services across 
grade levels. 

(c) PRIORITY.- Each local educational 
agency submitting an application shall give 
priority in designing the program assisted 
under this title to activities that replicate 
successful efforts in other local educational 
agencies or expand successful programs with
in the eligible local educational agency. 
SEC. 106. ACCOUNTABILITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary may award 
an allotment under this title to an eligible 
local educational agency to enable such an 
agency to operate a program under this title 
for a period of not more than 3 years. If an 
eligible local educational agency receiving 
an allotment under this title meets the ac
countability requirements described in sub
section (b) at the end of 3 years and the re
quirements described in subsection (c) at the 
end of each year, as determined by the Sec
retary, such agency shall be eligible to con
tinue the project with funds under this title 
for an additional 3 years. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS To MOVE TOWARD NA
TIONAL EDUCATION GOALS.-

(1) PROGRAM CONTINUATION.-Except as pro
vided in paragraph (2), if after 3 years of re
ceiving an allotment under this title an eli
gible local educational agency is able to 
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Sec
retary that such agency has increased the 
achievement level of students in the lowest 2 
quartiles in the schools served by such agen
cy and assisted under this title as measured 
by the statistical indicators and other cri
teria specified in the application in excess of 
the average such achievement of such stu
dents in the 3 years prior to the initiation of 
the project, then such agency shall be eligi
ble to continue the project with funds under 
this title for an additional 3 years upon re
application under section 103. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE.-If after 3 years of re
ceiving an allotment under this title an eli
gible local educational agency is able to 
demonstrate progress in meeting at least 3 of 
the criteria described in paragraph (3), then 
such agency shall be considered to have met 
the requirements of paragraph (1) so long as 
the achievement level of the schools served 
by such agency and assisted under this title 
did not decline in any of the 3 previous 
school years. 

(3) CRITERIA.- For purposes of paragraph 
(2), the criteria are as follows: 

(A) The number or percentage of preschool 
children served by the eligible local ·edu
cational agency is greater than the average 
such number or percentage in the 3 previous 
school years. 

(B) The number or percentage of secondary 
school students graduating in the eligible 
local educational agency is greater than the 
average such number or percentage rate for 
the 3 previous school years. 

(C) The number or percentage of secondary 
school graduates in the eligible local edu
cational agency enrolled in postsecondary 
education is greater than the average such 
number or percentage for the 3 previous 
school years. 

(D) The number or percentage of the teach
ing force in the eligible local educational 
agency who are minorities is greater than 
the average such number or percentage for 
the 3 previous school years. 

(E) The incidence of discipline, drug-relat
ed or in-school crime in the eligible local 
educational agency is less than the average 
such incidence in the 3 previous school years. 

(c) COLLECTION OF DATA.-Each eligible 
local educational agency, community-based 
organization, university, or nonprofit part
nership receiving an allotment under this 
title shall annually collect and submit to the 
Secretary data based on the statistical indi
cators and other criteria described in the ap
plication submitted by such eligible local 
educational agency for the purposes of mon
itoring progress in achieving National Edu
cation Goals. Such data shall include mul
tiple measures or indicators of each variable, 
and may take into consideration the mobil
ity of students in the schools served under 
this title. 
SEC. 107. INCENTIVE AWARDS TO EXEMPLARY 

PROGRAMS. 
From amounts reserved pursuant to sec

tion 102(a) or otherwise made available , the 
Secretary is authorized to make competitive 
awards to individual schools participating in 
a program assisted under this title that dem
onstrate to the satisfaction of the Secretary 
success in at least 3 of the following areas: 

(1) Unusual or exemplary progress in 
achieving the National Education Goals 
through programs described in section 105. 

(2) Exemplary or unusually effective col
laborative arrangements between schools, 
community-based organizations, agencies, 
parent groups, colleges and businesses. 

(3) Identification, review, and removal of 
potential barriers to student performance in 
achieving National Education Goals, includ
ing a decrease in suspensions, expulsions, in
grade retentions, and ability groupings, and 
lack of access to course offerings in pre-alge
bra and introductory algebra. 

(4) Substantial expansion of the hours that 
schools remain open fOr community use or 
student after-school recreation. 
SEC. 108. REGULATORY ASSESSMENT. 

(a) REPORT ON URBAN PUBLIC SCHOOLS.- In 
order to assist eligible local educational 
agencies under this Act in improving the 
performance of urban school children, the 

Secretary, not later than January 1, 1993, 
shall prepare a report on the impact of Fed
eral regulations, guidelines and policies on 
urban public schools. 

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORT.-
(1) IN GENERAL.- The report shall analyze 

the impact of Federal legal, regulatory, pol
icy and organizational requirements on the 
.time and resources that eligible local edu
cational agencies assisted under this Act 
have for educating students, including fiscal 
resources, staff time, facilities, instructional 
equipment, and services. 

(2) RECOMMENDATIONS.-The report shall 
make recommendations on how best to sim
plify Federal regulations, guidelines and 
policies so that more resources can be de
voted to improving urban school perform
ance. 

(3) SPECIAL RULE.-The report shall also 
identify the regulations in which a waiver 
might be used as an incentive or reward for 
exceptional progress in meeting National 
Education Goals. 

(C) SPECIFIC ISSUES FOR ANALYSIS.-ln pre
paring the report required by subsection (a), 
the Secretary shall analyze-

(1) the effect of regulatory requirements on 
local program flexibility and management 
within eligible local educational agencies; 

(2) the effect of regulatory requirements on 
the size, cost and composition of administra
tive practices within eligible local edu
cational agencies; 

(3) the extent to which regulatory require
ments are duplicative or contradictory; 

(4) the amount of time and resources that 
school administrators and teachers must 
spend responding to data requests and re
porting requirements pursuant to Federal 
law; 

(5) the extent to which regulatory require
ments are related to instructional rather 
than noninstructional practices in eligible 
local educational agencies; 

(6) the relationship between specific regu
latory requirements and the educational per
formance of urban students; and 

(7) how the waiver or simplification of reg
ulatory requirements could enhance the per
formance of urban school children and the 
progress of urban schools in meeting Na
tional Education Goals. 

(d) SAMPLE DATA.-The Secretary may, in 
developing the report described in subsection 
(a), use appropriate sampling techniques. 

(e) CONSULTATION WITH CONGRESS.-The 
Secretary shall consult with the Committee 
on Education and Labor of the House of Rep
resentatives and the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources of the Senate concern
ing the design of the report described in this 
section. 
SEC. 109. LOCAL ADVISORY GROUP. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-Any local educational 
agency desiring to receive an allotment 
under this Act shall form a local advisory 
group. 

(b) COMPOSITION.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Each local advisory group 

referred to in subsection (a) shall be com
posed of representatives of such groups as

(A) local government agencies; 
(B) community-based organizations; 
(C) service providers; 
(D) teachers; 
(E) parents; 
(F) colleges and universities; 
(G) businesses; 
(H) principals and other school administra

tors; 
(I) counselors, school psychologists and so

cial workers; 
(J) students; 
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(K) State educational agencies and State 

boards of education; 
(L) labor; 
(M) Offices of the mayor; 
(N) religious leaders; and 
(0) organizations with an interest in im

proving urban education and expertise in the 
delivery of services needed by the schools se
lected to participate in a program assisted 
under this Act. 

(2) APPOINTMENT.-The superintendent of 
schools and the head of the eligible local 
educational agency shall appoint the mem
bers of the local advisory group. 

(3) REPRESENTATION.-The local advisory 
group shall be representative of the commu
nity and shall be balanced according to race, 
ethnicity, native language background, and 
gender, to the extent practicable. 

(c) FUNCTIONS.-The local advisory group 
shall-

(1) advise the eligible local educational 
agency on the design and conduct of a needs 
assessment for all schools expected to par
ticipate in the program assisted under this 
title; 

(2) assist in planning for community-wide 
collaboration in service delivery for students 
in schools expected to be served by the pro
gram assisted under this title; 

(3) advise the eligible local educational 
agency and the community on how such 
agency and community can work together to 
use multiple service providers; 

(4) advise and assist the eligible local edu
cational agency on the implementation of 
the program assisted under this title and re
view evaluations of such program's success; 

(5) review and approve applications sub
mitted to the eligible local educational agen
cy by community-based organizations pursu
ant to section 103(a)(2); 

(6) advise the eligible local educational 
agency on strategies for increasing parent 
involvement and the number of school volun
teers and role models in schools; and 

(7) review the success of community-based 
programs assisted under this title for 
progress toward meeting the National Edu
cation Goals. 

(d) USE OF EXISTING LOCAL ADVISORY 
GROUP.-To the extent that an eligible local 
educational agency has established a broadly 
representative local advisory group before 
the date of enactment of this Act that is 
comparable to the local advisory group de
scribed in this section, such existing local 
advisory group shall be considered to be in 
compliance with the provisions of this sec
tion. 
SEC. 110. SPECIAL RULES. 

(a) RANKING OF SCHOOLS To DETERMINE 
RELATIVE NEED.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Each eligible local edu
cational agency desiring to receive an allot
ment under this title shall, in order to deter
mine which schools are most in need of serv
ices, separately rank all elementary and sec
ondary schools under the jurisdiction of such 
agency on the basis of-

(A) achievement; 
(B) poverty; and 
(C) racial isolation. 
(2) PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOLS TO BE SERVED.

Each eligible local educational agency that 
receives an allotment under this title shall 
serve at least 10 percent, but not more than 
20 percent, of the schools under the jurisdic
tion of such agency. 

(3) CRITERIA FOR SCHOOLS TO BE SERVED.
Subject to the provisions of paragraph (2) of 
this section, each eligible local educational 
agency that receives an allotment under this 
title-

(A) shall serve any school that is deter
mined to be most in need with respect to all 
3 rankings described in paragraph (1); 

(B) may serve any school that is deter
mined to be most in need with respect to any 
1 or more of such rankings; and 

(C) may serve any school that received as
sistance under this title in a previous fiscal 
year. 

(b) FLEXIBILITY.-Each eligible local edu
cational agency shall have the flexibility to 
serve homeless children, desegregating stu
dents, immigrants, migrants or other highly 
mobile populations within the program as
sisted under this title. 
TITLE II-SCHOOL BUILDING REPAIR AND 

RENOVATION 
SEC. 201. PURPOSE; AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO

PRIATIONS. 
(a) PURPOSE.-It is the purpose of this title 

to provide assistance to eligible local edu
cational agencies to assist such agencies in 
repairing, and renovating, instructional fa
cilities in city schools. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated 
$1,500,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, and such 
sums as may be necessary for each of the fis
cal years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000, 
to carry out the provisions of this title. 
SEC. 202. ALLOCATION OF FUNDS. 

(a) RESERVATION.-From the amount ap
propriated or otherwise made available to 
carry out the provisions of this title for any 
fiscal year, the Secretary shall reserve 1 per
cent of such amount to monitor activities 
assisted under this title. 

(b) ALLOTMENTS.-From the remainder of 
sums not reserved under subsection (a), the 
Secretary shall allot to eligible local edu
cational agencies with an approved applica
tion-

(1) 33 percent of such funds on the basis of 
the number of children in the eligible local 
educational agency between the ages of 5 and 
17 who are members of families whose in
come does not exceed the income official 
poverty level, divided by the number of all 
such children in all eligible local educational 
agencies; 

(2) 33 percent of such funds on the basis of 
the number of school buildings used for in
structional purposes in the eligible local 
educat1onal agency, divided by the number 
of all such buildings in all eligible local edu
cational agencies; and 

(3) 33 percent of such funds on the basis of 
the number of school buildings in the eligi
ble local educational agency which are used 
for instructional purposes and which are 
more than 25 years old, divided by the num
ber of all such buildings in all eligible local 
educational agencies. 
SEC. 203. APPLICATION. 

(a) APPLICATION.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Any eligible local edu

cational agency desiring to receive an allot
ment to carry out the provisions of this title 
shall submit to the Secretary an appiication 
at such time, in such manner and accom
panied by such information as the Secretary 
may reasonably require. 

(2) DURATION.-Each application shall ·be 
submitted for a period of not more than 3 
years. 

(3) ANNUAL REVIEW.-Each application shall 
be subject to annual review. 

(b) CONTENTS.-Each application shall con
tain-

(1) an assessment of needs for building re
pair, renovation and construction; 

(2) the name and location of all sites sched
uled for repair, renovation or construction 

and a description of the activities planned at 
each site; and 

(3) a description of accounting procedures 
used to assure proper disbursement of Fed
eral funds. 
SEC. 204. USES OF FUNDS. 

Each eligible local educational agency re
ceiving an allotment under section 202(b) 
shall use such allotment to conduct pro
grams for-

(1) repair and renovation of school build
ings used for instruction; 

(2) installation or upgrading of school secu
rity and communications systems; 

(3) construction of new buildings that will 
serve to replace old facilities that are most 
cost effectively torn down rather than ren
ovated; 

(4) alterations to buildings to meet special 
program, curricula, or school-site manage
ment needs; 

(5) alterations to buildings to meet certain 
special population needs, such as the needs 
of homeless children and preschool children; 

(6) alterations to school buildings to enable 
such buildings to serve as one-stop family 
support centers; 

(7) facilities' costs associated with length
ening the school day or school year; 

(8) upgrading of and alterations to build
ings to accommodate new instructional tech
nology; 

(9) energy conservation; 
(10) removal or containment of environ

mentally hazardous material, such as asbes
tos, lead, and radon; 

(11) meeting the requirements of section 
504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973; and 

(12) meeting local, State, or Federal codes 
passed since the initial construction of a 
building related to fire, air, light, noise, 
waste disposal , building height or other. 

TITLE III-URBAN SCHOOL RESEARCH 

SEC. 301. AUTHORIZATION. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the National Institute for Urban Education 
$100,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of the fiscal 
years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000, to 
carry out the provisions of this title. 
SEC. 302. ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR URBAN 

EDUCATION. 

(a) AMENDMENTS TO THE DEPARTMENT OF 
EDUCATION ORGANIZATION ACT.-

(1) Section 202(b)(l) of the Department of 
Education Organization Act (20 U.S.C. 3412) 
is amended-

(A) by striking "and" at the end of sub
paragraph (F) and redesignating subpara
graph "(G)" as subparagraph "(H)"; 

(B) by inserting after subparagraph (F) the 
following: 

"(G) an Assistant Secretary for Urban Edu
cation.". 

(2) Title II of the Department of Education 
Organization Act (20 U.S.C. 3401 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 
"SEC. 216. NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR URBAN 

EDUCATION. 

" There shall be in the Department a Na
tional Institute for Urban Education, estab
lished in accordance with title III of the 
Urban Schools of America (USA) Act of 1993, 
to be administered by the Assistant Sec
retary for Urban Education. " . 

(b) AMENDMENT TO TITLE V.- Section 5315 
of title 5, United States Code is amended by 
striking " Assistant Secretaries of Education 
(10)" and inserting " Assistant Secretaries of 
Education (11)". 
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SEC. 303. RESERVATION; ALLOTMENT; ALLOCA

TION. 

(a) RESERVATION FOR NATIONAL INSTITUTE 
OF URBAN EDUCATION.-From the amount ap
propriated or otherwise made available to 
carry out the provisions of this title in any 
fiscal year, the Assistant Secretary for 
Urban Education (hereafter in this title re
ferred to as the " Assistant Secretary" ) shall 
reserve 20 percent of such funds for the oper
ation of the National Institute for Urban 
Education (hereafter in this title referred to 
as the " Institute"). 

(b) ALLOTMENTS TO ELIGIBLE LOCAL EDU
CATIONAL AGENCIES.- From the remainder of 
sums not reserved under subsection (a), the 
Assistant Secretary shall make allotments 
to eligible local educational agencies in an 
amount which bears the same relation to 
such remainder as the number of students 
enrolled in the eligible local educational 
agency bears to the total number of students 
enrolled in all eligible local educational 
agencies. 
SEC. 304. NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF URBAN EDU

CATION. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-From amounts re
served under section 303(a), the Assistant 
Secretary shall establish an institute to be 
known as the National Institute of Urban 
Education. 

(b) FUNCTIONS.-The Institute shall- • 
(1) assist eligible local educational agen

cies under this Act, or consortia of such 
agencies, in developing research and evalua
tion activities to assess progress toward 
meeting the National Education Goals; 

(2) provide for the conduct of research 
which will assist urban schools in enhancing 
learning, teaching, and system management; 

(3) provide training in research and evalua
tion methods and techniques that meet the 
purposes of this Act; 

(4) evaluate and disseminate among eligi
ble local educational agencies results of ac
tivities conducted pursuant to title I of this 
Act; 

(5) design and coordinate, in consultation 
with eligible local educational agencies, a 
comprehensive and cohesive research and 
evaluation strategy for assessing progress 
under this Act; 

(6) serve as a clearinghouse on urban edu
cation research and evaluation findings , 
policies, and practices; 

(7) design, test, define, and promote com
mon indicators of progress toward the Na
tional Education Goals; and 

(8) design, develop, and test new measures 
of school progress toward the National Edu
cation Goals. 

(c) GOVERNANCE.-The Institute shall have 
a Governing Board. 

(1) COMPOSITION AND APPOINTMENT.-
(A) COMPOSITION.-The Governing Board 

shall consist of 22 members, selected from a 
pool of candidates nominated by the super
intendent and the head of the eligible local 
educational agencies. 

(B) APpOINTMENT.-The Majority Leader of 
the House of Representatives and the Major
ity Leader of the Senate shall each appoint 
6 members to the Governing Board from indi
viduals nominated pursuant to subparagraph 
(A). The Minority Leader of the House of 
Representatives and the Minority Leader of 
the Senate shall each appoint 3 members to 
the Governing Board from individuals nomi
nated pursuant to subparagraph (A). The 
Secretary shall appoint 4 members to the 
Governing Board from individuals nominated 
pursuant to subparagraph (A). 

(2) TERMS OF OFFICE.-

(A) IN GENERAL.- Members of the Govern
ing Board shall be appointed for a period of 
3 years. 

(B) REAPPOINTMENT.-Members of the Gov
erning Board may be reappointed to the Gov
erning Board. 

(3) DUTIES.-The Governing Board shall
(A) establish the national research and 

evaluation program for the Institute; 
(B) review the programs and activities of 

the Institute; and 
(C) issue an annual report to the Congress 

and the public on the progress of urban 
schools in meeting the goals of this Act. 

(4) LEADERSHIP.-The Assistant Secretary 
shall be the primary individual responsible 
for the daily operation of the Institute. 

(5) STAFF.- Such personnel as the Institute 
deems necessary may be appointed to carry 
out the functions of the Institute. 

(d) CONTRACTS AND GRANTS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-To the extent provided for 

in appropriation Acts, the Institute may 
award grants to or enter into contracts with 
eligible local educational agencies, univer
sities, research and development centers. 
private corporations, or regional educational 
laboratories to carry out the duties of the 
Institute. 

(2) COMPETITIVE AWARDS.- Grants and con
tracts awarded under paragraph (1) shall be 
awarded on a competitive basis. 
SEC. 305. APPLICATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Any eligible local edu
cational agency desiring to receive an allot
ment under section 303(b) shall-

(1) submit an application to the Assistant 
Secretary; 

(2) consult with the Department of Edu
cation, local universities, research insti
tutes, laboratories, or centers for purposes of 
planning and implementing a plan of re
search and technical assistance for the eligi
ble local educational agency and schools 
within the jurisdiction of the eligible local 
educational agency; and 

(3) describe in the application a research 
and technical assistance plan and how assist
ance provided under this title will be used to 
assess progress on the National Education 
Goals. 

(b) CONSORTIA.- Eligible local educational 
agencies may pool their allotments under 
section 303(b), in whole or in part, to design 
and conduct cooperative data collection, 
evaluation and information dissemination 
activities. 
SEC. 306. USES OF FUNDS. 

Funds allotted to eligible local educational 
agencies under section 303(b) may be used 
for-

(1) collaborative and coordinated research 
and evaluation of educational techniques or 
approaches used in multiple eligible local 
educational agencies; 

(2) evaluation of projects assisted under 
title I ; 

(3) collection and dissemination of infor
mation on successful projects and ap
proaches assisted under title I; 

(4) design and implementation of extension 
service programs to allow an eligible local 
educational agency to provide technical as
sistance to individual schools and teachers 
involved in projects assisted under title I; 

(5) provision of data and information man
agement services to individual schools as
sisted under title I; 

(6) provision of staff training in schools as
sisted under title I; 

(7) evaluation of progress made by eligible 
local educational agencies assisted under 
this Act in meeting National Education 
Goals; 

(8) provision of staff training in test inter
pretation and use for diagnostic purposes; 

(9) provision of information to parents on 
test results and test interpretation; 

(10) provision of technology and training in 
its research and evaluation uses; 

(11) development of assessment tools of 
students in individualized instruction; 

(12) research on school policies and prac
tices which may be barriers to the success of 
students in school; and 

(13) development and testing of new mul
tiple, alternative assessments of student 
progress toward the National Education 
Goals which are race and gender bias-free 
and sensitive to limited-English proficient 
and disabled students. 

TITLE IV-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 401. INTERAGENCY COUNCIL ON URBAN 

SCHOOLS. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is established 

the Interagency Council on Urban Schools 
(hereafter in this section referred to as the 
"Council"). 

(b) COMPOSITION.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Council shall consist 

of-
( A) the Secretary of Education who shall 

serve as Chairperson of the Council; 
(B) the Secretary of Labor; 
(C) the Secretary of Health and Human 

Services; 
(D) the Secretary of Agriculture; 
(E) the Attorney General of the United 

States; 
(F) the Secretary of Energy; 
(G) the Director of the Environmental Pro

tection Agency; 
(H) the Director of the Commission on 

Civil Rights; 
(I) the Chairperson of the Advisory Com

mission on Intergovernmental Relations; 
(J) the Chairpersons of the National En

dowments on the Arts and the Humanities; 
(K) the Director of the National Science 

Foundation; 
(L) the Secretary of Housing and Urban 

Development; and 
(M) such other officers of the Federal Gov

ernment as may be designated by the Presi
dent or the Chairperson of the Council to 
serve wherever matters within the jurisdic
tion of the agency headed by such an officer 
are to be considered by the Council. 

(2) REPRESENTATION.- Each individual de
scribed in paragraph (1) may designate a per
son to represent such individual on the 
Council. 

(3) DURATION.-Each member shall be ap
pointed for as long as such member serves as 
the head of the appropriate department or 
agency. 

(4) PRINCIPAL ADVISOR.-The Chairperson of 
the Council shall be the President's principal 
advisor on urban schools. 

(c) QUORUM.- Seven members of the Coun
cil shall constitute a quorum for the pur
poses of transmitting recommendations and 
proposals to the President, but a lesser num
ber may meet for other reasons. 

(d) MEETINGS.- The Council shall meet at 
least 2 times each year. When a Council 
member is unable to attend a meeting, the 
Council member shall appoint an appropriate 
Assistant Secretary or an equivalent individ
ual from the department or agency of the 
member to represent the member for that 
meeting. 

(e) DUTIES OF THE COUNCIL.-The Council 
shall-

(1) review programs and activities con
ducted by each department or agency rep
resented on the Council to determine the ef
fects of such programs and activities on the 
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ability of urban schools to meet National 
Education Goals; 

(2) track progress of urban schools in meet
ing National Education Goals; 

(3) solicit information and advice from ex
perts in urban education and representatives 
of urban schools on how the Federal Govern
ment could improve the programs and activi
ties of the Federal Government which serve 
urban school students; 

(4) review regulations across various de
partments or agencies of the Federal Govern
ment for duplication or contradiction; 

(5) submit an annual report to Congress 
and the President regarding the progress 
urban schools are making in meeting Na
tional Education Goals, and on how Congress 
might change Federal programs to improve 
the effectiveness of such programs in urban 
schools; 

(6) review and make recommendations re
garding ways to improve or streamline var
ious Federal data collection activities in 
urban schools; and 

(7) conduct such research as may be helpful 
to urban school practitioners in improving 
the performance of students attending urban 
schools. 
SEC. 402. WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON URBAN 

EDUCATION. 
(a) AUTHORIZATION To CALL CONFERENCE.
(1) IN GENERAL.- The President is author

ized to call and conduct a White House Con
ference on Urban Education (hereafter in 
this section referred to as the "Conference") 
which shall be held not earlier than Novem
ber 1, 1993, and not later than October 30, 
1994. 

(2) PURPOSE.-The purpose of the Con
ference shall be to-

(A) develop recommendations and strate
gies for the improvement of urban education; 

(B) marshal the forces of the private sec
tor, governmental agencies at all levels, par
ents, teachers, communities, and education 
officials to assist urban schools in achieving 
National Education Goals; and 

(C) conduct the initial planning for a per
manent national advisory commission on 
urban education. 

(b) COMPOSITION OF CONFERENCE.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-The Conference shall be 

composed of 12 individuals, including-
(A) representatives of urban public school 

systems, including members of the governing 
body of local educational agencies, and 
school superintendents; 

(B) representatives of the Congress, the De
partment of Education and other Federal 
agencies; 

(C) State elected officials and representa
tives from State educational agencies; and 

(D) individuals with special knowledge of 
and expertise in urban education. 

(2) SELECTION.-The President shall select 
one-third of the participants of the Con
ference, the Speaker of the House of Rep
resentatives shall select one-third of such 
participants, and the Majority Leader of the 
Senate shall select the remaining one-third 
of such participants. 

(3) REPRESENTATION.-In selecting the par
ticipants of the Conference the President, 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
and the Majority Leader of the Senate shall 
ensure that the participants are as rep
resentative of the ethnic, racial , and linguis
tic diversity of cities as is practicable. 

(C) REPORTS.-
(!) IN GENERAL.- A final report of the Con

ference, containing such findings and rec
ommendations as may be made by the Con
ference, shall be submitted to the President 
not later than 120 days following the termi-

nation of the Conference. The final report 
shall be made public and, within 90 days 
after receipt by the President, transmitted 
to the Congress together with a statement of 
the President containing recommendations 
for implementing the report. 

(2) PUBLICATION AND DISTRIBUTION.-The 
Conference is authorized to publish and dis
tribute the report described in this section. 
Copies of the report shall be provided to the 
Federal depository libraries and made avail
able to local urban school leaders. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
(!) IN GENERAL.-There are authorized to be 

appropriated· $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1994 to 
carry out the provisions of this section. 

(2) AVAILABILITY.- Amounts made avail
able pursuant to the authority of paragraph 
(1) shall remain available until expended. 
SEC. 403. AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS NATIONAL COM-

MISSION ON URBAN EDUCATION. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is established a 

National Commission on Urban Education 
(hereafter in this section referred to as the 
' 'Commission' ' ). 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Commission shall be 

composed of 12 members as follows: 
(A) Four of the members shall be appointed 

by the President. 
(B) Four of the members shall be appointed 

by the Speaker of the House, including two 
Members of the House, of which 1 shall be 
from each political party. 

(C) Four of the members shall be appointed 
by the Majority Leader of the Senate, in
cluding 2 members of the Senate, of which 1 
shall be from each political party. 

(2) CHAIRPERSON.-The Chairperson of the 
Commission shall be elected by the members 
of the Commission and shall continue to 
serve for the duration of the Commission. 

(3) V ACANCIES.-Any vacancy in the Com
mission shall be filled in the same manner as 
the original appointment. 

(c) DUTIES.-The Commission shall study 
the following issues: 

(1) DEMOGRAPHIC CHANGES.-Demographic 
changes in student enrollment and classroom 
teachers in the 10-year period prior to the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(2) SPECIAL NEEDS.-Numbers and types of 
special needs of students in urban schools. 

(3) UNSERVED OR UNDERSERVED STUDENTS.
Number of unserved or underserved students 
in urban schools eligible for assistance under 
the Head Start Act, chapter 1 of title I of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965, the School Dropout Demonstration As
sistance Act of 1988, the Drug-Free Schools 
and Communities Act of 1986, the Carl D. 
Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology 
Education Act, the Individuals with Disabil
ities Education Act and other Federal pro
grams. 

(4) STUDENT PERFORMANCE.-Program and 
management efforts in urban schools de
signed to enhance student performance, and 
reasons for the effectiveness of such efforts. 

(5) FINANCIAL SUPPORT.- Financial support 
and funding needs of urban schools from 
local, State, and Federal sources. 

(6) COLLABORATIVE EFFORTS.-Collaborative 
efforts and programs between urban schools, 
the private sector, and community groups. 

(7) SUPPLY NEEDS.- Supply needs for teach
ers in urban schools in the 10-year period be
ginning on the date of enactment of this Act. 

(d) REPORTS.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-The Commission shall 

submit a report that includes recommenda
tions to the President and to the appropriate 
committees of the Congress on the findings 
of the study required by this section. The re-

port shall be submitted as soon as prac
ticable. 

(2) PROPOSAL FOR CHANGES IN FEDERAL LEG
ISLATION.-The report submitted under this 
section shall include proposals for changes in 
Federal legislation. 

(e) STAFF.- Such personnel as the Commis
sion deems necessary may be appointed by 
the Commission without regard to the provi
sions of title 5, United States Code, govern
ing appointments in the competitive service, 
and may be paid without regard to the provi
sions of chapter 51 and subtitle III of chapter 
53 of such title relating to classification and 
General Schedule pay rates, except that no 
individual so appointed shall be paid in ex
cess of the rate of basic pay for level III of 
the Executive Schedule. 

(f) COMPENSATION.-
(!) IN GENERAL.- Members of the Commis

sion who are officers or full-time employees 
of the United States shall receive no addi
tional pay, allowances, or benefits by reason 
of their service on the Commission. 

(2) TRAVEL EXPENSES.-Each member shall 
receive travel expenses, including per diem 
in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by sec
tion 5702 and 5703 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(3) SPECIAL RULE.-Members of the Com
mission who are not officers or full-time em
ployees of the United States may receive a 
per diem and travel allowance as is provided 
by the United States Code for persons in the 
Government service employed intermit
tently. 

(g) ADMINISTRATION.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-The Commission or, on 

the authorization of the Commission, any 
committee thereof, may, for the purpose of 
carrying out the provisions of this section, 
hold such hearings and sit and act at such 
times and such places within . the United 
States as the Commission or such committee 
considers advisable. 

(2) CONSULTATION.-In carrying out its du
ties under this section, the Commission shall 
consult with other Federal departments and 
agencies, representatives of State and local 
governments, and private organizations, to 
the extent feasible. 

(3) INFORMATION.-The Commission may se
cure directly from any department or agency 
of the United States information necessary 
to enable the Commission to carry out this 
section. Upon request of the Chairperson of 
the Commission, the head of such depart
ment or agency shall furnish that informa
tion to the Commission. 

(4) CONTRACTS.- The Commission is au
thorized to enter into contracts to secure the 
necessary data and information to conduct 
the work of the Commission and to obtain 
the services of experts and consultants. 

(5) COOPERATION.- The heads of all Federal 
departments and agencies are , to the extent 
practicable, directed to cooperate with the 
Commission in carrying out this section. 

(6) SPECIAL RULE.-The Commission is au
thorized to utilize, with the consent of such 
departments or agencies, the services, per
sonnel, information, and facilities of other 
Federal, State, local, and private depart
ments or agencies with or without reim
bursement. 

(h) TERMINATION.-The Commission shall 
terminate 3 years after the date of the first 
meeting of the Commission. 

(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.-
(!) IN GENERAL.- There are authorized to be 

appropriated for each of the fiscal years 1994 
through 1996 such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this section. 

(2) AVAILABILITY.-Amounts appropriated 
pursuant to the authority of paragraph (1) 
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shall remain available until expended or 
until the termination of the Commission, 
whichever occurs first. 
SEC. 404. FEDERAL FUNDS TO SUPPLEMENT NOT 

SUPPLANT NON-FEDERAL FUNDS. 
An eligible local educational agency may 

use funds received under this Act only to 
supplement or to increase the level of funds 
that would, in the absence of such Federal 
funds, be made available from non-Federal 
sources for the education of students partici
pating in activities assisted under this Act 
and in no case may such funds be used to 
supplant funds from non-Federal sources. 
SEC. 405. DEFINITIONS. 

Except as otherwise provided, for the pur
poses of this Act: 

(1) CENTRAL CITY.-The term "central city" 
has the same meaning as that used by the 
United States Census Bureau. 

(2) COMMUNITY-BASED ORGANIZATION.-The 
term " community-based organization" 
means a private nonprofit organization 
which is representative of a community or 
significant segments of a community and 
which has a proven record of providing effec
tive educational or related services to indi
viduals in the community. 

(3) ELEMENTARY SCHOOL.-The term " ele
mentary school" has the meaning given to 
such term in section 1471(8) of the Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. 

(4) ELIGIBLE LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.
The term " eligible local educational agency" 
means a local educational agency which-

(i) serves the largest central city in a 
State; 

(ii) enrolls more than 30,000 students and 
serves a central city with a population of at 
least 200,000 in a metropolitan statistical 
area; or 

(iii) enrolls between 25,000 and 30,000 stu
dents and serves a central city with a popu
lation of at least 140,000 in a metropolitan 
statistical area. 

(5) INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION.- The 
term " institution of higher education" has 
the meaning given to such term in section 
1201(a) of the Higher Education Act of 1965. 

(6) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.-The term 
" local educational agency" has the meaning 
given to such term in section 1421(12) of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965. 

(7) METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA.- The 
term " metropolitan statistical area" has the 
same meaning as that used by the United 
States Census Bureau. 

(8) POVERTY LEVEL.-The term " poverty 
level" means the criteria of poverty used by 
the Bureau of the Census in compiling the 
most recent decennial census for a family of 
4 in such form as those criteria have been up
dated by increases in the Consumer Price 
Index for All Urban Consumers. 

(9) SECONDARY SCHOOL.-The term " second
ary school" has the same meaning given to 
such term in section 1471(21) of the Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. 

(10) SECRETARY.- The term " Secretary" 
means the Secretary of Education. 

(11) STATE.-The term " State" means each 
of the several States and the District of Co
lumbia, but does not include Guam, Amer
ican Samoa, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, the United States Virgin Islands, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is
lands, the Republic of the Marshall Islands, 
the Federated States of Micronesia, and 
Palau. 

(12) STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.-The term 
"State educational agency" has the meaning 
given to such term in section 1471(23) of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965.• 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my colleague, Senator 
WELLSTONE, in introducing the Urban 
Schools of America Act. 

A few weeks ago I sent an 18-page let
ter to the new superintendent of the 
Chicago Public Schools, Dr. Argie 
Johnson, giving her my impressions 
and recommendations based on visits 
to 18 schools and open-ended discus
sions with teachers, parents, prin
cipals, education researchers, and busi
ness leaders. 

One of my con cl us ions was that the 
Federal Government must do more to 
help needy schools in Chicago and 
across the country. The USA Act will 
help urban schools undertake the kind 
of comprehensive reforms that can 
bring about real improvements in stu
dent achievement. 

School improvement does not mean 
throwing money at a problem, but it 
does mean addressing real needs, and 
often it takes money to address these 
needs. For example, in my report on 
Chicago's schools, I found that im
provement required further invest
ments in the following: 

Personalized attention. Some of the 
classrooms that I saw had 30 or more 
students in them. A lower teacher-stu
dent ratio is especially important for 
disadvantaged children who get less 
support from home. As one fourth
grade teacher pointed out, smaller 
classes mean "more personalized atten
tion for each student, the teacher 
doesn't have to say 'be quiet' as much, 
and in class discussions every child has 
a chance to talk." In the high school 
years, more personalized attention 
would help to reduce the high dropout 
rate. 

Libraries, and the books and tech
nology to go in them. Students need to 
have access to a quality library and 
media center. At one school without 
any library, a young student cited this 
as the school's No. 1 need because you 
can study there. At another school, the 
library had a donated advanced com
puter- with compact disk capability
but few books and no copy machine. 
Several teachers in schools I visited 
bought books to lend to students out of 
their personal funds. I remember how 
important a library was to me when I 
was in grade school. When I visit neigh
borhoods where every possible encour
agement is needed to give students a 
chance, and I see a library with 90 per
cent of the shelves bare-and not be
cause books are checked out-it is de
pressing. Only one school I visited 
could be stretched into being called 
adequate, and that may be too gener
ous an appraisal. 

Facilities and equipment. Some 
schools need basic things like a lunch 
room or a gym, or they have to remove 
lead paint or fix the roof. Others need 
science labs, or revamped electrical 
wiring. Materials for hands-on science 
learning are a vital need. I saw com-

puters at almost every school, but 
many schools need more. Most stu
dents don't have access to home com
puters, so computers at school become 
important. Assistive technology for 
students with disabilities is sometimes 
a need. A phone in every classroom has 
been a help at a few schools, allowing 
teachers better access to parents and 
to other resources outside of the 
school- I confess my initial reaction to 
this idea was negative, but teachers 
said it did not distract; it actually 
helped-Unfortunately, too many 
schools must spend scarce resources on 
security needs, such as metal detectors 
and walkie-talkies. 

Instructional and other staff support. 
Teachers need more help in dealing 
with the many barriers that urban stu
dents face. Counselors, health care 
workers, resource teachers for students 
with disabilities, and Ii teracy and 
other training for parents are only a 
few of the needs. 

I would be glad to provide any of my 
colleagues with a copy of the full re
port. 

We can no longer afford to ignore the 
urgent needs of our urban schools. In
vesting in our schools is an investment 
in our future, in the future of our chil
dren, and in the future of our cities. I 
commend my colleagues from Min
nesota for introducing this legislation, 
and I urge my colleagues to join us in 
supporting this measure as part of the 
reauthorization of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act.• 

By Mr. SIMON (for himself, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, and Mr. JEFFORDS): 

S. 1472. A bill to provide financial as
sistance to rural eligible local edu
cational agencies to improve rural edu
cation, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 

RURAL SCHOOLS LEGISLATION 
• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce, with my distin
guished colleague from Minnesota [Mr. 
WELLSTONE] and the ranking Repub
lican member of the Education Sub
committee [Mr. JEFFORDS], the Rural 
Schools of America Act of 1993. 

With the continued growth of subur
ban schools, and the crises facing 
urban schools, it is too easy for the 
media and policy makers to overlook 
the critical needs of schools in rural 
communities. Yet school districts in 
rural areas constitute more than half 
of all of the country's school districts. 
These schools must be included in our 
efforts to improve education for all 
Americans. 

One-fourth of the Nation's rural 
school children live below the poverty 
line. Their schools average more than 
45 years old and are often in serious 
disrepair, creating ineffective and even 
demoralizing learning conditions. 
Rural school districts suffer severe 
teacher shortages, and those who do 
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teach in rural schools tend to be 
younger and less experienced than 
teachers in suburban schools. Further
more, rural teachers tend to be respon
sible for more subject areas, yet they 
have even fewer resources than teach
ers at larger, better-funded schools. 

The Rural Schools of America Act 
provides help to rural schools for un
dertaking comprehensive school im
provement, recruiting teachers, devel
oping early childhood education pro
grams, and accessing the most ad
vanced telecommunications tech
nologies for learning. In addition, it 
provides desperately-needed funds for 
the renovation or repair of school fa
cilities. 

Mr. President, in the current budget 
climate, the cost of this legislation 
may seem high. But we must invest in 
our human resources. If we do not, the 
cost to our economy and to our well
being will be far higher. 

I look forward . to working with my 
colleagues in considering this legisla
tion, as well as the complementary 
Urban School of America Act, as part 
of the reauthorization of the Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full 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. 1472 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited as 
the "Rural Schools of America (RSA) Act of 
1993". 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.-The table of con
tents is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Findings. 
Sec. 3. Statement of purpose. 
TITLE I-RURAL SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT 
Sec. 101. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 102. Allotment of funds. 
Sec. 103. Application. 
Sec. 104. Planning period. 
Sec. 105. Uses of funds. 
Sec. 106. Accountability. 
Sec. 107. Incentive awards to exemplary pro

grams. 
Sec. 108. Regulatory assessment. 
Sec. 109. Local advisory group. 

TITLE II- SCHOOL BUILDING REP AIR 
AND RENOVATION 

Sec. 201. Purpose; authorization of appro-
priations. 

Sec. 202. Allotment of funds. 
Sec. 203. Application. 
Sec. 204. Repair and renovation. 
Sec. 205. Environment and safety. 
Sec. 206. Waiver. 
Sec. 207. Application of the Davis-Bacon 

Act. 
TITLE III-EVALUATION OF RESULTS 

Sec. 301. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 302. Establishment; operation; uses of 

funds. 
Sec. 303. Local rural school evaluation. 
Sec. 304. Local applications. 

TITLE IV-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Sec. 401. Interagency Council on Rural 

Schools. 
Sec. 402. White House Conference on Rural 

Education. 
Sec. 403. Federal funds to supplement not 

supplant non-Federal funds. 
Sec. 404. Definitions. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that-
(1) the ability of America's rural school 

systems to meet the National Education 
Goals will contribute to the economic com
petitiveness and academic standing of the 
Nation in the world community; 

(2) the quality of public education in the 
rural areas of the Nation has a direct effect 
on the economic development of the rural 
communities of the Nation; 

(3) the success of rural schools in boosting 
the achievement of minority youth attend
ing such schools will determine the ability of 
the Nation to close the gap between the 
"haves and have-nots" in society; 

(4) the cost to America's businesses to pro
vide remedial education to secondary school 
graduates is approximately $21,000,000,000 per 
year; 

(5) approximately one-third of the Nation's 
work force will be minority by the year 2000; 

(6) rural schools enroll a disproportion
ately large share of the Nation's poor and 
"at-risk" youth; 

(7) approximately 60 percent of the Na
tion's public school districts are rural with a 
population of less than 2,500; 

(8) approximately one out of every four of 
America's rural children are living below the 
poverty line; 

(9) the academic performance of students 
in the average rural school system is below 
that of students in most other suburban 
school systems; 

(10) rural preschoolers have less access to 
early childhood development programs than 
other children; 

(11) shortages of teachers for rural school 
systems is greater than in other kinds of 
school systems; 

(12) a declining number of rural secondary 
school graduates are pursuing postsecondary 
education opportunities; 

(13) the average age of rural public school 
buildings is more than 45 years old and such 
buildings are often in serious disrepair, cre
ating poor and demoralizing working and 
learning conditions; 

(14) solving the challenges facing the Na
tion's rural schools will require the con
certed and collaborative efforts of all levels 
of government and all sectors of the commu
nity; 

(15) State and Federal funding of rural 
schools has not adequately reflected need; 
and 

(16) Federal funding that is well targeted, 
flexible and accountable would contribute 
significantly to addressing the comprehen
sive needs of rural schools. 
SEC. 3. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. 

It is the purpose of this Act to provide fi
nancial assistance for those rural schools 
most in need to encourage the comprehen
sive restructuring of America's rural 
schools, the appropriate use of telecommuni
cations technologies for learning and to sup
port innovative programs which improve per
formance through programs and projects de
signed to-

(1) assist rural schools in meeting National 
Education Goals; 

(2) encourage rural schools to engage in 
school reform; 

(3) develop pilot projects that experiment 
with innovative ways to teach rural public 
school children more effectively; 

(4) improve the educational and social well 
being of rural public school children; 

(5) close the achievement gap between chil
dren attending rural schools and other chil
dren, while improving the achievement level 
of all children nationally; 

(6) renovate and repair aging rural school 
buildings and facilities; 

(7) conduct coordinated research on rural 
education problems, solutions, promising 
practices, and distance learning tech
nologies; 

(8) improve the Nation's global economic 
and educational competitiveness by improv
ing the Nation's rural schools; 

(9) encourage community, parental and 
business collaboration in the improvement 
of rural schools; 

(10) review regulations the simplification 
of which might improve the achievement of 
rural school children; 

(11) encourage rural school consortia for 
the purpose of increasing efficiency and 
course offerings; 

(12) encourage a positive role for rural pub
lic schools in local rural entrepreneurship 
and the identification of rural community 
economic development opportunities; 

(13) encourage "community as school" con
cepts, which include the role public schools 
can play to assist with rural community eco-
nomic revitalization; and · 

(14) provide meaningful inservice opportu
nities for rural public school teachers. 
TITLE I-RURAL SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT 

SEC. 101. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
There are authorized to be appropriated 

Sl,500,000,000 for 1994 and such sums as may 
be necessary for each of the fiscal years 1995, 
1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000 to carry out the 
provisions of this title. 
SEC. 102. ALLOTMENT OF FUNDS. 

(a) RESERVATION.-From the amount ap
propriated or otherwise made available to 
carry out the provisions of this title for any 
fiscal year after the first fiscal year in which 
the Secretary awards allotments to State 
educational agencies under this title, the 
Secretary shall reserve 5 percent of such 
funds to provide competitive awards in ac
cordance with section 107. 

(b) ALLOTMENTS.-
(1) FEDERAL ALLOTMENT.-From the re

mainder of the funds not reserved under sub
section (a), the Secretary shall allot to each 
State educational agency with an approved 
application in each fiscal year an amount 
which bears the same relationship to such 
funds as the amount all rural eligible local 
educational agencies with approved applica
tions in the State were allocated under chap
ter 1 of title I of the Elementary and Second
ary Education Act of 1965 in the preceding 
fiscal year bears to the total amount re
ceived under such chapter in such preceding 
fiscal year by all rural eligible local edu
cational agencies with approved applications 
in all States. 

(2) STATE ALLOTMENT.-
(A) RESERVATION FOR ADMINISTRATIVE EX

PENSES.-From amounts received pursuant 
to paragraph (1), each State educational 
agency may reserve not more than 1 percent 
of such amount for administrative expenses. 

(B) RESERVATION FOR COMMUNITY-BASED 
ORGANIZATIONS AND NONPROFIT PARTNER
SHIPS.-From amounts received under para
graph (1) for any fiscal year, each State edu
cational agency shall reserve not more than 
5 percent to make as many grants as prac
ticable for activities in accordance with the 
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National Education Goals and described in 
section 105 to-

(i) community-based organizations; or 
(ii) nonprofit partnerships among rural eli

gible local educational agencies, local col
leges or universities, private sector busi
nesses, or any combination thereof, that 
enter into a written agreement with at least 
one rural eligible local educational agency. 

(C) FORMULA.-From the remainder of 
amounts received pursuant to paragraph (1) 
and not reserved pursuant to subparagraphs 
(A) and (B) in each fiscal year, each State 
educational agency shall allot to each rural 
eligible local educational agency with an ap
proved application an amount which bears 
the same relationship to such funds as the 
amount such rural eligible local educational 
agency was allocated under chapter l of title 
I of the Elementary and Secondary Edu
cation Act of 1965 in the preceding fiscal year 
bears to the total amount received under 
such chapter in such preceding fiscal year by 
all rural eligible local educational agencies 
with approved applications in the State. 

(D) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.-Not more than 
5 percent of any rural eligible local edu
cational agency's allotment under this sub
section may be used for administrative costs. 

(C) REALLOTMENT.-Any amounts available 
for reallotment pursuant to subsections (a) 
and (b) shall be reallotted in the same man
ner as the original allotments were made. 
SEC. 103. APPLICATION. 

(a) STATE APPLICATION.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Each State educational 

agency desiring to receive an allotment in 
any fiscal year to carry out the provisions of 
this title shall submit an application to the 
Secretary at such time, in such manner, and 
accompanied by such information as the Sec
retary may reasonably require. 

(2) CONTENTS.-Each application submitted 
pursuant to paragraph (1) shall-

(A) describe the State's approach to im
proving education in rural schools; 

(B) contain such information as the Sec
retary may reasonably require in order to 
make the allotment described in section 
102(b)(l); and 

(C) contain such other information or as
surances as the Secretary determines nec
essary to ensure compliance with the provi
sions of this title. 

(b) LOCAL APPLICATION.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Any rural eligible local 

educational agency desiring to receive an al
lotment to carry out the provisions of this 
title, shall-

(A) develop and prepare an application 
with the local advisory group in accordance 
with section 109 of this Act; and 

(B) submit the application described in 
subparagraph (A) to the State educational 
agency at such time, in such manner and ac
companied by such information as the State 
educational agency may reasonably require. 

(2) CONTENTS OF LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGEN
CY APPLICATION.-Each application submitted 
by a rural eligible local educational agency 
pursuant to paragraph (1) shall include a de
scription of-

(A) the community served by the rural eli
gible local educational agency and the ef
fects of the community on the educational 
conditions within the schools served by the 
rural eligible local educational agency; 

(B) the collaboration in program planning 
with the local advisory group described in 
section 109; 

(C) the goals selected by the rural eligible 
local educational agency pursuant to section 
106(b), the rationale for choosing such goals 
over others, and a description of whether the 

goals selected differ between elementary and 
secondary schools in the district; 

(D) how funds received under this title will 
be used to meet the National Educational 
Goals selected by the rural eligible local edu
cational agency; 

(E) how promising or successful models or 
programs will be replicated in designing ac
tivities assisted under this title; 

(F) which federally funded programs and 
activities are being expanded under this 
title; and 

(G) the statistical indicators and other cri
teria that the rural eligible local educational 
agency will use to measure progress toward 
meeting National Education Goals, and a de
scription of what the local educational agen
cy has done to ensure that any assessments 
used to measure such progress will not have 
a negative effect on minority or language 
minority students; 

(3) DURATION.-Except as provided in sec
tion 106, the application described in para
graph (1) may be for a period of not more 
than 3 years. 

(c) COMMUNITY-BASED ORGANIZATIONS AND 
NONPROFIT PARTNERSHIPS.-Any community
based organization or nonprofit partnership 
described in section 102(b)(2)(B) desiring to 
receive a grant from a State educational 
agency pursuant to such section shall-

(1) prepare and submit an application to 
the State educational agency; 

(2) describe in the application the collabo
rative efforts undertaken with a rural eligi
ble local educational agency in designing a 
program to meet the purposes of the Act; 
and 

(3) describe in the application how funds 
will be used to help meet the education goals 
selected by a rural eligible local educational 
agency pursuant to subsection (b) of this sec
tion. 
SEC. 104. PLANNING PERIOD. 

Any rural eligible local educational agency 
requiring additional planning efforts to meet 
the provisions of this title may use the first 
3 months of the initial program year for 
planning purposes, subject to approval by 
the State educational agency, except that 

. not more than 10 percent of the first year's 
allotment shall be used for such purposes. A 
written report of the results of the plan shall 
be submitted to the State educational agen
cy. 
SEC.105. USES OF FUNDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Funds allotted under sec
tion 102(b)(2) shall be used by rural eligible 
local educational agencies, or community
based organizations or nonprofit partner
ships described in section 102(b)(2)(B), to 
meet National Education Goals through pro
grams designed to-

(1) increase the academic achievement of 
rural school children to at least the national 
average, including such education reform 
initiatives as-----

(A) effective schools programs; 
(B) tutoring, mentoring, and other activi

ties to improve academic achievement di
rectly; 

(C) supplementary academic instruction; 
(D) effo.J;'ts to improve problem-solving and 

higher-order critical thinking skills; 
(E) programs to increase student motiva

tion for learning; 
(F) efforts to lengthen the school day. 

school year or reduce class sizes; and 
(G) encouraging the establishment of rural 

school consortia to increase efficiency and 
course offerings; 

(2) ensure the readiness of all rural chil
dren for school, including-

(A) full workday, full calendar-year com
prehensive early childhood development pro
grams; 

(B) parenting classes, including parenting 
classes for teenage parents, and parent in
volvement activities; 

(C) activities designed to coordinate pre
kindergarten and child care programs; 

(D) efforts to integrate developmentally 
appropriate prekindergarten services into 
the overall school program; 

(E) improving the skills of early childhood 
education staff and standards for programs; 

(F) collaborative efforts with health and 
social service agencies to provide com
prehensive services and to facilitate the 
transition from home to school; 

(G) establishment of comprehensive child 
care centers in secondary schools for stu
dent-parents and their children; and 

(H) augmenting early childhood develop
ment programs to meet the special edu
cational and cultural needs of limited-Eng
lish proficient and migrant preschool chil
dren; 

(3) increase the graduation rates of rural 
students to at least the national average, in
cluding-

(A) dropout prevention activities and sup
port services for students at-risk of dropping 
out of school; 

(B) re-entry, outreach and support activi
ties to recruit students who have dropped 
out of school to return to school; 

(C) development of systemwide policies and 
practices that encourage students to stay in 
school; 

(D) efforts to provide individualized stu
dent support; 

(E) collaborative activities between 
schools, parents, community groups, agen
cies and institutions of higher education 
aimed at preventing individuals from drop
ping out of school; 

(F) programs to increase student attend
ance; and 

(G) alternative programs for students, es
pecially bilingual, special education and mi
grant students, who have dropped out of 
school or are at-risk of dropping out of 
school; 

(4) prepare rural school graduates to enter 
higher education, pursue careers and exer
cise their responsibilities as citizens, includ
ing-

(A) activities designed to increase the 
number and percentages of students, enroll
ing in postsecondary educational institu
tions after graduation from secondary 
schools; 

(B) in-school youth employment, voca
tional education, and career education pro
grams that improve the transition from 
school to work; 

(C) activities designed in collaboration 
with colleges and universities to assist rural 
school graduates in completing higher edu
cation; 

(D) activities designed in conjunction with 
community colleges to provide a kinder
garten through grade 14 experience for rural 
school secondary school students; 

(E) efforts to increase voter registration 
among eligible secondary school st.udents at
tending schools served by rural eligible local 
educational agencies; 

(F) activities designed to promote commu
nity service and volunteerism among stu
dents, parents, teachers, and the community; 

(G) civic education, law-related education 
and other programs designed to enhance re
sponsible citizenship and understanding of 
the political process; and 
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(H) encouraging a positive role for rural 

public schools in local rural entrepreneur
ship and the identification of rural commu
nity economic development opportunities; 

(5) recruit and retain qualified teachers, 
including-

(A) school-based management projects and 
activities; 

(B) programs designed to increase the sta
tus of the teaching profession; 

(C) alternative routes to certification for 
qualified individuals from business, the mili
tary and other fields; 

(D) efforts to recruit and retain teachers in 
critical shortage areas, including early 
childhood teachers, mathematics and science 
teachers, foreign language teachers, and spe
cial education and bilingual teachers; 

(E) upgrading the skills of existing class
room teachers through the use of year
round, systematic, comprehensive inservice 
training programs; 

(F) upgrading the skills of teacher aides 
and paraprofessionals to assist such individ
uals in becoming certified teachers; 

(G) efforts specifically designed to increase 
the number of minority teachers in rural 
schools; 

(H) programs designed to encourage par
ents and students to enter the teaching pro
fession; 

(I) incentives for teachers to work in rural 
schools; 

(J) collaborative activities with colleges 
and universities to revise and upgrade teach
er training programs to meet the needs of 
rural school students; and 

(K) training activities for the purpose of 
incorporating distance learning tech
nologies; or 

(6) decrease the use of drugs and alcohol 
among rural students, and to enhance the 
physical and emotional health of such stu
dents, including-

(A) activities designed to improve the self
esteem and self-worth of rural students; 

(B) the provision of health care services 
and other social services and the coordina
tion of such services with other health care 
providers; 

(C) programs designed to improve safety 
and discipline and reduce in-school violence 
and vandalism; 

(D) activities that begin in the early 
grades and are designed to prevent drug and 
alcohol abuse and smoking among students; 

(E) collaborative activities with other 
agencies, businesses, and community groups; 

(F) efforts to enhance health education and 
nutrition education; and 

(G) alternative schools, and schools-with
in-schools programs, including bilingual, mi
grant and special education programs for 
students with special needs. 

(b) SPECIAL RULE.-Funds allotted under 
section 102(b)(2) may be used by rural eligi
ble local educational agencies, or commu
nity-based organizations or nonprofit part
nerships, described in section 102(b)(2)(B), for 
the planning, development, operation, or ex
pansion of programs and activities which are 
designed to assist rural schools in meeting 
National Education Goals, and may in
clude-

(1) training of teachers and other edu
cational personnel in subject areas, or in
structional technology and methods that 
would improve the delivery of services in 
rural settings in any of the National Edu
cation Goal areas, including staff develop
ment efforts which emphasize multicultural, 
gender and disability bias-free curricula; 

(2) coordination and collaboration with 
other rural agencies, including State rural 

development councils, child care organiza
tions, universities or the private sector; 

(3) parental involvement and outreach ef
forts and other activities designed to en
hance parental encouragement of student 
learning; 

(4) guidance counseling, psychological, so
cial work, and other support services that 
contribute to progress in achieving National 
Education Goals; 

(5) efforts to acquire and improve access to 
educational technology, including distance 
learning technologies; 

(6) programs to serve homeless children, 
children in schools undergoing desegrega
tion, immigrants, migrants, or other highly 
mobile populations, even if such individuals 
do not attend a rural project school assisted 
under this title; 

(7) efforts to improve, reform and strength
en the curriculum, especially efforts to en
hance critical thinking skills among rural 
students, and efforts to coordinate services 
across grade levels; and 

(8) other activities designed to assist in 
achieving the National Education Goals. 

(c) PRIORITY.-Each local educational 
agency submitting an application under this 
section shall give priority in designing the 
program assisted under this title to activi
ties that replicate successful efforts in other 
local educational agencies or expand success
ful programs within the rural eligible local 
educational agency. 
SEC. 106. ACCOUNTABILITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The State educational 
agency may award an allotment under this 
title to a rural eligible local educational 
agency to enable such an agency to operate 
a program under this title for a period of not 
more than 3 years. If a rural eligible local 
educational agency receiving an allotment 
under this title meets the accountability re
quirements described in subsection (b) at the 
end of 3 years and the requirements de
scribed in subsection (c) at the end of each 
year, as determined by the State educational 
agency, such local educational agency shall 
be eligible to continue the project with funds 
under this title for an additional 3 years if 
such local educational agency so desires. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS To MOVE TOWARD NA
TIONAL EDUCATION GOALS.-

(1) PROGRAM CONTINUATION.- If, after 3 
years of receiving an allotment under this 
title, a rural eligible local educational agen
cy is able to demonstrate to the satisfaction 
of the State educational agency that such 
rural eligible local educational agency has 
increased the achievement within the lowest 
2 quartiles of students in schools assisted 
under this title as measured by the statis
tical indicators and other criteria specified 
in the application in comparison to the year 
prior to the initiation of the project, then 
such agency shall be eligible to continue the 
project with funds under this title for an ad
ditional 3 years upon reapplication under 
section 103. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE.-If, after 3 years of re
ceiving an allotment under this title, a rural 
eligible local educational agency is able to 
demonstrate progress on meeting at least 3 
other National Education Goals as measured 
by the criteria described in paragraph (3), 
then such agency shall be deemed to have 
met the requirements of paragraph (1) so 
long as the average achievement level of the 
schools assisted under this title did not de
cline in any of the 3 previous school years. 

(3) CRITERIA.-For purposes of paragraph 
(2), the criteria are: 

(A) The number or percentage of preschool 
children served by the rural eligible local 

educational agency is greater than the aver
age such number or percentage in the 3 pre
vious school years. 

(B) The secondary school graduation rate 
in the rural eligible local educational agency 
is greater than the average such rate for the 
3 previous school years. 

(C) The percentage of secondary school 
graduates in the rural eligible local edu
cational agency enrolled in postsecondary 
education is greater than such percentage 
for the 3 previous school years. 

(D) The incidence of discipline, drug-relat
ed or in-school crime in the rural eligible 
local educational agency is less than the av
erage such incidence in the 3 previous school 
years. 

(C) COLLECTION OF DATA AND CERTIFI
CATION.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Each rural eligible local 
educational agency, community-based orga
nizations or nonprofit partnerships described 
in section 102(b)(2)(B), receiving assistance 
under this title shall annually collect and 
submit to the State educational agency data 
based on the statistical indicators and other 
criteria described in the application submit
ted by such rural eligible local educational 
agency for the purposes of monitoring 
progress in achieving the National Education 
Goals in accordance with paragraph (2). Such 
data shall include multiple measures or indi
cators of each variable, and may take into 
consideration the mobility of students in the 
schools served under this title or other spe
cial factors. 

(2) CERTIFICATION.-Each rural eligible 
local educational agency receiving an allot
ment pursuant to section 102(b)(2) shall an
nually certify to the State educational agen
cy that such rural eligible local educational 
agency has---

(A) complied with the provisions of this 
subsection; and 

(B) made progress toward meeting Na
tional Education Goals and the goals de
scribed in section 103(b)(2)(D). 

SEC. 107. INCENTIVE AWARDS TO EXEMPLARY 
PROGRAMS. 

From amounts reserved pursuant to sec
tion 102(a) or otherwise made available, the 
Secretary is authorized to make competitive 
awards to rural eligible local educational 
agencies to enable such agencies to provide 
assistance to individual schools participat
ing in a program assisted under this title 
which demonstrate to the satisfaction of the 
Secretary at least 3 of the following: 

(1) Unusual or exemplary progress in 
achieving the National Education Goals 
through programs described in section 105. 

(2) Exemplary or unusually effective col
laborative arrangements between the 
schools, community-based organizations, 
agencies, parent groups, colleges and busi
nesses. 

(3) Identification, review and removal of 
potential barriers to student performance in 
the National Education Goal areas, such as 
suspensions and expulsions, in-grade reten
tions, ability grouping, and lack of access to 
course offerings, and other such barriers. 

SEC. 108. REGULATORY ASSESSMENT. 

(a) REPORT ON RURAL PUBLIC SCHOOLS.-In 
order to assist rural eligible local edu
cational agencies under this Act in improv
ing the performance of the school children 
enrolled in the schools served by such agen
cies, the Secretary shall, not later than Jan
uary 1, 1995, prepare a report on the impact 
of Federal regulations, guidelines and poli
cies on rural public schools. 
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(b) CONTENTS OF REPORT.-The report shall 

analyze the impact of Federal legal, regu
latory, policy and organizational require
ments on the time and resources that rural 
eligible local educational agencies assisted 
under this Act have for educating students. 
including fiscal resources, staff time, facili
ties, instructional equipment, and services. 
The report shall make recommendations on 
how best to simplify Federal legal, regu
latory, policy and organizational require
ments so that more resources can be devoted 
to improving rural school performance. The 
report shall also identify the regulations 
whose waiver might be used as incentives or 
rewards for unusual progress toward meeting 
National Education Goals. 

(c) SPECIFIC ISSUES FOR ANALYSIS.- In pre
paring the report required by subsection (a), 
the Secretary shall analyze-

(1) the effect of regulatory requirements on 
local program flexibility and management 
within rural eligible local educational agen
cies; 

(2) the effect of regulatory requirements on 
the size. cost and composition of administra
tive practices within rural eligible local edu
cational agencies; 

(3) the extent to which regulatory require
ments are duplicative or contradictory; 

(4) the amount of time and resources that 
school administrators and teachers must 
spend responding to data requests and re
porting requirements pursuant to Federal 
law; 

(5) the extent to which regulatory require
ments are related to instructional rather 
than noninstructional practices in rural eli
gible local educational agencies; 

(6) the relationship between specific regu
latory requirements and the educational per
formance of rural students; and 

(7) how the waiver or simplification of reg
ulatory requirements could enhance the per
formance of rural school children and the 
progress of rural schools in meeting National 
Education Goals. 

(d) SAMPLE DATA.-The Secretary may, in 
developing the report described in subsection 
(a), use appropriate sampling techniques. 

(e) CONSULTATION WITH CONGRESS.-The 
Secretary shall consult with the Committee 
on Education and Labor of the House of Rep
resentatives and the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources of the Senate concern
ing the design of the report described in this 
section. 
SEC. 109. LOCAL ADVISORY GROUP. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-Any rural eligible 
local educational agency desiring to receive 
an allotment under this Act shall form a 
local advisory group. 

(b) COMPOSITION.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-Each local advisory group 

described in subsection (a) shall be composed 
of representatives of groups such a&-

(A) local government agencies; 
(B) community-based organizations; 
(C) service providers; 
(D) teachers; 
·(E) parents; 
(F) colleges and universities; 
(G) businesses; 
(H) principals, other school administrators 

and school personnel, including the local vo
cational education administrator; 

(I) counselors, school psychologists and so
cial workers; 

(J) students; 
(K) State educational agencies and State 

boards of education; 
(L) labor; 
(M) offices of the Mayor or other rural gov

ernment :eader; 

(N) religious leaders; and 
(0) organizations with an interest in im

proving rural education and expertise in the 
delivery of services needed by the schools se
lected to participate in a program assisted 
under this Act. 

(2) APPOINTMENT.-The superintendent of 
schools and the head of the head of the rural 
eligible local educational agency applying 
for funds under this title shall appoint the 
members of the local advisory group, in con
sultation with teachers from the rural eligi
ble local educational agency and the teach
er's local bargaining agent where one exists. 
The local advisory group may contain as 
many members as is necessary to ensure a 
comprehensive community-wide program to 
improve education in the schools served by 
the rural eligible local educational agency. 

(3) REPRESENTATION.-The local advisory 
group shall be representative of the commu
nity and shall be balanced according to the 
race, ethnicity, native language background, 
and gender of its members, to the extent 
practicable. 

(c) FUNCTIONS.-The local advisory group 
shall-

(1) advise the rural eligible local edu
cational agency on the design and conduct of 
a needs assessment for all schools expected 
to participate in the program assisted under 
this title; 

(2) assist in planning for community-wide 
collaboration in service delivery for students 
in schools expected to be served by the pro
gram assisted under this title; 

(3) advise the rural eligible local edu
cational agency and the community on how 
such agency and community can work to
gether to use multiple service providers; 

(4) advise and assist the rural eligible local 
educational agency on the implementation 
of the program assisted under this title and 
review evaluations of such program's suc
cess; 

(5) advise the rural eligible local edu
cational agency on strategies for increasing 
parent involvement and the number of 
school volunteers and role models in schools; 
and 

(6) review the success of community-based 
programs assisted under this title for 
progress toward meeting the National Edu
cation Goals. 

(d) USE OF EXISTING LOCAL ADVISORY 
GROUP.-To the extent that a rural eligible 
local educational agency has established a 
broadly representative local advisory group 
before the date of enactment of this Act that 
is comparable to the local advisory group de
scribed in this section, such existing local 
advisory group shall be considered to be in 
compliance with the provisions of this sec
tion. 
TITLE II-SCHOOL BUILDING REPAIR AND 

RENOVATION 
SEC. 201. PURPOSE; AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO

PRIATIONS. 
(a) PURPOSE.-It is the purpose of this title 

to provide assistance to rural eligible local 
educational agencies to assist such agencies 
in building or repairing, and renovating in
structional facilities in rural schools, includ
ing but not limited to the appropriate use of 
telecommunications techniques for learning. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated 
$1,000,000,000 for 1994 and such sums as may 
be necessary for each of the fiscal years 1995, 
1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000 to carry out the 
provisions of this title. 
SEC. 202. ALLOTMENT OF FUNDS. 

(a) ALLOTMENTS.-
(!) FEDERAL ALLOTMENT.- In each fiscal 

year, the Secretary shall allot to each State 

educational agency with an approved appli
cation, an amount which bears the same re
lationship to such funds as the amount all 
rural eligible local educational agencies with 
approved applications in the State were allo
cated under chapter 1 of title I of the Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 in the preceding fiscal year bears to the 
total amount received under such chapter in 
such preceding fiscal year by all rural eligi
ble local educational agencies with approved 
applications in all States. 

(2) STATE ALLOTMENT.-
(A) RESERVATION.-From amounts received 

pursuant to paragraph (1), each State edu
cational agency may reserve not more than 
1 percent of such amount for administrative 
expenses. 

(B) FoRMULA.-From the remainder of 
amounts received pursuant to subparagraph 
(A) in each fiscal year, each State edu
cational agency shall allot to each rural eli
gible local educational agency within the 
State with an approved application an 
amount determined on the basis of-

(i) the number of children in the rural eli
gible local educational agency between the 
ages of 5 and 17 who are members of families 
whose income does not exceed the income of
ficial poverty line (as defined by the Office of 
Management and Budget), according to the 
most recent decennial census of the popu
lation; and 

(ii) the number, age and size of school 
buildings used for instructional purposes in 
the rural eligible local educational agency. 

(b) REALLOTMENT.-Any amounts available 
for reallotment pursuant to subsections (a) 
and (b) shall be reallotted in the same man
ner as the original allotments were made. 
SEC. 203. APPLICATION. 

(a) STATE APPLICATION.-
(!) IN GENERAL.- Each State educational 

agency desiring to receive an allotment in 
any fiscal year to carry out the provisions of 
this title shall submit to the Secretary an 
application at such time, in such manner and 
accompanied by such information as the Sec
retary reasonably may require. 

(2) CONTENTS.-Each application submitted 
pursuant to paragraph (1) shall-

(A) contain such information as the Sec
retary may reasonably require in order to 
make the allotment described in section 
202(a)(l); and 

(B) contain such other information and as
surances as the Secretary determines nec
essary to ensure compliance with the provi
sions of this title. 

(b) LOCAL APPLICATION.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-Any rural eligible local 

educational agency desiring to receive an al
lotment to carry out the provisions of this 
title shall submit to the State educational 
agency an application at such time, in such 
manner and accompanied by such informa
tion as the State educational agency may 
reasonably require. 

(2) DURATION.-Each application submitted 
pursuant to paragraph (1) shall be for a pe
riod of not more than 3 years. 

(3) ANNUAL REVIEW.-Each application sub
mitted pursuant to paragraph (1) shall be 
subject to annual review. 

(4) CONTENTS.-Each application submitted 
pursuant to paragraph (1) shall contain-

(A) an assessment of needs for building re
pair, renovation and construction; 

(B) the name and location of all sites 
scheduled for repair, renovation or construc
tion and a description of the activities 
planned at each site; and 

(C) a description of accounting procedures 
used to assure proper disbursement of Fed
eral funds. 
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SEC. 204. REPAIR AND RENOVATION. 

Each rural eligible local educational agen
cy receiving an allotment under section 
202(a)(2) shall use 50 percent of such allot
ment to conduct programs for-

(1) repair and renovation of school build
ings used for instruction; 

(2) upgrading of and alterations to build
ings to accommodate new instructional tech
nology, including the installation or im
provement of telecommunications facilities 
for learning and related technologies. 

(3) installation or upgrading of school secu
rity and communications systems; 

(4) construction of new buildings that will 
serve to replace old facilities that are most 
cost effectively torn down rather than ren
ovated; 

(5) alterations to buildings to meet special 
program, curricula, or school-site manage
ment needs; 

(6) alterations to buildings to meet certain 
special population needs, such as the needs 
of homeless children, preschool children, and 
individuals with disabilities; 

(7) alterations to school buildings to enable 
such buildings to serve as one-stop family 
support centers; and 

(8) facilities' costs associated with length
ening the school day or school year. 
SEC. 205. ENVIRONMENT AND SAFETY. 

Each rural eligible local educational agen
cy receiving an allotment under section 
202(a)(2) shall use 50 percent of such allot
ment to conduct programs for-

(1) energy conservation; 
(2) removal or containment of environ

.mentally hazardous material; 
(3) meeting the requirements of section 504 

of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973; and 
(4) meeting local, State or Federal laws or 

regulations enacted or promulgated since the 
initial construction of a building related to 
fire, air, light, noise, waste disposal, or 
building height. 
SEC. 206. WAIVER. 

The State educational agency may waive 
the 50 percent requirements described in sec
tions 204 and 205 for any rural eligible local 
educational agency that demonstrates to the 
satisfaction of the State educational agency 
a greater need for services described in sec
tion 204 or 205. 
SEC. 207. APPLICATION OF THE DAVIS-BACON 

ACT. 
All laborers and mechanics employed by 

contractors or subcontractors in any con
struction, alteration, or repair, including 
painting and decorating, of projects, build
ings, and works which are federally assisted 
under this title, shall be paid wages at rates 
not less than those prevailing on similar 
construction in the locality as determined 
by the Secretary of Labor in accordance with 
the Act of March 3, 1931 (commonly known 
as the Davis-Bacon Act), as amended (40 
U.S.C. 276a et seq.). The Secretary of Labor 
shall have, with respect to such labor stand
ards, the authority and functions set forth in 
Reorganization Plan Numbered 14 of 1950 (15 
F.R. 3176; 64 Stat. 1267) and section 2 of the 
Act of June 1, 1934, as amended (48 Stat. 948, 
as amended; 40 U.S.C. 276(c)). 

TITLE ID-EVALUATION OF RESULTS 
SEC. 301. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as may be necessary for each of 
the fiscal years 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 
1999, and 2000 to carry out the provisions of 
this title. 
SEC. 302. ESTABLISHMENT; OPERATION; USES OF 

FUNDS. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-From amounts appro

priated pursuant to the authority of section 

301, the Secretary shall establish for each re
gion a center to be known as the "National 
Rural Regional Education Research Center" 
(hereafter in this title referred to as the 
"Center"). 

(b) OPERATION.-Each Center shall be oper
ated by the regional educational laboratory 
that is located in the region in which the 
Center is located and supported by the Sec
retary pursuant to section 405(d)(4)(A) of the 
General Education Provisions Act. 

(c) USE OF FUNDS.-Each Center shall-
(1) conduct independent research in rural 

education and distance learning tech
nologies; 

(2) evaluate the progress of rural schools 
receiving funds under title I of this Act to
ward meeting the National Education Goals; 

(3) serve as clearinghouses on rural edu
cation research findings, policies, and prac
tices; 

(4) develop measurements of progress of 
rural schools; 

(5) disseminate results of evaluations and 
research on rural schools to other Centers 
and rural school district teachers and par
ents; 

(6) develop collaborative arrangements and 
consortia among rural schools in each region 
to conduct joint research and evaluation ac
tivities; 

(7) replicate successful models and pro
gram approaches in rural schools; 

(8) provide technical assistance and out
reach services for rural schools in each re
gion; 

(9) provide staff training; and 
(10) develop curricula to assist rural 

schools in moving toward meeting the Na
tional Education Goals. 
SEC. 303. LOCAL RURAL SCHOOL EVALUATION. 

From the amount appropriated pursuant to 
the authority of section 301 or otherwise 
made available to carry out the provisions of 
this title in any fiscal year, each Center 
shall reserve 25 percent of such funds to 
award direct grants to rural eligible local 
educational agencies within the region 
served by such Center and which are partici
pating in a program assisted under title I to 
conduct local school district research and 
evaluation of efforts toward meeting the Na
tional Education Goals. 
SEC. 304. LOCAL APPLICATIONS. 

Any rural eligible local educational agency 
desiring to receive a grant under this title 
shall-

(1) submit an application to the Center; 
(2) describe in such application the re

search and evaluation activities for measur
ing progress on the National Education 
Goals; 

(3) consult with local universities, research 
institutes, and other rural groups in develop
ing a local research and evaluation applica
tion; and 

(4) describe capacities for conducting eval
uations with funds provided under this title. 

TITLE IV-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 401. INTERAGENCY COUNCIL ON RURAL 

SCHOOLS. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is established 

the Interagency Council on Rural Schools 
(hereafter in this section referred to as the 
"Council"). 

(b) COMPOSITION.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Council shall consist 

of-
( A) the Secretary of Education, who shall 

serve as Chairperson of the Council; 
(B) the Secretary of Labor; 
(C) the Secretary of Health and Human 

Services; 

(D) the Secretary of Agriculture; 
(E) the Secretary of Energy; 
(F) the Secretary of Commerce; 
(G) the Director of the Environmental Pro

tection Agency; 
(H) the Director of the Commission on 

Civil Rights; 
(I) the Chairperson of the Advisory Com

mission on Intergovernmental Relations; 
(J) the Chairperson of the National Endow

ments on the Arts and the Humanities; 
(K) the Director of the National Science 

Foundation; 
(L) such other officers of the Federal Gov

ernment as may be designated by the Presi
dent or the Chairperson of the Council to 
serve wherever matters within the jurisdic
tion of the agency headed by such an officer 
are to be considered by the Council. 

(2) REPRESENTATION.-Each individual de
scribed in paragraph (1) may designate a per
son to represent such individual on the 
Council. 

(3) DURATION.-Each member shall be ap
pointed for as long as such member serves as 
the head of the appropriate department or 
agency. 

(4) PRINCIPAL ADVISOR.-The Chairperson of 
the Council shall be the President's principal 
advisor on rural schools. 

(c) QuoRUM.-Seven members of the Coun
cil shall constitute a quorum for the pur
poses of transmitting recommendations and 
proposals to the President, but a lesser num
ber may meet for other reasons. 

(d) MEETINGS.-The Council shall meet at 
least 2 times each year. When a Council 
member is unable to attend a meeting, the 
Council member shall appoint an appropriate 
Assistant Secretary or an equivalent individ
ual from the department or agency of the 
member to represent the member for that 
meeting. 

(e) DUTIES OF THE COUNCIL.-The Council 
shall-

(1) review programs and activities con
ducted by each department or agency rep
resented on the Council to determine the ef
fects of such programs and activities on the 
ability of rural schools to meet National 
Education Goals; 

(2) track progress of rural schools in meet
ing National Education Goals; 

(3) solicit information and advice from ex
perts in rural education and representatives 
of rural schools, including representatives 
from rural postsecondary education, on how 
the Federal Government may improve the 
programs and activities of the Federal Gov
ernment which serve rural school students; 

(4) review regulations across various de
partments or agencies of the Federal Govern
ment for duplication or contradiction; 

(5) issue an annual report to Congress and 
the President on the progress rural schools 
are making in meeting the National Edu
cation Goals, and on how Congress might 
change Federal programs to improve the ef
fectiveness of such programs in rural 
schools; 

(6) review and make recommendations re
garding ways to improve or streamline var
ious Federal data collection activities in 
rural schools; and 

(7) conduct such research as may be helpful 
to rural school practitioners at the elemen
tary, secondary and postsecondary level in 
improving the performance of students at
tending rural schools. 

SEC. 402. WlilTE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON RURAL 
EDUCATION. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION To CALL CONFERENCE.-
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(1) IN GENERAL.-The President is author

ized to call and conduct a White House Con
ference on Rural Education (hereafter in this 
section referred to as the "Conference"). 

(2) SPECIAL RULE.-For the purpose of this 
section the term "Conference" means the 
Conference on Rural Education. 

(3) DATE.-The Conference described in 
paragraph (2) shall be held not earlier than 
November 1, 1994, and not later than October 
30, 1996. 

(4) PURPOSE.-The purposes of the Con
ference shall be to-

(A) develop recommendations and strate
gies for the improvement of rural education; 

(B) marshal the forces of the private sec
tor, governmental agencies at all levels, par
ents, teachers, communities. and education 
officials to assist rural schools in achieving 
National Education Goals, and make rec
ommendations on the roles rural public 
schools can play to assist with local rural 
community economic revitalization; and 

(C) conduct the initial planning for a per
manent national commission on rural edu
cation. 

(b) COMPOSITION OF CONFERENCE.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-The Conference shall be 

composed of-
(A) representatives of eligible public school 

systems, including members of the governing 
body of local educational agencies, school 
superintendents and classroom teachers; 

(B) representatives of the Congress, the De
partment of Education and other Federal 
agencies; 

(C) State elected officials and representa
tives from State educational agencies; 

(D) individuals with special knowledge of 
and expertise in rural education, including 
individuals involved with rural postsecond
ary education; and 

(E) individuals with special knowledge of 
and expertise in rural business. 

(2) SELECTION.-The President shall select 
one-third of the participants of the Con
ference, the Speaker of the House of Rep
resentatives shall select one-third of such 
participants, and the majority leader of the 
Senate shall select the remaining one-third 
of such participants. 

(3) REPRESENTATION.-In selecting the par
ticipants of the Conference the President, 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
and the majority leader of the Senate shall 
ensure that the participants are as rep
resentative of the ethnic, racial, and lan
guage diversity of rural areas as is prac
ticable. 

(C) REPORTS.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-The final reports of the 

Conference, containing such findings and 
recommendations as may be made by the 
Conference, shall be submitted to the Presi
dent not later than 120 days following the 
termination of the Conference. The final re
ports shall be made public and, within 90 
days after receipt by the President, trans
mitted to the Congress together with a 
statement of the President containing rec
ommendations for implementing the reports. 

(2) PUBLICATION AND DISTRIBUTION.- The 
Conference is authorized to publish and dis
tribute the reports described in this section. 
Copies of the reports shall be provided to the 
Federal depository libraries and made avail
able to local rural school leaders and teach
ers. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
(1) IN GENERAL.-There are authorized to be 

appropriated for each of the fiscal years 1994, 
1995, and 1996 such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this section. 

(2) AVAILABILITY.-Amounts made avail
able pursuant to the authority of paragraph 
(1) shall remain available until expended. 
SEC. 403. FEDERAL FUNDS TO SUPPLEMENT NOT 

SUPPLANT NON-FEDERAL FUNDS. 
A rural eligible local educational agency 

may use funds received under this Act only 
to supplement and, to the extent practicable, 
increase the level of funds that would, in the 
absence of such Federal funds, be made 
available from non-Federal sources for the 
education of students participating in activi
ties assisted under this Act and in no such 
case may such funds be used to supplant 
funds from non-Federal sources. 
SEC. 404. DEFINITIONS. 

Except as otherwise provided, for the pur
poses of this Act-

(1) the term "community-based organiza
tion" means a private nonprofit organization 
which is representative of a community or 
significant segments of a community and 
which has a proven record of providing effec
tive educational or related services to indi
viduals in the community; 

(2) the term " community as school con
cept" means the mutual sharing of the local 
public school's and the local community's 
human, financial. technical, and environ
mental resources to help meet each others 
needs; 

(3) the term " elementary school" has the 
meaning given to such term by section 
1471(8) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965; 

(4) the term " institution of higher edu
cation" has the meaning given to such term 
in section 120l(a) of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965; 

(5) the term " local educational agency" 
has the meaning given to such term in sec
tion 1471(12) of the Elementary and Second
ary Education Act of 1965, and includes a 
rural eligible local educational agency; 

(6) the term "poverty level" means the cri
teria of poverty used by the Bureau of Cen
sus in compiling the most recent decennial 
census for a family of 4 in suc:n form as those 
criteria have been updated by increases in 
the Consumer Price Index for All Rural Con
sumers; 

(7) the term " rural eligible local edu
cational agency" means a local educational 
agency-

(A)(i) in which at least 15 percent of the 
children enrolled in the schools served by 
such agency are eligible to be counted under 
section 1005 of the Elementary and Second
ary Education Act of 1965; and 

(ii) which is not in a metropolitan statis
tical area; or 

(B) in which the total enrollment in the 
schools served by such agency is less than 
2,500 students and that does not serve schools 
located in a metropolitan statistical area; 
and 

(C) the term "secondary school" has the 
same meaning given to such term by section 
1471(21) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965; 

(8) the term "Secretary". except as other
wise provided, means the Secretary of Edu
cation; 

(9) the term " State" means each of the 
several States, but does not include the Dis
trict of Columbia, Guam, American Samoa, 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Unit
ed States Virgin Islands, the Commonwealth 
of the Northern Mariana Islands, the Repub
lic of the Marshall Islands, the Federated 
States of Micronesia, and Palau; and 

(10) the term " State educational agency" 
has the meaning given to such term in sec
tion 1471(23) of the Education and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965.• 

•Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, 
today I join my colleague Senator 
SIMON in introducing the Rural Schools 
for America Act of 1993. It is my hope 
that we will quickly enact this bill into 
law to provide much-needed assistance 
to the thousands of schools in rural 
America who are struggling to meet 
the challenges set out by the National 
Education Goals and the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965. 
It is my intention both to recognize 
and applaud their efforts as well as to 
give them the message that help is on 
the way. 

Legislation such as Goals 2000 and 
ESEA will not have the desired impact 
on rural America unless Congress acts 
quickly. The Rural Schools of America 
Act of 1993 provides much-needed funds 
to link rural schools to the school re
form movement and to help them meet 
the challenging six national education 
goals. Eligible rural local education 
agencies will receive funds to design 
programs that specifically address the 
difficulties of rural schools and stu
dents in meeting those goals. Further
more, eligible districts will be alloted 
much needed resources to repair and 
renovate dilapidated educational facili
ties. 

According to the 1990 census, nearly 
75 percent of public school districts in 
the United States are classified as 
rural. Rural schools and districts are 
located in every State in the country 
and enroll nearly one in four of all pub
lic school students nationwide. These 
schools face unique difficulties that are 
distinct from-but no less serious 
than-the highly publicized adversity 
faced by their urban counterparts. 

The crisis confronting rural areas is 
a silent one. It does not make the front 
page news of the Washington Post nor 
does it sound national alarms like the 
riots in Los Angeles. Yet, from 1980 to 
1990, unemployment rates in rural 
areas rose much more rapidly . than 
rates in urban areas; in fact, the unem
ployment rate in rural areas today is 26 
percent above the rate in urban areas. 
As a result, during the 1980's more and 
more rural families and children 
slipped unnoticed into poverty. Today, 
nearly one in four children and close to 
one-half of all young adults in rural 
areas live in poverty. 

Rural schools, as a result of this pov
erty and isolation, are faced with a 
host of challenges distinct from those 
in the large cities. They must bear the 
higher costs of delivering service&
such as transporting students across 
wide geographic areas and maintaining 
smaller schools and district&-wi th 
fewer resources, and they must cope 
with the geographic isolation that de
fines a rural community. This isolation 
affects all aspects of the educational 
system. Families have difficulty 
accessing the heal th and social services 
necessary to prepare their children to 
come to school ready to learn. Dis
tricts cannot adequately train, recruit , 
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and retain new teachers nor can they 
provide their existing teachers and ad
ministrators with the in-service profes
sional development they need to help 
their students meet challenging stand
ards. Students in rural schools face ad
ditional barriers to learning without 
easy access to the diversity of courses, 
technology, and cultural activities 
available to students in more densely 
populated areas. 

The Rural Schools of America Act of 
1993 seeks to improve this situation 
and promises to give rural school chil
dren a chance to have the same oppor
tunities as all children in America de
serve. I urge my colleagues to join me 
in support of this important bill.• 

By Mr. BAUCUS: 
S. 1473. A bill to encourage an appro

priate mixture of different specialties 
of physicians and other health care 
providers to meet national needs, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

THE PRIMARY CARE SUPPORT ACT OF 1993 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation that 
would address our country's severe 
shortage of primary care doctors. My 
legislation would increase the number 
of primary care doctors practicing in 
the United States, increase the relative 
income of primary care doctors, and 
encourage our medical education sys
tem to train more primary care doc
tors. 

SHORTAGE OF PRIMARY CARE PHYSICIANS 

Recently, my son Zeno and I went to 
see "Jurassic Park." Sitting in the 
crowded movie theater, watching the 
wondrous special effects that brought 
the dinosaurs back to life, I was haunt
ed by something I heard during the 
health care forum last April in Great 
Falls, which was attended by First 
Lady Hillary Clinton. 

Dr. Ron Loge, an internal medicine 
doctor from Dillon, told Mrs. Clinton 
and the hundreds of participants in the 
forum that primary care doctors are 
becoming so scarce that they may go 
the way of the dinosaurs. We Mon
tanans will be in deep trouble if this is 
allowed to happen. 

At the health care forum with Hil
lary Clinton last April in Great Falls 
and in meetings of the heal th care task 
force in Washington, DC, and around 
the country, it has become very clear 
that America needs more generalist 
and primary care doctors. These family 
doctors, general internists, and pedia
tricians care for the majority of Mon
tanans' day-to-day medical needs. They 
take care of our babies' first ear infec
tions, and our parents' final illnesses. 

Montana is suffering greatly from a 
lack of generalist, primary care physi
cians. Over two-thirds of our State is 
classified by the Federal Government 
as a health professional shortage area. 
Isolation, economics, and family issues 
have shrunk the pool of primary care 

doctors. Many Montana communities 
have no physician at all, forcing some 
families to travel 100 miles or more to 
get even basic medical care. 

WHY WE NEED PRIMARY CARE PHYSICIANS 

We depend on the skills of primary 
care physicians for providing preven
tion and early detection services. Spe
cialists are, of course, a critical part of 
our heal th care system, and we need 
their expertise. But, the shortage of 
primary care physicians and the sur
plus of specialists means that many 
primary care services are provided by 
specialists who are not as well edu
cated in primary care. 

Primary care physicians who do 
choose to work in rural areas face a 
difficult life. Since there is often no 
one with whom to share the workload, 
they are forced to work unreasonably 
long and stressful hours. It's difficult 
for them to take any time off because 
there is no one to fill in for them when 
they leave. They also receive a much 
lower salary than their urban counter
parts. These factors explain why many 
rural communities face physician 
shortages despite the overall increase 
in the number of doctors. 

Ironically, the United States is actu
ally turning out more physicians than 
we need. Too many of these physicians 
are specialists and subspecialists such 
as cardiologists and radiologists. Al
though experts agree that generalists 
should comprise around 50 percent of 
our physician work force, two-thirds of 
our physicians are specialists, and this 
gap is increasing. A recent survey of 
graduating medical students found 
that only 15 percent plan to pursue pri
mary care careers. And only 2 of the 
Nation's 126 medical schools can boast 
that a majority of their graduates plan 
to practice in primary care fields. 

This surplus of medical specialists 
drives up U.S. health care costs, which 
are already the highest in the world. 
For common problems, specialists gen
erally order more tests and procedures 
for the same conditions with no cor
responding improvement in outcome. 
The same patient going directly to a 
cardiologist may get hundreds-or even 
thousands-of dollars of tests to con
firm the absence of heart problems. 
These extra tests significantly increase 
our already skyrocketing heal th costs. 
We already spend almost twice as much 
as any other country on health care, 
yet our health statistics are poorer 
than many other countries. 

STEPS TOW ARD SOLVING THIS CRISIS 

First, we must establish fairness in 
physicians' pay. A study by the Amer
ican Medical Association showed that 
several special ties are paid over twice 
as much as primary care doctors, de
spite the fact that primary care physi
cians often maintain more hectic 
schedules and work longer hours than 
specialists. Equalizing physician pay in 
the Medicare Program has already 
begun, but it needs to go much further. 

This policy should be used by private 
insurance as well. In addition, I would 
like to see an increased Medicare 
Progam bonus for primary care physi
cians serving shortage areas. 

Second, we should encourage more 
physician residency programs to train 
primary care physicians. One excellent 
model is the Montana Family Practice 
Residency Program now being devel
oped in Billings. This program will 
bring 18 family practice residents a 
year to Montana for training. These 
would be primary care doctors for Mon
tana, many of them planning to start 
practices in rural areas. 

Third, I propose creating a National 
Physician Work Force Commission 
which would monitor physician supply, 
identifying areas of concern, and pro
posing solutions. This Commission 
would propose national physician work 
force goals and suggest which teaching 
programs should receive residency 
slots. 

Finally, the National Health Service 
Corps, an existing program, is an im
portant source of physicians for under
served rural areas. The corps was near
ly wiped out during the Reagan-Bush 
years. But we need it more than ever 
today. The Clinton administration has 
proposed increased funding for the 
corps and investing the money to help 
pay off loans for physicians choosing to 
work in physician shortage areas. 
SUMMARY OF PRIMARY CARE IMPROVEMENT ACT 

We have had enough studies and task 
forces; we know what the problems are. 
Because heal th care reform is most cer
tainly coming about, now it is time to 
develop solutions. 

This legislation will: 
First, increase incentives for doctors 

to practice as generalists, rather than 
specialists. 

Second, reform the payments in the 
Medicare Program for graduate medi
cal education programs to emphasize 
primary care. 

Third, create the National Physician 
Work Force Commission to allocate 
more residency positions to generalist 
physicians, and decrease the number of 
specialist residency positions. 

Fourth, increase the incentives to 
practice medicine in physician short
age areas by doubling the bonus pay
ments in the Medicare Program for 
services in those areas. 

INCREASE MEDICARE REIMBURSEMENT TO 
PRIMARY CARE PHYSICIANS 

Medicare reimburses physicians ac
cording to the resource based relative 
value scale [RBRVS], which is sup
posedly based on the actual costs of the 
physician's service. About 40 percent of 
the reimbursement, however, is based 
on historically allowed charges and 
continues to underpay primary care 
physicians. 

This legislation would require the 
Secretary of HHS to determine actual 
resource based practice costs of physi
cians and to begin using these new rel
ative value uni ts no later than 1997. 



September 20, 1993 CQNGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 21761 
ENCOURAGE GENERALIST PHYSICIAN TRAINING 

BY REFORMING MEDICARE GME REIMBURSEMENT 

Under the current system, Medicare 
reimburses hospitals based on an out
moded formula which winds up paying 
hospitals anywhere from less than 
$11,000 to over $100,000 per resident. 
This variation is not based on quality 
or cost difference between programs. 

My legislation would make Medi
care's GME reimbursement fair by 
standardizing payment. All Medicare 
GME reimbursement would be based on 
a weighted national mean amount. The 
reason for this is simple fairness. By 
standardizing the payments for direct 
graduate medical education, we will 
put the various programs on an equal 
footing and encourage higher quality 
programs at hospitals that are cur
rently underpaid. 

INCREASE MEDICARE REIMBURSEMENT FOR 
PRIMARY CARE RESIDENCIES 

This provision would also pay more 
for primary care than specialist 

. residencies. Primary care residencies 
would be paid at 1.2 times the standard 
rate, while specialist residencies would 
be paid at 0.8 times the standard rate. 
Primary care residencies deserve this 
higher payment because they often 
have high training costs and relatively 
low-practice income. It's time for the 
Government to show more support for 
primary care training. 

ENCOURAGE PRIMARY CARE TRAINING IN NON
HOSPITAL SETTINGS 

The bill would allow Medicare to re
imburse training sites that emphasize 
primary and ambulatory care, instead 
of just high-technology teaching hos
pitals. Currently, training almost al
ways takes place in hospitals, which 
emphasizes acute care at the expense of 
more common ambulatory and primary 
care needs. 

PHYSICIAN WORK FORCE COMMISSION 

Many experts agree that the U.S. 
physician work force should consist of 
about 50 percent generalist primary 
care physicians and 50 percent special
ists. This distribution would lead to 
better preventive care, better continu
ity of care, lower costs, better access 
to care in undeserved areas, and better 
quality of care for the most common 
medical problems facing the public. 

Tackling this problem head on, this 
legislation would create a physician 
work force commission which would al
locate residency positions. This con
cept has been recommended by many 
authorities including the Physician 
Payment Review Commission and the 
Council on Graduate Medical Edu
cation. 

I spent a long time looking at alter
natives to this provision, but I con
cluded that voluntary measures and fi
nancial incentives are just not strong 
enough to overcome the immense bias 
toward specializing in this country. In
deed, the Government has already tried 
these measures, but to no avail. Cur
rent incentives such as high income, 
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high prestige, shorter and more pre
dictable hours, and the medical school 
environment strongly favor specialties. 
Medical schools are reluctant to imple
ment proposed reforms, and the propor
tion of new physicians entering pri
mary care careers continues to decline. 
A recent survey of graduating medical 
students found that only about 15 per
cent intend to enter primary care dis
ciplines. 

The primary role of the Commission 
will be to develop and submit to the 
Congress a proposal to allocate the 
first year residency positions to the 
various specialties and subspecialties 
and to allocate the positions within 
each specialty to the individual GME 
programs. The Commission's first pro
posal will be considered under the same 
process used by the Department of De
fense Base Closing Commission Con
gress must either accept or reject the 
proposal as a whole. The Commission 
will allocate residency slots to achieve 
an even distribution of generalist phy
sicians and specialists. 

DOUBLE BONUS PAYMENTS FOR PHYSICIANS IN 
HEALTH PROFESSIONAL SHORTAGE AREAS 

Current law pays a 10-percent bonus 
to physicians who furnish services to 
Medicare beneficiaries that live in 
heal th profession shortage areas 
[HPSA's]. This law applies to both 
urban and rural HPSA 's and has been 
somewhat helpful in encouraging phy
sicians to serve in those areas. How
ever, more needs to be done. Physician 
recruitment and retention continues to 
be difficult in HPSA's and the number 
of HPSA's is actually growing. Rel
atively low physician income in many 
HPSA's is part of the problem, so an 
increase in the bonus payment is need
ed. 

This legislation would double the 
Medicare bonus payment for physicians 
in rural HPSA's and physicians provid
ing primary care services in urban 
HPSA's. In calculating the bonus pay
ment for rural HPSA's, the resource 
based relative value uni ts based pay
ments would not be adjusted for the ge
ographic practice cost index [GPCI] if 
the index is less than 1-that is, Alaska 
and other high-cost rural areas would 
not have a reduced index. This would 
give additional support to physicians 
in remote, rural HPSA's where it is 
often most difficult to obtain physi
cians. 

The bill would also allow physicians 
to continue receiving the bonus pay
ment for a least 10 years, even if the 
area loses its HPSA designation. Thus, 
if a physician moves to a HPSA par
tially because of this incentive, that 
physician would get the bonus for 9 
years even if the area loses its HPSA 
designation the following year. Many 
of these areas have small populations, 
so that one or two new physicians can 
mean that the area loses its HPSA des
ignation. Obviously, it would be unfair 
to induce physicians to move into a 

HPSA and then cut off the bonus pay
ments shortly after they moved there. 

The current program has one prob
lem. This means that physicians pro
viding nonprimary care services in an 
urban hospital receives a bonus pay
ment even if the physician is treating 
patients from the suburbs. This is espe
cially ironic because hospital staff phy
sicians are excluded from the physician 
count when HPSA's are designated. 
This legislation solves the problem by 
disallowing bonus payments for hos
pital inpatient visits and procedures in 
urban areas. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. President, health reform will 
never succeed unless we address our 
shortage of primary care physicians. 
This bill includes tough provisions 
which attack the problem head on. 
Without such tough measures, the 
shortage will just keep getting worse, 
reducing access to care, reducing qual
ity of care, and increasing costs. I look 
forward to working with President 
Clinton on this issue which is one of 
the most critical to the success of na
tional heal th reform. 

By Mr. PELL (by request): 
S. 1474. A bill to restore equal treat

ment of foreign military sales and di
rect commercial sales in nonrecurring 
cost recoupment; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

EQUAL TREATMENT OF FOREIGN MILITARY 
SALES 

• Mr. PELL. Mr. President, by request, 
I introduce for appropriate reference a 
bill to restore equal treatment of for
eign military sales and direct commer
cial sales in nonrecurring cost 
recoupment. 

This proposed legislation has been re
quested by the Department of Defense, 
and I am introducing it in order that 
there may be a specific bill to which 
Members of the Senate and the public 
may direct their attention and com
ments. 

I reserve my right to support or op
pose this bill, as well as any suggested 
amendments to it, when the matter is 
considered by the Committee on For
eign Relations. 

I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
be printed in the RECORD at this point, 
together with the letter from the Gen
eral Counsel of the Department of De
fense, which was received on August 9, 
1993. 

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

S. 1474 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. RESTORATION OF EQUAL TREAT

MENT OF FOREIGN MILITARY SALES 
AND DIRECT COMMERCIAL SALES IN 
NONRECURRING COST RECOUP
MENT. 

(a) ELIMINATION OF THE REQUIREMENT FOR 
RECOUPMENT OF NONRECURRING COST 
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CHARGES.-Section 2l(e) of the Arms Export 
Control Act (22 U.S.C. 276l(e)) is amended

(!) by repealing subparagraph (l)(B); 
(2) by . adding at the end of subparagraph 

(l)(A) " and" ; 
(3) by redesignating subparagraph (l)(C) as 

subparagraph (l)(B); 
(4) by repealing paragraph (2); and 
(5) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para

graph (2). 
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.- The provisions of 

subsection (a) of this section shall be effec
tive for letters of offer for the sale of defense 
articles or for the sale of defense services is
sued pursuant to the Arms Export Control 
Act upon enactment of this Act. 

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 

Washington, DC, August 5, 1993. 
Hon. AL GORE, 
President of the Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Enclosed is a draft of 
proposed legislation "To restore equal treat
ment of foreign military sales and direct 
commercial sales in nonrecurring cost 
recoupment.'' 

This proposal is part of the Department of 
Defense Legislative Program for the 103d 
Congress. The Office of Management and 
Budget advises that, from the standpoint of 
the Administration's program, there is no 
objection to the presentation of this proposal 
for the consideration of the Congress. 

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION 
The proposed legislation repeals the re

quirement in section 2l(e) of the Arms Ex
port Control Act (22 U.S.C. §276l(e)) to 
charge on government-to-government for
eign military sales a prorata recoupment for 
nonrecurring Department of Defense costs on 
sales of major defense equipment in order to 
bring foreign military sales in line with sales 
of major defense equipment on a direct com
mercial basis. 

The provisions being repealed represent 
the only statutory requirement to recoup 
nonrecurring costs on defense sales. Almost 
all non-statutory (i.e., policy) requirements 
to recoup nonrecurring costs on defense 
sales, including direct commercial sales of 
major defense equipment, have been elimi
nated. The proposed legislation completes 
the elimination of nonrecurring cost 
recoupment requirements and restores a con
sistent nonrecurring cost recoupment policy 
for foreign military sales and direct commer
cial sales. 

Cost and budget data-Comparison against 
DOD fiscal year 1994 budget submission 

[In millions of dollars] 

Recoupment of nonrecurring costs 
for foreign military sales of 
major defense equipment budg
eted in receipt account 3041 re
coveries under FMS program: 

Fiscal year: 
1994 ...... .. .. .......... .. .. .. .. . ............ .... .. $183 
1995 ............................. .................. 184 
1996 ............................................... 186 
1997 ............ .. .... .. .... .................. .. ... 189 
1998 ............. .. .... .. .......................... 193 

NOTE.- These estimates are based pri
marily on past sales. Estimated revenues 
shown here would not be reduced except as 
indicated below. 
Proposed legislation beginning fiscal year 1994, 

cease collections on future FMS 
Reductions due to ceasing collections 

on future FMS: 
Fiscal year: 

1994 .. .... .. ....... ............ .. .................. so 

1995 ................... ............. .. ......... .... 0 
1996 .... ...... .... .. ............. .... ..... ....... .. 28 
1997 ........................... .. .. .. ....... .. .. .. . 57 
1998 .. ............ .. ... .. ...... ........ ............ 87 

New estimated collections 
Fiscal year: 

1994 ........................... .. ............ ...... $183 
1995 ................................ .. .. .. .. ....... 184 
1996 ..... .. .................... .. ............. .... . 158 
1997 .. ............ ... . .. ....... .. ...... .. ... ....... 132 
1998 .... .. .............. ................... ....... . 106 

NOTES.-Reductions and increases to col
lections begin with fiscal year 1996 collec
tions. Amounts are calculated using a 2-year 
procurement lead time plus a delivery sched
ule of 4.5 years. Collections are made as 
items are delivered. 

Sincerely, 
JAMIE S. GORELICK.• 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 297 

At the request of Mr. STEVENS, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. BURNS] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 297, a bill to authorize the Air 
Force Memorial Foundation to estab
lish a memorial in the District of Co
lumbia or its environs. 

s. 462 

At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KERRY] and the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. CHAFEE] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 462, a bill to pro
hibit the expenditure of appropriated 
funds on the U.S. International Space 
Station Freedom Program. 

s. 463 

At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KERRY] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 463, a bill to prohibit the 
expenditure of appropriated funds on 
the Superconducting Super Collider 
Program. 

s. 469 

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
names of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
METZENBAUM], the Senator from Colo
rado [Mr. CAMPBELL], the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. LUGAR], the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KERRY], and the 
Senator from Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 469, a 
bill to require the Secretary of the 
Treasury to mint coins in commemora
tion of the Vietnam Women's Memo
rial. 

s. 520 

At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, the 
name of the Sena tor from Rhode Island 
[Mr. CHAFEE] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 520, a bill to prohibit the expendi
ture of appropriated funds on the Ad
vanced Solid Rocket Motor Program. 

s. 578 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
DOLE] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
578, a bill to protect the free exercise of 
religion. 

s. 687 

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from Virginia 

[Mr. WARNER] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 687, a bill to regulate interstate 
commerce by providing for a uniform 
product liability law, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 784 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. BOREN] 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. 792 

At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. MOYNIHAN] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 792, a bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to change the date 
for the beginning of the Vietnam era 
for the purpose of veterans benefits 
from August 5, 1964, to December 22, 
1961. 

s . 1037 

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
names of the Senator from Maryland 
[Ms. MIKULSKI], and the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1037, a bill to amend 
the Civil Rights Act of 1991 with re
spect to the application of such act. 

S. 1111 

At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
WARNER] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1111, a bill to authorize the minting of 
coins to commemorate the Vietnam 
Veterans' Memorial in Washington, 
DC. 

At the request of Mr. KERREY, the 
names of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. MOYNIHAN], the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN], and the 
Senator from Hawaii [Mr. AKAKA] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1111, supra. 

s. 1191 

At the request of Mr. MACK, the 
names of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
DOLE], and the Senator from Mis
sissippi [Mr. LOTT] were added as co
sponsors of S. 1191, a bill to provide a 
fair, nonpolitical process that will 
achieve $65,000,000,000 in budget outlay 
reductions each fiscal year until a bal
anced budget is reached. 

S. 1437 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from Ken
tucky [Mr. FORD] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1437, a bill to amend sec
tion 1562 of title 38, United States 
Code, to increase the rate of pension 
for persons on the Medal of Honor roll. 

s. 1457 

At the request of Mr. STEVENS, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
MURKOWSKI] was added as a cosponsor 
of 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. 
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s. 1466 

At the request of Ms. MOSELEY
BRAUN, the names of the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. SIMON], the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen
ator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], the Sen
ator from Washington [Mrs. MURRAY], 
and the Senator from Maryland [Ms. 
MIKULSKI] were withdrawn as cospon
sors of S. 1466, a bill to amend the Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
to 1965 to authorize programs of child 
abuse education and prevention, and to 
establish a demonstration project re
lating to child ab\J_se education and 
prevention. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 75 

At the request of Mr. ROTH, the 
names of the Senator from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. WOFFORD], the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. NUNN], the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. FEINGOLD], the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. BRYAN], and the Sen
ator from North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 75, a joint resolution 
designating January 2, 1994, through 
January 8, 1994, as "National La~ En
forcement Training Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 123 

At the request of Mr. SHELBY, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
DECONCINI] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 123, a joint 
resolution to designate the week begin
ning November 6, 1994, as "National El
evator and Escalator Safety Awareness 
Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 134 

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 
names of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
GRASSLEY], the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. LEVIN], and the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. DOMENIC!] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
134, a joint resolution to designate Oc
tober 19, 1993, as "National Mammog
raphy Day." 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 31 

At the request of Mr. DODD, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
MURKOWSKI], the Senator from Michi
gan [Mr. RIEGLE], and the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. HOLLINGS] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Concur
rent Resolution 31, a concurrent reso
lution concerning the emancipation of 
the Iranian Bahai community. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 36 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the 
names of the Senator from North Da
kota [Mr. CONRAD], and the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. LIEBERMAN] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 36, a concurrent 
resolution expressing the sense of the 
Congress that United States truck 
safety standards are of paramount im
portance to the implementation of the 
North American Free Trade Agree
ment. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 145-AU-
THORIZING THE TESTIMONY BY 
EMPLOYEES OF THE SENATE 
Mr. MITCHELL (for himself and Mr. 

DOLE) submitted the following resolu
tion; which was considered and agreed 
to: 

S. RES. 145 
Whereas, in the case of The People of the 

State of California v. Roger Calderon, No. 
1457661, pending in the Municipal Court for 
the City and County of San Francisco, Cali
fornia, the District Attorney has requested 
testimony from Claudette Josephson, an em
ployee of the Senate on the staff of Senator 
Barbara Boxer; 

Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate of 
the United States and Rule XI of the Stand
ing Rules of the Senate, no evidence under 
the control or in the possession of the Senate 
can, by administrative or judicial process, be 
taken from such control or possession but by 
permission of the Senate; 

Whereas, when it appears that evidence 
under the control or in the possession of the 
Senate is needed for the promotion of jus
tice, the Senate will take such action as will 
promote the ends of justice consistent with 
the privileges of the Senate: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That Claudette Josephson and 
any other employee of the Senate from 
whom testimony may be necessary are au
thorized to testify in The People of the State 
of California v. Roger Calderon or related pro
ceedings, except concerning matters for 
which a privilege should be asserted. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

VA-HUD APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 
1993 

MIKULSKI AMENDMENTS NOS. 90~ 
904 

Ms. MIKULSKI proposed the follow
ing amendments, to the bill (H.R. 2491) 
a bill making appropriations for the 
Departments of Veterans Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development and 
for sundry independent agencies, 
boards, commissions, corporations, and 
offices for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1994, and for other purposes, 
as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 903 
On page 21, line 3, strike "$242,680,000" and 

insert "$242,000,000". 
On page 22, line 18, strike "$872,239,000" and 

insert "$873,139,000". 
On page 25, line 2, strike "$15,855,000" and 

insert "$22,000,000". 
On page 69, line 24, insert after "September 

30, 1995": ",except as provided hereafter". 
On page 70, strike the proviso which begins 

on line 5 through the colon on line 8 and in
sert in lieu thereof: "Provided further, That 
not more than $94,500,000, to remain avail
able without fiscal year limitation, shall be 
transferred to the National Service Trust 
Fund for educational awards as authorized 
under subtitle D of title I of the Act:". 

AMENDMENT No. 904 
On page 52, after line 17, insert the follow

ing new paragraph: 

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY AND 
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

For necessary expenses to continue func
tions assigned to the Council on Environ
mental Quality and Office of Environmental 
Quality pursuant to the National Environ
mental Policy Act of 1969, the Environ
mental Quality Improvement Act of 1970, and 
Reorganization Plan No. 1 of ·1977, up to 
$375,000, to be derived by transfer from 
amounts made available by this Act under 
the heading "Environmental Protection 
Agency, Program and research operations". 

BUMPERS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 905 

Mr. BUMPERS (for himself, Mr. WAR
NER, Mr. SASSER, Mr. COHEN, Mr. LAU
TENBERG, Mr. KOHL, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. 
BRYAN, Mr. EXON, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. WOFFORD, Mr. CHAFEE, and 
Mr. KERRY) proposed an amendment to 
the bill (H.R. 2491), supra, as follows: 

Strike page 59, line 15 through line 17 on 
page 60 and insert in lieu thereof the follow
ing: "motor vehicles; $6,098,400,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 1995: Provided, 
That of the funds provided under this head
ing, $500,000,000 shall be made available for 
termination of the contract relating to the 
space station program: Provided further, That 
(a) the Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget shall, upon enactment of the pre
ceding proviso, reduce the discretionary 
spending limits set forth in section 601(a)(2) 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 for 
fiscal years 1994 through 1998 as follows: (1) 
for fiscal year 1994, for the discretionary cat
egory: $1,446,000,000 in new budget authority 
and $1,015,000,000 in outlays; (2) for fiscal 
year 1995, for the discretionary category: 
$2,100,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$1,799,000,000 in outlays; (3) for fiscal year 
1996, for the discretionary category: 
$2,100,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$1,992,000,000 in outlays; (4) for fiscal year 
1997, for the discretionary category: 
$2,100,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$2,100,000,000 in outlays; and (5) for fiscal 
year 1998, for the discretionary category: 
$2,100,000,000 in new budget authority and 
$2,100,000,000 in outlays. (b) The allocation of 
appropriate levels of total outlays and new 
budget authority for fiscal year 1994 to the 
Committee on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on 
Appropriations of the Senate included in the 
joint explanatory statement accompanying 
the conference report on the concurrent res
olution on the budget for fiscal year 1994 (H. 
Con. Res. 64) are reduced by $1,446,000,000 in 
new budget authority and $1,015,000,000 in 
outlays: Pro-". 

NOTICE OF HEARING 
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 

RESOURCES 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 

would like to announce for the public 
that a hearing has been scheduled be
fore the full Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

The hearing will take place Wednes
day, September 22, 1993, at 9:30 a.m. in 
room 366 of the Senate Dirksen Office 
Building in Washington, DC. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re
ceive testimony from Daniel Dreyfus, 
nominee to be Director of Civilian Ra
dioactive Waste Management, U.S. De
partment of Energy. 
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For further information, please con

tact Rebecca Murphy at (202) 224-7562. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, 
CONSERVATION, FORESTRY, AND GENERAL 
LEGISLATION 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For
estry Subcommittee on Agricultural 
Research, Conservation, Forestry, and 
General Legislation be allowed to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Monday, September 20, 1993, at 2 p.m. 
in SR-332 on S. 1406, the Plant Variety 
Protection Act Amendments of 1993. 

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

S. 1408--TO REPEAL THE TAX IN
CREASE ON SOCIAL SECURITY 
BENEFITS 

• Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the sen
ior citizens of Washington State and 
the rest of the country have suffered a 
terrible injustice which needs to be 
corrected immediately. 

The President's tax package, which 
recently passed the Congress, includes 
a devastating and damaging provision 
to increase the taxes on Social Secu
rity benefits for senior citizens. Be
cause I so firmly believe that this in
creased tax is unfair, unwarranted, and 
unjustified, I am cosponsoring legisla
tion introduced by my distinguished 
colleague from Mississippi, Senator 
TRENT LOTT, to repeal the 70-percent 
tax hike on Social Security benefits. 

I have been outraged by the willing
ness of this Congress to impose addi
tional tax burdens on members of our 
society who can least afford it, espe
cially our Nation's senior citizens. The 
administration claims that most of the 
new taxes will be paid for by the 
wealthy-but not if you are a senior. 

If you are a senior, the higher taxes 
on your benefits kick in above thresh
olds of $34,000 for individuals and 
$44,000 for couples. These seniors are 
hardly the rich paying enormous new 
taxes. 

I have steadfastly opposed the Presi
dent's massive tax increase on Social 
Security since it was first proposed by 
the administration. I cosponsored an 
amendment during consideration of the 
budget that would have deleted the in
crease in Social Security tax, which, 
unfortunately, failed. 

I have taken these actions because 
the increased tax on Social Security 
benefits cuts deeply into the lives of 
our Nation's seniors. Those people who 
have spent their working lives paying 
into the system now depend on that 
money and deserve it. 

Contrary to what some allege, these 
people are not greedy. They are not 
selfish. These people who have had 
money taken out of their paychecks 
their entire working lives, under the 
justified assumption that when they 
retired, their government would pro
vide them with a certain level of bene
fits. These people simply expect the 
Federal Government to live up to their 
side of a bargain. 

It is atrocious that the Federal Gov
ernment now wants to take more and 
more and more of these hard-earned 
benefits away from them. 

I have listened to the seniors of my 
State. Between phone calls, letters, 
and my travels around the State, sen
iors have made it crystal clear that 
they do not want increased taxes on 
their Social Security benefits. 

Although this new tax has been 
signed into law, S. 1408 can repeal it. I 
wholeheartedly support this bill and 
hope that my colleagues will also rec
ognize the importance of the legisla
tion by cosponsoring. 

Mr. President, I will continue to be a 
strong voice for seniors in the U.S. 
Senate and will continue to oppose in
creased taxes on Social Security or any 
cuts in COLA's.• 

TRIBUTE TO STEPHEN A. 
WILLIAMS 

•Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to pay tribute to a native 
Kentuckian who has been a success 
throughout his life. Mr. Stephen A. 
Williams, president and chief executive 
officer, Alliant Health System, is a 
shining example of the type of individ
ual America's health care needs to be 
successful. 

A native of Lola, KY, which is in Liv
ingston County at the far western end 
of the Commonwealth, Mr. Williams 
has drawn on his traditional rural up
bringing throughout his professional 
life. Growing up on a farm taught him 
the value of hard work and teamwork. 
These are traits Mr. Williams has re
lied on as he has advanced in his ca
reer. 

At a young age, Mr. Williams exhib
ited a strong work ethic and desire to 
help others. Following his junior year 
at Murray State University, he was of
fered a job in the administration of 
Western Baptist Hospital in Paducah. 
When he was just out of college he 
went to the Livingston County Hos
pital as the administrator of that facil
ity. 

In these positions, Mr. Williams won 
praise as a talented and understanding 
negotiator who handled responsibility 
well despite his relative young age. He 
impressed enough people that by 1977 
he was offered the assistant to the ex
ecutive vice president position at Nor
ton Children's Hospital in Louisville. 
Since that time Mr. Williams has rap
idly ascended, holding various adminis-

trative positions and is now, at age 42, 
the president and chief executive office 
of Alliant. 

Along the way he has developed a 
commitment to "total quality manage
ment," a concept he has developed over 
the years into a comprehensive plan. In 
recognition of the work and ideals con
tained within this plan, Mr. Williams 
has been recognized nationally as one 
of the four emerging health care lead
ers in the country. In fact, his report, 
"Innovations in Healthcare . Quality 
Management" was presented as a 
model to the American Hospital Asso
ciation in 1989. 

Mr. President, today, with health 
care one of the most important issues 
we face, I ask my colleagues to join me 
in honoring a true leader in the field. 
Mr. Stephen Williams, a rural Ken
tuckian tackling national problems, of
fers an example of the way problems in 
the industry should be approached. In 
addition, I ask that an article from the 
August 23, 1993, Business First be in
cluded at this point. 

The article follows: 
[Business First, Aug. 23, 1993] 

WILLIAMS PUTS FARM VALUES TO WORK AT 
ALLIANT 

(By Eric Benmour} 
When Stephen A. Williams was growing up 

on his family farm in Livingston County, 
KY. he says he learned about hard work. 
teamwork and the values that made him 
want to pursue a career in health care. 

Combining his skills with the fact he began 
working for Norton Children's Hospitals in 
1977 made him the perfect candidate for the 
position of president and chief executive offi
cer of Alliant Health System, says Albin 
Hayes Jr., chairman of the Alliant board. 

The board had been looking for a candidate 
to replace G. Rodney Wolford, who an
nounced in April he was leaving to become 
president and chief executive officer of Cali
fornia Healthcare System in San Francisco. 

Williams. 42, was named to the Alliant spot 
in June; board officials wouldn't say how 
many candidates were interviewed for the 
post. 

"Steve has been a long-standing employee 
and worked his way up the organization," 
Hayes says. "He has an excellent relation
ship with the medical staff and understands 
medicine.'' 

Alliant owns Norton Hospital, Kosair Chil
dren's Hospital and Alliant Medical Pavilion, 
in addition to other health care operations. 
Alliant also manages 25 rural hospitals. It 
has 4,600 employees. 

"He's got superb leadership skills," says 
Dr. Richard Wolf, medical director for Kosair 
Children's Hospital. "He relates well to peo
ple. He tries to listen to everyone's posi
tion." 

Williams has some ideas about how he 
wants to lead Alliant in the future, but he 
says he has to be careful about being too 
much of a trendsetter. 

"You can tell the pioneers. They're the 
ones lying face down with the arrows in their 
backs." 

Williams laughs. but he is serious about 
where he sees health care headed. 

He says health care organizations are 
going to be more involved in preventive care 
in the future. Insurance companies and 
large, self-insured companies are going to 
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pay providers a set amount of money per 
year to treat people, Williams says. 

This will provide hospitals, doctors and 
others a strong incentive to keep people 
well. 

If society spends more money on prenatal 
care , there will be fewer sick babies, Wil
liams says. That could mean fewer patients 
at Kosair Children's Hospital. 

" I think the health care system must, can 
and will change," he says. " So we, as provid
ers, are provided the opportunity and the 
mechanisms and the financial systems to 
keep people healthier. " 

Williams understands how the health care 
system works. He has seen the full spectrum 
of health care since he got a job as an or
derly at the local hospital when he was in 
high school. 

Williams was raised in Livingston County, 
just east of Paducah, KY. It was a rural com
munity with no parking meters and no stop 
lights in the entire county. 

He grew up on a 600-acre farm, where his 
family grew corn and soybeans, and raised 
cattle . He has two older brothers. 

" I would characterize my growing up as 
pretty traditional midwestern, rural up
bringing," Williams says. 

He thinks it gave him a strong work ethic 
with strong, Christian, family values. 

"You don 't survive on the farm unless you 
depend on each other," he says. 

And to Williams, the long hours associated 
with running a hospital are nothing new. 

" You feed the cattle on Sunday, too," he 
says. 

His parents--in their 70s--are still living 
on the family farm in Livingston County. 

Growing up on the farm also gave him an 
appreciation of teamwork. 

Williams says that extended to the entire 
community. If someone's barn burned, every
one helped build a new one. He says health 
care also requires such an attitude. 

He says working in health care was an easy 
decision for him. 

At an early age, he says, he became inter
ested in helping others. 

This was evident by his work tending to in
jured or abandoned animals. Whatever it 
was--a squirrel, rabbit or raccoon-Williams 
nursed it back to health. 

His wife, Katherine, who grew up five miles 
from her husband, says people learned how 
to take care of animals because the veteri
narian may not be close. "He took it a little 
further than some kids," she says. 

Williams says he did consider being a doc
tor, but decided to focus on administration 
instead. 

He also learned early about being a leader. 
He was student council president his junior 
and senior years. He was the editor of the 
yearbook his senior year. 

Williams says he doesn't know if he was 
good at it or no one else wanted the job. 

The fact Williams was elected president of 
the student council two years indicates he 
had to have leadership skills, says retired 
Livingston Central High School Principal 
Kenneth Hardin. 

Hardin also says Williams won an award 
given to a senior each year based on leader
ship, scholarship, loyalty to the school and 
achievement. He also won a citizenship 
award his senior year. 

" He had to have a lot of leadership ability" 
to win the awards he did, Hardin says. 

Katherine says she and her husband were 
friends long before they started dating. She 
says she was 14 and Steve 16 when they went 
on their first date. They have been married 
20 years and have two sons--David, 16, and 
Matthew, 13. 

Stephen Williams worked his way through 
college at Murray State University as an in
strument technician (passing instruments to 
surgeons) at Western Baptist Hospital in Pa
ducah. 

He already had experience in the medical 
field, working as an orderly at Livingston 
County Hospital, where he performed a vari
ety of jobs, including helping with patient 
care. 

Apparently, he made an impression at 
Western Baptist Hospital. Between his junior 
and senior years of college, the hospital ad
ministrator offered him a job in his depart
ment. 

Dan Aiken was working at Western Baptist 
Hospital when he first met Williams. 

" Steve 's a workaholic," says Aiken, now 
president and chief executive officer with Pe
ninsula Regional Medical Center in Salis
bury, Md. "He's self-motivated and self-driv
en. You don't see that in a lot of people. 
Steve does things because they 're the right 
thing to do." 

Just out of college , with a degree in admin
istrative management, Williams was hired as 
the administrator of the Livingston County 
Hospital. 

Williams says he was contacted by a physi
cian who knew of his interest in hospital 
management. 

" At that time, administrators were pretty 
hard to come by," says David Threlkeld, who 
joined the board after Williams had a college 
degree, had worked in health care and was a 
local resident. 

"He did a good job," says Threlkeld, now 
the hospital board's chairman. "He's a very 
good negotiator. He can get all the parties 
together and accomplish things in a quiet 
manner." 

Williams says he wasn' t worried about 
such a responsibility at such a young age. 

"People will give you plenty of oppor
tunity to demonstrate whether you're a lead
er or not," he says. 

He says a major accomplishment during 
his tenure was selling the hospital to the 
county and leasing it back as a way to re
duce debt. 

Being a local resident probably didn't hurt 
his cause. The chief of staff had delivered 
Williams. 

"The community is very proud of Mr. Wil
liams," says Yvonne Maddux, assistant ad
ministrator at Livingston County Hospital. 

She joined the hospital in 1977 at the age of 
17 and has no trouble remembering Williams. 

"All the employees had respect and looked 
up to Mr. Williams, from the older to the 
younger people," she says. 

While he was administrator of the Living
ston County Hospital, Williams began study
ing for an advanced degree in Health Care 
Administration through an independent 
study program at the University of Min
nesota. 

Jim Petersdorf, executive vice president of 
Norton Children's Hospitals Inc., was a grad
uate of the same program. He supervised the 
work of Williams, as well as two other stu
dents. 

Every month, the students met with 
Petersdorf for a day or two. 

Williams received his credential of ad
vanced studies from the school in 1977. That 
year, Petersdorf offered Williams a job as as
sistant to the executive vice president at 
Norton Children's Hospitals. 

Williams wasn ' t looking to leave Living
ston County, his wife says. 

" We had the idea we would be there the 
rest of our lives," she says. 

But the offer was too good, plus the family 
wanted to be near hand surgeons in Louis-

ville for their oldest son, who had some 
nerve damage in his right hand and arm. 

It was unusual for someone from outside 
the organization to have been offered such a 
position, says Shirley Powers, senior vice 
president of Alliant and Norton Hospital. 

" He (Petersdorf) must have picked up on 
something," Powers says. She says Williams 
has a lot of Petersdorf's traits: he's person
able, listens well and cares about people. 

' 'He can lay his hand on your arm and you 
don ' t feel you should jerk it back," says 
Wade Mountz, former president and chief ex
ecutive officer of Norton Children's Hos
pitals and NKC. 

For 18 months, Williams worked closely 
with Petersdorf, who was the number two 
man in the organization until June 1987, 
when he became president and chief execu
tive officer of NKC, which later merged with 
Methodist to form Alliant. 

" He (Williams) went every place Jim 
went," Mountz says. 

Williams says Petersdorf had a big influ
ence on him. The staff respected Petersdorf. 

Even if they didn't agree with him, " they 
felt he was trying to do the right thing. He 
was never perceived to be self-serving." 

One day, six or seven years ago, Petersdorf 
was walking down the hall with Dr. Wolf 
when Williams walked by. 

At the time, Wolf says, Williams was a vice 
president with NKC but had obviously 
caught Petersdorf's attention. 

Petersdorf turned to him, Wolf says, and 
said, " I don't know when, but the president 
of this corporation should be Stephen Wil
liams.'" 

Petersdorf died in August 1987 from a heart 
attack. 

Williams helped develop Alliant's network 
of managed hospitals and in 1978, he served 
as interim administrator of Ephraim 
McDowell Hospital in Danville, KY. 

He served as administrator of the Caldwell 
County Hospital in Princeton, KY, from 1980 
to 1984 before being promoted to a regional 
vice president of Alliant's hospital-manage
ment division. 

From 1984 through 1985, he was vice presi
dent of NKC Management; in 1986, Petersdorf 
put Williams in charge of a program to bring 
" total quality management" to NKC. 

Powers says the idea was very vague at the 
time; quality checks were just then being ap
plied to manufacturing, but no one had es
tablished a mechanism to measure quality in 
health care, she says. 

Williams headed a four-person research 
team that visited companies such as IBM 
Corp., Johnson & Johnson, Hewlett-Packard 
Co., and others to find out what they had 
learned in developing quality processes. 

Following that, the research team devel
oped and implemented a corporatewide total 
quality plan. 

As a result of Williams' efforts, the organi
zation has received various national awards. 
In addition, he has made more than 20 pres
entations nationwide and co-authored a re
port called "Innovations in Healthcare Qual
ity Management" for the American Hospital 
Association in 1989. 

in 1990, the Healthcare Forum, an industry 
leadership and education consortium, se
lected Williams as one of four "emerging 
health care leaders" in the country. 

Williams says leading the quality effort 
was the reason he was appointed chief oper
ating officer by Wolford in 1988. 

"Being a chief operating officer requires 
you to be able to handle multiple tasks si
multaneously," Wolford says. 

He says a chief operating officer also needs 
the trust of the staff. 
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"He's got a down-home, country boy 

charm," Wolford says. "His experience grow
ing up on a farm in Western Kentucky makes 
that genuine." . 

Aiken describes Williams as having an 
open management style, a comment echoed 
by Wolf, who says Williams puts everything 
on the table and lets people have t heir say. 

When a decision has to be made Williams 
likes to get everyone involved, so no one is 
left out. 

" He's not pulling everybody," Wolf adds. 
When Williams isn't working, he spends 

time with his family , going to his boys 
" football and soccer games." Occasionally, 
he will read a novel at a beach. 

"That's rare, " Katherine Williams says. " I 
think he 's work oriented and he enjoys it. I 
think he enjoys work for work's sake, as I 
do. " 

She -is a part-time teacher at South 
Oldham High School. They live in Goshen, 

. KY. 
Wolford says he thinks Stephen Williams 

works too hard. 
" I think he could play harder," he says. 
Williams calls himself a workaholic. 
In addition to work and family, he 's chair

man-elect of the Kentucky Hospital Associa
tion. He has served on committees at the St. 
John Methodist Church in Prospect and has 
been on the board of the Boy Scouts Junior 
Achievement. He is also a member of the Ro
tary Club Downtown. 

BIOGRAPHY OF STEPHEN A. WILLIAMS 

Title: President and chief executive officer, 
Alliant Health System. 

Age: 42. 
Hometown: Lola, KY. 
Education: Bachelor's degree , Administra

tive Management, Murray State University, 
1972; Master's in Heal th Care Administra
tion , University of Minnesota, 1979. 

Family: Wife; Katherine; children: David, 
16; Matthew, 13.• 

IN HONOR OF STEVE BERMAN 
• Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, later 
this week Steve Berman will celebrate 
17 years at the helm of the New Eng
land Training and Employment Council 
with his friends and associates. In the 
volatile field of employment and train
ing policy, it is unusual to find some
one who has lasted through so many 
changes of direction and shifts of em
phasis from Washington. So I want to 
praise Steve Berman for his longevity. 
But more important, I want to praise 
him for his vision. 

When I speak of the changing direc
tions in employment and training pol
icy, I am referring to the reworking of 
program design and redefinition of cli
entele in which Washington engages 
periodically. It is easy for policy
makers and the media to focus on the 
new departures and heralded initiatives 
as the essence of what this policy field 
is all about. Steve has always known, 
however, that the heart of this field is 
the people who work in the system at 
the State and local levels-the people 
who try to make the Federal Govern
ment's shifting priorities work for or
dinary, job-seeking individuals at the 
grassroots. While some get bedazzled 
by the glitter of new acronyms, Steve 

has concentrated on the more difficult, 
year-in and year-out task of building a 
professional delivery system. I am 
pleased to say that he has enjoyed 
many successes in this endeavor. 

"Infrastructure" is a word we often 
associate with physical things such as 
roads and bridges. But programs that 
deliver services to people have infra
structure requirements, too. The devel
opment and care of that infrastructure 
is something we in Washington often 
overlook. We leave the hard work to 
people like Steve and organizations 
like the New England Training and 
Employment Council, which he founded 
17 years ago and has directed to this 
day. The beauty of the council and of 
Steve's vision is the recognition that 
peer-to-peer technical assistance ap.d 
training is more effective producing 
quality results than are myriad legisla
tive mandates or sanctions from Con
gress or executive branch agencies. By 
bringing together the people who strive 
to implement our national policies-
and letting them learn from each 
other- the New England Council has 
become a model worth emulating under 
Steve's leadership. 

Although program designs come and 
go, one constant in my years of serving 
on committees with oversight has been 
this: Each year, employment and train
ing issues are more prominent, more 
widely publicized, and more main
stream. In a sense, this policy "back
water" has now taken center stage. We 
need that delivery system, developed 
out in the States and localities, now 
more than ever. And we need Steve 
Berman and more people just like him 
to continue pursuing a more profes
sional, more committed, and better in
tegrated delivery system. Our pro
grams are nothing without such dedi
cated individuals.• 

"SEAWOLF"-CLASS SUBMARINES 
• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, in a 
recent letter to Congress regarding the 
total cost of the first and second 
Seawolf-class submarines-$2.4 and $2.3 
billion, respectively-Navy Secretary 
Dalton also indicated that "the $540 
million provided by Public Law 102-298 
will be used to support critical long 
lead items for the SSN-23." Frankly, I 
question the wisdom of buying a third 
Seawolf, and I am extremely skeptical 
that the $540 million Congress appro
priated in fiscal year 1992 will, in fact, 
"be used to support critical long lead 
items." 

I won't dwell on the folly of procur
ing a $2-plus billion sub in a year when 
the Navy's entire shipbuilding budget 
is only $4.3 billion, when plans now call 
for the early retirement of half the cur
rent submarine fleet by fiscal year 1999 
to meet budget targets, and when oper
ating and maintaining a handful of 
ships of a given class has time and 
again proven to be an expensive 
logistical nightmare. 

My deep misgivings about the SSN- 23 
center on the avowed justification for 
its completion: to bridge the submarine 
industrial base to Centurion. Since the 
termination of the Seawolf, I have 
maintained and updated a list of sole 
and single source vendors to either 
Electric Boat, Newport News, or the 
Navy. Most supplied critical long-lead 
i terns, and many shipped the compo
nents for the SSN-23 long ago. Few an
ticipate that a third Seawolf will gen
erate any additional business, so the 
question becomes: Who actually bene
fits from the completion of the SSN- 23? 

To find out, I asked the Navy to pro
vide me with a description of how it in
tends to obligate the $540 million bro
ken out by component, supplier, dollar 
value, and anticipated date of contract 
award for both GFE and CFE, empha
sizing that every effort be made to 
identify the destination and purpose of 
funds provided to prime contractors as 
a passthrough to subcontractors. 

Similar questions went to Secretary 
Aspin: First, considering the most re
cent GAO report indicated uncon
strained cost growth in the Seawolf 
program, what prompted the decision 
to complete the SSN- 23? Second, if it 
was industrial base concerns, what spe
cific components and suppliers are you 
trying to preserve until Centurion pro
duction begins in 1998? Third, am I cor
rect that in many instances the Navy 
bought spares as part of the Seawolf 
termination, and that those spares 
could now be used to build a third ship 
without the need for further procure
ment? Fourth, if correct, will this be 
done, and fifth, if so, won't this under
cut the very industrial base you are 
seeking to preserve? 

At first glance, funding the SSN-23 
appears to be nothing more than a sub
sidy to a favored few. Unless the Navy 
can demonstrate that the submarine 
industrial base truly benefits, comple
tion of the SSN- 23 should be prohibited 
and the $540 million redirected to sup
port the development of the next gen
eration of nuclear attack and ballistic 
missile submarines.• 

HONORING AL FISCHER 
• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor a great American, Al 
Fischer. He has been a Red Cross blood 
donor for 42 years. Over the years he 
has donated almost 27 gallons of blood. 
Mr. Fischer, a resident .of Massapequa, 
NY, has been giving the gift of life to 
others for many years and always 
thinks of helping those in need. I com
mend him for his community service.• 

BASE CLOSURE AND 
REALIGNMENT ACT OF 1993 

• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I sub
mit for the RECORD today this brief but 
important statement. Unfortunately, 
obligations in my State prevent me 
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from being here today to vote on the 
Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1993. 

I firmly believe that the rec
ommendations of the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission will unneces
sarily and unfairly hurt New York eco
nomically and more importantly, effec
tively compromise our national secu
rity. 

I cannot in good faith support the 
Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1993, and would urge my colleagues to 
reject the CommissiOn's recommenda
tions.• 

KENAI, AK, A 1992 ALL-AMERICAN 
CITY 

• Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, it 
is my great pleasure today to add my 
congratulations to the city of Kenai , 
AK, on being honored at the White 
House as one of the 10 communities 
recognized for the 1992 All-American 
City. This community recognition 
award is presented by the National 
Civic League and sponsored by the All
state Foundation, and was presented to 
Kenai residents September 16, 1993, at a 
ceremony held in the White House Rose 
Garden. 

In winning the award, Kenai proved 
its leadership in the areas of civic ex
cellence, cooperative problem solving, 
and partnerships between the public, 
private, and nonprofit sectors and the 
local citizenry. 

Representing the city at the cere
mony were Mayor John Williams, city 
council member, Chris Monfor and Bob 
Rubadeau, executive director of the 
United Way. They all deserve congratu
lations for a job well done as do the 
residents of the city of Kenai who work 
hard and are proud of their All-Amer
ican City in the great State of Alaska.• 

Ms. MIKULSKI. All of the following 
unanimous consents that I am about to 
propound on behalf of the majority 
leader have been cleared on the Repub
lican side. 

VITIATION OF SENATE ACTION ON 
s. 1335 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senate action 
on S. 1335, a bill for the relief of the 
Menominee Tribe of Wisconsin, be viti
ated. 

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

LEWIS F. POWELL, JR. U.S. 
COURTHOUSE 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Environ
ment and Public Works Committee be 
discharged from further consideration 
of H.R. 1513, a bill to designate an ex
isting courthouse in Richmond, VA, as 
the "Lewis F. Powell, Jr. U.S. Court-

house," and that the Senate then pro
ceed to its immediate consideration; 
that the bill be deemed read three 
times, passed, and that the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table; that 
any statements relating to this meas
ure appear in the RECORD as if given. 

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

So the bill (H.R. 1513) was deemed 
read the third time and passed. 

AUTHORIZING TESTIMONY BY 
EMPLOYEES OF THE SENATE 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, on be
half of the majority leader and the Re
publican leader, I send to the desk a 
resolution and I ask for its immediate 
consideration; that the resolution be 
agreed to, and the motion to reconsider 
be laid upon the table; and that a 
statement by the majority leader be in
serted in the RECORD. 

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

The resolution (S. Res. 145) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, is 

as follows: 
S. RES. 145 

Whereas, in the case of The People of the 
State of California v. Roger Calderon, No. 
1457661, pending in the Municipal Court for 
the City and County of San Francisco, Cali
fornia, the District Attorney has requested 
testimony from Claudette Josephson, an em
ployee of the Senate on the staff of Senator 
Barbara Boxer; 

Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate of 
the United States and rule XI of the Stand
ing Rules of the Senate, no evidence under 
the control or in the possession of the Senate 
can, by administrative or judicial process, be 
taken from such control or possession but by 
permission of the Senate; 

Whereas, when it appears that evidence 
under the control or in the possession of the 
Senate is needed for the promotion of jus
tice, the Senate will take such action as will 
promote the ends of justice consistent with 
the privileges of the Senate: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That Claudette Josephson and 
any other employee of the Senate from 
whom testimony may be necessary are au
thorized to testify in The People of the State 
of California v. Roger Calderon or related 
proceedings, except concerning matters for 
which a privilege should be asserted. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the 
District Attorney for the City and 
County of San Francisco, CA is pros
ecuting an unlawful firearms posses
sion case titled "The People of the 
State of California versus Roger 
Calderon" in California State court. 
The defendant, who was briefly em
ployed on Senator BARBARA BOXER'S 
staff, has been charged with three fel
ony and misdemeanor violations of 
California criminal law for his con
cealed carrying of a loaded handgun in 
the Senator's State office in San Fran
cisco. 

The district attorney is requesting 
testimony at a preliminary hearing 

next week from Senator BOXER'S San 
Francisco office manager, who called 
the police after a coworker observed 
the defendant carrying a weapon. 

This resolution would authorize em
ployees of Senator BOXER'S office to 
provide needed testimony about this 
matter. 

ORDERS FOR TOMORROW 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, on be

half of the majority leader, I ask unan
imous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it stand 
in recess until 9 a.m., Tuesday, Sep
tember 21; and following the prayer, 
the Journal of proceedings be deemed 
approved to date; the time for the two 
leaders reserved for their use later in 
the day; that there then be a period for 
morning business, not to extend be
yond 11:30 a.m., with Senators per
mitted to speak for up to 5 minutes 
each; with the following Senators rec
ognized in the order listed and for the 
time limits specified; with the first 
hour of morning business equally con
trolled between Senators BRADLEY and 
CHAFFEE or their designees; the time 
from 10 to 10:30, under the control of 
Senator SPECTER, the time from 10:30 
to 11, under the control of Senator 
BOND or his designee; thereafter, Sen
ator CRAIG, recognized for up to 5 min
utes, and Senator GRAMM of Texas for 
up to 15 minutes, and then that at 
11:30, the Senate resume consideration 
of H.R. 2491, the VA-HUD appropria
tions bill, and that on Tuesday, the 
Senate stand in recess from 12:30 to 2:15 
p.m. in order to accommodate the re
spective party conferences. 

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

TRIBUTE TO THE SENATE PAGES 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, if we 

go until 10 o'clock, 2 minutes from 
now, these future parliamentarians of 
America get a certain waiver from 
school. 

Mr. President, I have to confess I do 
a lot more of my homework now in the 
Senate than I did when I was a school
girl, and I used to love when there was 
a national holiday where we could get 
off, and these young people work so 
hard. Did they not work hard here this 
evening? My Gosh, they moved our ma
terials, they helped with all of our 
work. They are so dedicated. I know 
their parents are very proud of them 
being a group of pages. 

I have talked to many of them when 
they talk about their hopes and their 
ambitions. They hope to learn how the 
Senate operates. They, too, hope to 
grow up to be on the Senate floor one 
day and keep talking until 10 o'clock 
to give those pages a break. We are 
turning a page in history, as we do this 
conversation for them. I just wonder if 
I can ask the Presiding Officer, what 
time is it? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

chair would guess that it is as close to 
10 p.m. as is possible. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Does the Presiding 
Officer remember our great President 
when during the campaign he would 
look at the watch and he would say, 
"Well, it is time to go." I believe that 
the hour clicking at 10 o'clock, and I 
hereby, in representing the majority 
leader, declare it to be 10 o'clock. I ask 
unanimous consent that we declare 
that it is 10 o'clock. 

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

RECESS UNTIL TUESDAY, 
SEPTEMBER 21, AT 9 A.M. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. If there is no further 
business to come before the Senate 
today, I now ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate stand in recess as pre
viously ordered. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 9:58 p.m., recessed until Tuesday, 
September 21, 1993, at 9 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nomination received by 

the Secretary of the Senate after the 

recess of the Senate on September 15, 
1993, under authority of the order of 
the Senate of January 3, 1993: 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

SHIRLEY SEARS CHATER, OF TEXAS, TO BE COMMIS
SIONER OF SOCIAL SECURITY. VICE GWENDOLYN S . KING, 
RESIGNED. 

Executive nomination received by 
the Secretary of the Senate September 
16, 1993, under authority of the order of 
the Senate of January 3, 1993: 

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 

KATHY ELENA JURADO, OF FLORIDA. TO BE AN ASSIST
ANT SECRETARY OF VETERANS AFFAIRS (PUBLIC AND 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS). VICE EDWARD T. 
TIMPERLAKE, RESIGNED. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

ROBERT W. PERCIASEPE, OF MARYLAND , TO BE AN AS
SISTANT ADMINISTRATOR OF THE E NVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY. VICE LAJUANA SUE WILCHER. RE
SIGNED. 

ELLIOTT PERSON LAWS, OF VIRGINIA , TO BE ASSIST
ANT ADMINISTRATOR, OFFICE OF SOLID WASTE. OF THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY. VICE DON R. 
CLAY, RESIGNED. 

LYNN R . GOLDMAN, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE ASSISTANT 
ADMINISTRATOR FOR TOXIC SUBSTANCES OF THE ENVI
RONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY. VICE LINDA J . FISH
ER, RESIGNED. 

FEDERAL MEDIATION AND CONCILIATION 
SERVICE 

JOHN CALHOUN WELLS. OF TEXAS. TO BE FEDERAL ME
DIATION AND CONCILIATION DIRECTOR. VICE BERNARD 
E . DELURY . RESIGNED. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

LAURI FITZ-PEGADO. OF MARYLAND , TO BE ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF COMMERCE AND DIRECTOR GENERAL OF 
THE UNITED STATES AND FOREIGN COMMERCIAL SERV
ICE, VICE SUSAN CAROL SCHWAB. RESIGNED. 

Executive nominations received by 
the Secretary of the Senate September \ 
17, 1993, under authority of the order of I 
the Senate of January 3, 1993: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

THERESA ANNE TULL, OF NEW JERSEY, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO BRUNEI DARUSSALAM. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

CORLIS SMITH MOODY . OF MINNESOTA . TO BE DIREC
TOR OF THE OFFICE OF MINORITY ECONOMIC IMPACT. 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, VICE MALVA G. WRAY. RE
S:GNED. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

JON ERNEST DEGU!LIO , OF INDIANA . TO BE U.S . ATTOR
NEY FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA FOR THE 
TERM OF 4 YEARS, VICE JOHN F . HOEHNER. RESIGNED. 

CHRISTOPHER DRONEY . OF CONNECTICUT. TO BE U.S . 
ATTORNEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT FOR A 
TERM OF 4 YEARS, VICE STANLEY A. TWARDY. JR .. RE
SIGNED. 

PEGGY A. LAUTENSCHLAGER. OF WISCONSIN , TO BE 
U.S . ATTORNEY FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF WISCON
SIN FOR THE TERM OF 4 YEARS, VICE KEVIN C. POTTER. 
RESIGNED. 

THOMAS PAUL SCHNEIDER. OF WISCONSIN. TO BE U.S . 
ATTORNEY FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF WISCONSIN 
FOR THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. VICE JOHN E . FRYATT. RE
SIGNED. 

EMILY MARGARET SWEENEY, OF OHIO, TO BE U.S . AT
TORNEY FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO FOR THE 
TERM OF 4 YEARS, VICE JOYCE J . GEORGE, RESIGNED. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
SEN ATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 

agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest-designated by the Rules Com
mittee-of the time, .place, and purpose 
of the meetings , when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Tuesday, Sep
tember 21, 1993, may be found iii the 
Daily Digest of today's RECORD. 

MEETINGS SCHEDULED 

SEPTEMBER 22 
9:30 a.m. 

Armed Services 
To hold hearings on the nomination of 

Gen. John M. Shalikashvili, United 
States Army, to be Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

SH- 216 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 

To hold hearings on the nomination of 
Reed E. Hundt, of Maryland, to be a 
Member of the Federal Communica
tions Commission. 

SR-253 
Energy and Natural Resources 

To hold hearings on the nomination of 
Daniel A. Dreyfus, of Virginia, to be 
Director of the Office of Civ111an Radio
active Waste Management, Department 
of Energy; to be followed by a business 
meeting, to consider pending calendar 
business. 

SD-366 
10:00 a.m. 

Finance 
To hold hearings on the nominations of 

Mary Jo Bane, of Massachusetts, to be 
Assistant Secretary of Health and 
Human Services for Family Support, 
June Gibbs Brown, of Hawaii, to be In
spector General, Department of Health 
and Human Services, George Munoz, of 
Illinois, to be Assistant Secretary for 
Management and Chief Financial Offi
cer, both of the Treasury Department, 
and Jeffrey E . Garten, of New York, to 

be Under Secretary of Commerce for 
International Trade. 

SD-215 
Labor and Human Resources 

To hold hearings on the nomination of 
Jane Alexander, of New York, to be 
Chairperson of the National Endow
ment for the Arts, National Founda
tion on the Arts and the Humanities . 

SD-430 
3:30 p.m. 

Select on Intelligence 
To hold closed hearings on intelligence 

activities. 
SH-219 

SEPTEMBER 23 
9:00 a.m. 

Armed Services 
To hold hearings on the nominations of 

John J. Hamre, of South Dakota, to be 
Comptroller of the Department of De
fense , Frederick F. Y. Pang, of Hawaii, 
to be Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
for Manpower and Reserve Affairs, 
Nora Slatkin, of Maryland, to be As
sistant Secretary of the Navy for Re
search, Development, and Acquisition, 
and R. Noel Longuemare , Jr., of Mary
land, to be Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense for Acquisition. 

SR-222 
Office of Technology Assessment 

Board meeting, to consider pending busi
ness. 

EF- 100, Capitol 
10:00 a .m . 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Consumer Subcommittee 

( 

To hold hearings on S. 687, to regulate 
interstate commerce by providing for a 
uniform product liability law. 

SR-253 
Environment and Public Works 

To hold oversight hearings on implemen
tation of programs of the Clean Air Act 
Amendments of 1990. 

SD-406 
Judiciary 

To hold hearings on pending nomina
tions. 

SD-226 
Joint Economic 

To hold hearings on the condition of 
American Federal research labora
tories. 

SD-Q28 
2:00 p.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
Education, Arts and Humanities Sub

committee 
To hold hearings to examine issues relat

ing to violence in the Nation's schools. 
SD-430 

2:30 p.m. 
Judiciary 

To hold hearings to review U.S. refugee 
programs for 1994. 

SD-226 

SEPTEMBER 24 
10:00 a.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
To hold hearings on the nominations of 

F. William Mccalpin, of Missouri, John 
G. Brooks, of Massachusetts, Edna 
Fairbanks Williams, of Vermont, 
LaVeeda Morgan Battle, of Alabama, 
Ernestine P. Watlington, of Pennsylva
nia, Maria Luisa Mercado, of Texas, 
Thomas F . Smegal , Jr., of California, 
Nancy Hardin Rogers , of Ohio, Douglas 
S. Eakeley, of New Jersey, John T. 
Broderick, Jr., of New Hampshire, and 
Hulett Hall Askew, of Georgia, each to 
be a Member of the Board of Directors 
of the Legal Services Corporation. 

SD-430 

SEPTEMBER 27 
2:00 p.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings on the nomination of 

Diane Blair, of Arkansas, to be a Mem
ber of the Board of Directors of the 
Corporation for Public Broadcasting. 

SR-253 

SEPTEMBER 28 
9:30 a .m. 

Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 

to reorganize the Department of Agri
culture. 

SR-332 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Aviation Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
to authorize funds for programs of the 
Airport Improvement Act. 

SR-253 

SEPTEMBER 29 
2:00 p.m. 

Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings on the nominations of 

Roger R. Gamble, of Virginia, to be 
Ambassador to the Republic of 
Suriname, Peter F. Romero, of Florida, 
to be Ambassador to the Republic of 
Ecuador, and William Lacy Swing, of 
North Carolina, to be Ambassador to 
the Republic of Haiti. 

SD-419 

OCTOBER6 
9:30 a .m. 

Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
Business meeting, to mark up proposed 

legislation to reorganize the Depart
ment of Agriculture. 

SR-332 

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


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-09-13T11:04:17-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




